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an unallocated reduction of $12,777 to the commission's budget. The commission 
should be prepared, during the budget hearings, to identify the specific reductions 
necessary to· avoid a deficit so that the Legislature may have a voice in how a 
balanced budget is to be achieved. 

The problem will become even more serious if state salary or staff benefit 
increases are granted. The commission has no reserves to pay for such increases. 
Consequently, internal reallocations would have to be made, again without legisla­
tive input. The commission should also be prepared to discuss this at the budget 
hearing. 

Accumulated surplus, July 1 ........ 
Revenues: 

Credential fees .......................... .. 
Teacher examination fees ....... . 
Income from surplus money in-

vestments ................................ .. 
Miscellaneous income .............. .. 

Total Revenue ...................... .. 

Total Resources .................... .. 
Expenditures· ............................... . 

Accumulated surplus, June 30 .. .. 

Table 2 
Teacher Cred~ntials Fund 

Actual 
1979-80 

$1,707,558 

2,322,452 
76,570 

118,490 
3,938 

$2,521,450 

$4,229,008 
$3,176,547 

$1,052,461 

Estimated 
1f80-81 

$1,052,461 

2,760,000 
60,000 

73,672 

$2,893,672 

$3,946,133 
$3,343,308 

$602,825 

Projected 
1981-82 

$602,825 

2,700,000 
45,000 

42,133 

$2,787,133 

$3,389,958 
$3,402,735 

-$12,777 

Projected 
1982-83 

-$12,777 

2,700,000 
45,000 

$2,745,000 

$2,732,223 
$3,572,872 

-$840,649 

Projected 
1!J83-1J4 

-$840,649 

2,700,000 
45,000 

$2,745,000 

$1,904,351 
$3,751,516 

-$1,847,165 

• Expenditures in 1982-83 and 1983-84 assume a 5 percent expenditure increase over the previous year. 

Credential Revocation Proced"res 
The Supplemental Report to the Budget Act of 1980 directed the commission 

to adopt specific regulations modifying its procedures for credential revocation. 
These regulations were adopted by the commission in December 1980. 

The report also directed the commission to study the advisability of adopting an: 
adversary hearing procedure in its credential revocation process. The commission 
intends to consider such procedures during its scheduled meeting in January 1981. 
We will comment further on this issue during the budget hearings. 
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OVERVIEW OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
Postsecondary education consists of formal instruction, research, public service, 

and other learning opportunities offered by educational institutions which are 
eligible for state fiscal support. Postsecondary education primarily serves persons 
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who have completed their secondary education or who are beyond the age of 
compulsory school attendance. 

This section presents data which relate to all postsecondary education in Califor­
nia. Its purpose is to provide historical information and comparative statitstics to 
supplement individual agency and segmental budget analyses. Information on 
postsecondary education organizations, functions, enrollments, expenditures, 
source of support, and student charges follows. . 

1. Organization 
California's system of public postsecondary education is the largest in the nation 

and consists of 135 campuses serving approximately 1.5 million students. This 
system is separated into three distinct public segments-the University of Califor­
nia (UC), the California State University and Colleges (CSUC), and the California 
Community Colleges (CCC). 

In addition to the public system, the California Postsecondary Education Com­
mission (CPEC) reports that there are approximately 300 independent colleges 
and universities which serve an estimated 195,000 students. Enrollments in the 
independent colleges and universities range from a law school with five students 
to a comprehensive university enrolling over 27,000 students in fall 1979. 

2. Enrollment 
Table 1 shows the distribution of enrollment among the three public segments, 

based on fall 1979 data. UC enrollments represented 9 percent of the state total, 
CSUC enrolled 20 percent, and the CCC enrolled the remaining 71 percent. 
Part-time enrollees represented 74 percent of CCC enrollment but only 8 percent 
of UC enrollment. 

Table 1 
California Public Postsecondary Education Enrollment (Head Count)" 

Fall 1979 

FUll-time Pait-TllDe Totals 
Segment Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
University of California: 

Undergraduate .................................................. , ... 85,258 91% 8,665 9% 93,923 100% 
Graduate ....................•.............. , ... ; .................... '" .. 36,216 96 1,717 4 37,933 100 

Subtotals .................... : ................................... ,., ... 121;474 92% 10,382 8% 131,856 100% 
(9%) 

California State University and Colleges: 
Undergraduate .... '" ................ '".,.,'".,'".,.,'".,.'".,'".,.,. 170,321 71% 70,563 29% 240,884 100% 
Graduate """"""""""",""","",""""",",",".,.,.,.,.,.,,"," 14,665 22 51,252 78 65,917 100 

Subtotals.,.,.,,",,,,,,,,,",,,",,,,,,,,,,,",,,,,",,,",",,,",,,",",,,",, 184,986 60% 121,815 40% 306,801 100% 
(20%) 

1,100,220 
California Community Colleges,"""""",""",""","," 286,017 26% 814,203 74% (71%) 100% 

-
Totals """"""",""""",""""","""","","""",,,,",".,.,. 592,447 39% 946,400 62% 1,538,877 100% 

a Source: CPEC, Postsecondary Education in California Digest, 1980, pages 40-41. 

. Table 2 compares historical headcount and FTE (ADA for the CCC) enrollment 
figures for the three segments. The table shows a 2.4 percent increase in headcount 
enrollment and a 2.5 percent FfE enrollment increase for the three segments in 
1981-82. CSUC projects an increase of 2.6 percent in FTE enrollments, while UC 
projects a 1.9 percent FTE increase in 1981-82 over 1980-81 budgeted levels, CCC. 
head count and ADA are projected to increase by 2.5 percent. 



Items 642-798 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1233 

Table 2 
California Enrollment in Public Higher Education 

1976-77 to 1981~ 

Cooimunitx. CoUegp , (Sue ue Total 
!JeadcollDt ADA /JeadcoIIDt FIE !Jeadcouot FIE /JeadCOIIDt FIE/ADA 

1!!1&-77 ...................................... 1,257,754 721,884 327,189 231,604 123,056 119,369 1,705,592 1,012,504 
1977-78 ...................................... 1,321,739 718,303 333,348 234,014 121,719 117,940 1,776,775 ' 1,010,332 
1!!1S-79 ...................................... 1,159,819 635,112 326,513 229,371 123,462 119,628 1,609,794 984,1ll 
i!!19-S9 ...................................... 1,248,459 670,115 328,654 232,936 127,857 122,681 1,704,!!10 1,025,732 
1980-81 (budgeted) ................ 1,3!!1,356 714,300 328,060 230,750 126,552 121,354 1,851,968- 1,066,404 
1981-82 (estimated) .............. 1,432,653 732,400 334,120 236,850 130,057 123,666 1,896,830 1,092,916 
Percent Change 1980-81 to 

1981-82 .............................. 2.5% 2.5% 1.8% 2.6% 2.8% 1.9% 2.4% 2.5% 

Ethnic C«»mposition 
Table 3 shows the latest available information on the racial and ethnic make-up 

of students within each of the three public segments. These data, compiled by 
CPEC, reflect voluntary self-designations made by students. Many students choose 
not to report their racial or ethnic status. (For example, no response was received 
from 23.9 percent of CSUC undergraduate males.) The incidence of these "no 
responses" is shown in the table. CPECreportsthat these data may exhibit signifi­
cant abnormalities due to high nonresponse rates, and advises that they be used 
with caution. More discussiori on the historical trends in the racial and ethnic 
make-up of public higher education students are discussed with each segment's 
budget. 

Table 3 
Percent of Undergraduate/Graduate Students Enrolled by Ethnicity and Sex 

Fall 1979 

esue ue eee 
Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Undergraduate: 
White .................................................................................. .. 50.5% 53.1% 68.6% 70.5% 60.9% 64.9% 
Black .................................................................................... .. 4.6 6.5 3.0 4.3 8.5 8.3 

, Hispanic .............................................................................. .. 6.8 6.5 5.5 5.0 10.5 9.0 
Asian .................................................................................... .. 6.7 6.7 11.7 11.6 5.7 4.6 
American Indian ........... : .................................................. .. 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.3 1.2 
Other .................................................................................... .. 2.4 2.4 1.3 1.0 2.6 2.1 
Nonresident alien ............................................................ .. 4.1 1.5 3.4 1.8 2.4 1.4 
No response ........................................................................ .. 23.9 22.3 6.1 5.3 8.0 8.5 

Graduate: 
White ............................................................................... : .. .. 47.1% 53.2% 60.8% 65.7% 
Black .................................................................................... .. 3.0 4.1 2.3 4.1 
Hispanic .............................................................................. .. 4.9 4.6 4.0 4.0 
Asian .................................................................................... .. 6.0 4.5 5.8 6.0 
American Indian .............................................................. .. 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.4 
Other ..................................................................................... . 2.2 2.0 0.8 0.7 
'Nonresident alien ............................................................ .. 5.9 2.2 14.0 7.5 
No response ........................................................................ .. 30.1 28.6 11.9 11.6 

Source: CPEC, Postsecondary Education in California Infonnation Digest, 1980, page 53., 
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3. Expenditures 

Expenditures proposed in the Governor's Budget for 1981-82 are summarized 
in Table 4. Total support for all higher education is proposed at $6.9 billion in the 
budget year. Of the total support budget, the state General Fund will provide $3.1 
billion, or 45.4 percent. The only segment of higher education receiving local 
support is the community college system. This segment will receive an estimated 
$460 million from property tax revenues (included in column labeled "Other" in 
Table 4) in 1981-82. 

The second largest single source of support for higher education is the federal 
government (22.9 percent)-primarily as a result of the support provided by the 
U.S. Department of Energy to three laboratories ($898 million) within the DC 
system. 

Table 4 
Summary of Proposed 1981-82 Budget for Higher Education 

(in thousands) 

General Other 
Fund" State Federal Other b 

California. Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission .................... $2,1~ $1,050 $6 

University of California ................ 1,081,234 $34,340 1,349,548 1,232,488 
Hastings College of Law .............. 7,438 982 1,935 
California State University and 

Colleges .................................... 928,670 7,952 92,770 329,955 
California Maritime Academy .... 3,284 857 1,503 
Community Colleges .................... 1,017,046 e 9,964 116,500 d 563,200d. e 

Student Aid Commission .............. 84,982 5,059 11,800 

Totals .......................................... $3,124,853 $57,315 $1,573,507 $2,129,087 
Percent of Total ...................... 45.4% 0.8% 22.9% 30.9% 

a Excludes salary and benefit increase funds. 
b Includes hospital fees, student fees, local property tax, and miscellaneous fees. 
e Includes $48 million in state property tax subventions. 
d These amounts are not reflected in the Governor's Budget. 
e Includes $460 million in local property taxes and fees. 

Total 

$3,255 
3,697,610 

10,355 

1,359,347 
5,644 

1,706,710 
101,841 

$6,884,762 
100% 

Table 5 shows state General Fund and local support for public higher education 
from 1974-75 to 1981-82. State General Fund and local support is budgeted to 
increase by 1.7 percent in 1981-82, prior to salary and benefit increase adjustments. 
State General Fund support for UC is budgeted to increase by 3.9 percent. The 
budget proposes to reduce state General Fund support for CSUC and CCc. In the 
case of CSUC, the decrease is due to several factors, including higher reimburse­
ments from the Student SerVice Fee and nonresident tuition and the Governor's 
proposed undesignated program reductions. The CCC decrease is primarily due 
to the proposed substitution of local property tax support for state General Fund 
support. This is reflected in Table 5as a 10 percent reduction in state General Fund 
support for CCC and in 1981-82 and an increase of 41.5 percent in local property 
tax support. 

The UC and CSUC amounts shown in Table 5 will go up significantly if the 
Legislature approves a salary or staff benefit increase for the budget year. The 
Department of Finance currently estimates that each 1 percent of salary increase 
will cost $9.2 million for UC and $8.3 million for CSUc. 
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Ta6ie 5 
State and Local Funds· Budgeted for Higher Education Operating Expenses a 

(in millions) 

CaliIomia Other llig/Jer 
University of California State Communit.l. CoHeies Education Totals 

California University and State Total Agenciesc State State 
State General CoUeges State General State and State General and 

F/lDd General FIIDd F/lDdb Ux:al Ux:al General Fund F/lDd Ux:al 
1974-75 .................................... $515 $482 $410 $334 $744 $48 $1,455 $1,789 
1975-76 .................................... 586 538 485 367 &52 59 1,668 2,035 
1976-77 .................................... 684 605 508 481 989 66 1,863 2,344 
1977-7S .................................... 737 666 570 667 1,237 7S 2,051 2,71S 
1978-79 .................................... 7fi1 683 847 307 1,154 80 2,377 2,684 
1979-80 .................................... 902 S14 1,029 289 1,31S 84 2,829 3,US 
1980-81. ................................... 1,041 933 1,133 325 1,458 !i4 3,201 3,526 
1981-82 Governor's Budget 1,OSl d 929 d 1,017 460 1,477 9801> 3,125 d 3,5&5 d 

1981-82 Change over 1980- . 
S1. ..................................... 3.9% -0.5% -10.2% 41.5% 1.3% 4.3% -2.4% 1.7% 

a Excludes all capital outlay and state special fund support. State special fund support is proposed at $57.3 
million for 1981-82. 

b Includes state property tax subventions totaling $32 million in 1978-79, $29 million in 1979-80, $45 million 
in 1980-81, and $48 million in 1981-82. 

C Includes Hastings College of Law, California Maritime Academy, Student Aid Commission, and the 
Postsecondary Education Commission. 

d Excludes salary and benefit increase funds. 

4. Tuition and Fees 
Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by California's 

system of higher education. According to the Master Plan for Higher Education, 
"tuition is defined generally as student charges for teaching expense, whereas Jees 
are charged to students, either collectively or individually, for services not directly 
related to instruction, such as health, special clinical services, job placement, hous­
ing and recreation." 

Although there has been a traditional policy, as enunciated in the Master Plan, 
that tuition not be charged to resident students,there has been an equally tradi­
tional 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 
no tuition policy for state residents. Tuition income usually is expended forinstrUc­
tional. servIces at the academy, resulting in a direct offset of 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. 

Table 6 
Basic Academic Year Student Charges. 1981,-82 

(estimated) 

Fee 
Tuition-nonresident! fureign .......................... . 
Education fee: . 

Undergraduate .................................. ; ........... .. 
Graduate ...................... ; .................................... . 

Registration fee ............. ;, ............ , ....................... . 
Application ·fee ............... : ..................... , ............. . 
Campus mandatory fees .................................. .. 
Auxiliary service fees: 

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

ue 
$2,880 

300 
360 
442 

25 
30-102 

1,750-2,406 
42-180 

esue 
$2,340 

lS9 
25 

10-00 

1,760-2,364 
45 

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

eee eMA 
$2,100 

645 

15 
151 

2,580 
0--40 
1-10 120 
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Table 7 shows the average cost of tuition and fees nationally as well as the 
average for the three California higher education segments in 198()....81. The figures 
do not include the costs of nonr~sident tuition or auxiliary service fees. 

Table 7 
Tuition and Fees, 1980-81 

California: 
Community Colleges ..........................................•................ , .......................... , ........................................ . 
CSUC .................................................................... :....................................................................................... $209 
UC, .... ,............................................................................................................................................................ 762 

National: 
Public two·year .....................................................................•....................................... ,............................. $464 
Private, two:year ..................................................... , ................ , ...................................... ,............................ 2,079 
Public four·year ....................................................................................................... ,................................ 706 
Private four·year ............................ :......................................................................................................... 3,279 
Proprietary.; ............. ;.................................................................................................................................. 2,342 
Source: CEEB, The College Cost Book, 1980-81. 

Of the three higher education segments, two segments-UC and CSUC-charge 
fees to California residents. The third segment, the community colleges, usually 
charges nominal f€)es only for certain non-credit courses. By any measure, howev­
er, theincrease in fees charged resident students at UC and CSUC has failed to 
,keep pace with the rate of growth in state support of these segments, as shown in 
Charts 1 and 2. 

State General 
Fund Cost per 
FTE Student 

$9, 

7, 

Chart 1 
University of California 
State General Fund Cost per FTE Student and 
Student Charges: 1970-71 to 1980-81 

CJ state General Fund Cost per FTE Student 

~it~~[ltl Student Charges 

a· Student charges defined as Registration Fee plus E.ducational Fee. 

Student 
Charges 

1,200 

1,000 

800 

600 

400 

200 
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Char.t 2 
Califor'niaState University and Colleges 
S~ate .GenerafFundCost perFTE Student and 
Student Charges,S 1970-71 to 1980-8.1 

State General . 
Fund Cost per 
FTEstudent 

-
$4,000- c=J State General Fund Cost per FTE Student 

It~~_1!11 Student Charges 

3,000- -

2,000-

~I 1,000-

I 

I I I 
Fiscal Year 70-7172-73 74-75 7~ 77 78-79 8~1 

Student 
Charges 

r--$300 

- 250 

- 200 

- 150 

-100 

- 50 

a Student charges defined as Materials .and Services Fee (1970--71 to 1974-75). Student Services Fe~ (1975-7~ to 1980--81). 

Charts 1 aIld 2 CQmpare fQr UC arid CSUC,respectively, the grQwth QHQtal state 
supPQrt per full-time equivalent (FTE) stlldent with the grQwthof resident stu­
dent fees. (TQtalstatesuPPQrt, as c:iefmed in the charts, inclu<:les supPQrt QfsQme 
functions, such as research ,and public service,which benefit students Qlllyin­
directly. Figures ,on the grQwth ,of instructiQnally-related CQsts ,only are nQtavail­
able fQr bQth UC and CSUC; their grQwth, hQwever, WQuld parallel thegrQwth in 
tQtal state supPQrt.) . . '. " '.> '.' 

The charts show that, frQm 1970"71.tQ 1980~81,tQtal statecQstsper FTEstudent 
grew by 150 percent and l'ZOpercentin UC andCSUC,respectively .. DUringthis 
same time periQd, fees charged residelltstudents grew by ,only 65 percent.in UC 
and 50 percent in CSUc. PutanQtherway, in 1970-71; student fees as a perceJJ,tage 
,of tQtal state costs per .FTE student averaged 15 percent in UGand 7 percent in 
CSUC; by 1980-81, these figures had declin~d t() 9 percent and 4 percent~ Thus; 
Charts 1 and 2 shQW that, ,over the past decade, the burden QfsuPPQrtingpublic 
higher education at UC and CSUG has increasingly shiftedfrQm the studentt() the 
CalifQrnia taxpayer. . . .. . . " 

Charts 1 and 2 alSQ shQW that the tQtal state subsidy per sj:udent is much greater . 
at UC than at CSUC-$7,535 per FTEstudent versus $3;873. per FTEstudent in 
1980-81. (Again, these figures include the CQstsof SQme functions,such as research 
and public service, which benefit students ,only iridirectly.)At the same,time, 
dependent students in UGtypically comefrQm fari).ilies,that are better able tQbear 
the CQsts ,of higher educatiQn, as shown in Table 8. '. . . 
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Table 8 
Total Family Income of. Dependent Undergraduates 

8yHigher Education. Segment, 1980· 

Family Income 
Less than $12,000 .................................................... .. 
$12,000-$23,999 ......................................................... . 
$24,000-$35,999 ......................................................... . 
$36,000-$47,999 ......................................................... . 
$48,000 or more ...................................................... .. 

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

ueh 

12.0% 
23.9 
27.S 
14.S 
21.5 

100.0% 

Higher Education Se!fJ!!aent 
csuec eee. 

17.6% . 39.7% 
27.5 30.0 
29.7 lS.S 
12.3 6.0 
12.S 5.5 
99.9% f 100.0% 

Private" 
16.5% 
27.3 
26.5 
10.3 
19.4 

100.0% 

a As determhied by California definition of dependency; figures for students reporting total family income 
only. 

b University of California. 
C California State University and Colleges. 
d California Community Colleges. 
e Private colleges and universities in California (does not include proprietary institutions). 
f Details do not sum to lOO percent due to rounding. 

Table 8 shows that, while 39.7 percent of the .dependentundergraduates en­
rolled in the community colleges come from families with incomes less than $12,-
000, only 12 percent of the dependent students enrolled in the University of 
California come from such families. Conversely, the table shows that only 5.5 
percent of dependent undergraduates in the community colleges come from fami­
lies with incomes greater than $48,000 while fully 21.5 percent of dependent 
undergraduates enrolled in UC coine from families in this income category. 

As part of its ongoing planning efforts, CPEe is charged with examining "the 
impact of various types and levels of student charges on students and on post­
secondary educational programs and institutions." In response to. this charge, the 
commission last year developed a planning model to estimate the impacts. of 
changes in student fees on state revenues and on student enrollments, Table 9 
summarizes the CPEG model's revenue 'predictions; based on a variety of in­
creases in student charges, expressed as.a percentage of the marginal cost, per 
student (the marginal cost is the cost per additional student above or below the 
budgeted enrollment level in each segment). The table provides separate esti­
mates of the impacts on undergraduate and graduate students. 

Table 9 shows the student charges that would be required to cover various 
percentages of the marginal cost per student. For example, reading down the 
second column and across the second row shows the total student charges if (1) 
tuition and fees for undergraduates were to equal 25 percent of the marginal cost 
per student ($823 iIi UC and $469 in CSUC) and (2) tuition and fees for graduate 
students were to equal 40 percent of the marginal cost per ,student ($1,316 in UC 
and $750 in CSUC). For undergraduates, these amounts would represent tuition 
(increase in current student charges) of $48 in UC and $250 in CSUC; for graduate 
students, tuition would equal $496 and $531, respectively. 

Table 9 also shows the additional state revenues generated by the various stu­
dent charges;thefigures represent net General Fund savings after accounting for 
increased student financial aid required under current law. The table shows that, 
in general, higher student charges generate greater General Fund savings. Using 
the pre'vious example, Table 9 shows that, with undergraduate charges equal to 25 
percent of the marginal cost per student and with graduate student charges equal 
to 40 percent of the marginal cost per student; state General Fund savings would 
equal $102.3 million after accounting for additional student financial aid required 
under current law. These savings would be composed of a total of $11.925 million 
at UC ($4.205 million from undergraduates plus $7.720 million from graduate 
students) and $90.375 million at CSUC ($59.124 million from undergraduates and 
$31.251 million from graduate students). 



Table 9 
,..,. .... 

Student Charges and General Fund Savings 
CD 
S 

Under Alternative Tuition Scenarios· '" 
(Increases Over 1981-82 Charges in Parentheses) ~ 

Graduate ~ Charges ~ 
Under/l!aduate Charges as a Percent of Marlrlnal Cost Per Student asaPercent 00 

12.5% 25.0% 50.0% ofMarginaJ 
GeneraI Fund Cener8f Fund Gener8f Fund Cos~ 

Charges Savings (MilHons) Charges Savings (MilHons) .. Charges Savings (MilHons) StU ent 
UC: Undergraduate .... $775 b -$0.199 $823 $4.205 $1,646 $62.230 

(-) -$0.199 (48)b $4.205 (871) $62.230 
Graduate .............. 820b 820 820b 20% 

Undergraduate .... 
(-) (-) (-) 

CSUC: $234 $3.232 $469 $59.124 $938 $118.325 
(15) $14.361 (250) $70.253 (719) $129.454 

Graduate .............. 375 11.129 $14.162 375 11.129 $74.458 375· 11.129 . $191.684 
(156), (156) (156) 

UC: Undergraduate .... $775 b -$0.199 $823 $4.205 $1,646 $62.230 
(.,...;..) $7.521 (48) $11.925 (871) $69.950 '"C 

Graduate .............. 1,316 7.720 1,316 7.720 1,316 7.720 40.0% 0 
(496) (496) (496) ~ 

CSUC: Undergraduate .... $234 $3.232 $469 $59.124 $938 $118.325 C/) 

trJ 
(15) $34.843 (250) $90.375 (719) $149.576 CJ 

Gradllate ............... 750 31.251 $42.004 750 31.251 $102.300 750 31.251 $219;526 0 
Z 

(531), (531) (531) t::J 
UC: Undergraduate .... $775 b -$0.199 $823 $4.205 $1,646 $62.230 > 

(-) $27.830 (48) $32.234 (871) $90.259 = 
.80.0% ....: 

Graduate ; ........... ;. 2,633 28.029 2,633 28.029 2,633. 28.029 trJ 
(1,813) (1,813) (1,813) t::J 

CSUC: Undergraduate .... $234 $3:232 $469 $59.124 $938 $118.325 c:: 
(15) $60.866 (250) $116.758 (719) $175.959 

~ Graduate .............. 1,$()() 57.634 $88.696 1,500 57.634 $148.992 1;500 57.634 $226;218 
0 (1,281) (1,281) (1,281) 0 

Z 
a Based on ePEe Tuition Model; lnCludes increases in General Fund revenues due to increased charges and decreases in General Fund expenditures due to ........ 

... enrollment losses; all figUres net of increased student financial aid. ... 
.. b ActUal charges, 1981-82. m 
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As noted, the CPEC model also predicts the estimated magnitUde of enrollment 
losses associated with various levels of student charges. The results (not shown 
here) indicate that, at the same levels of student charges noted previously (for 
undergraduates, 25 percent of marginal cost and for graduate students, 40 percent 
of marginal cost), the total headcount enrollment loss would equal 35,916 students, 
with all of this loss concentrated in CSUc. According to the CPEC model, CSUC 
would lose 20,247 undergraduates (8.4 percent of actual 1979-80 headcount enroll­
ment) and 15,5~69 post-baccalaureate and graduate students (23.6 percent of actual 
1979-80 headcourit enrollment). These impacts, however, could be mitigated by 
using some of the aditional revenues generated by tuition for increased student 
financial aid. 
Graduate Students 

In the four-year segments, graduate students pay virtually the same fees as 
undergraduates (UC charges graduate students slightly higher fees; the differen­
tial is $60 in 1981-82). This practice however, is not typical of the practice followed 
in those public institutions defined as comparable to UC and CSUC for salary 
purposes, as shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 shows that, for 1979-80 (the latest year for which data are available), 
all four of the UC public comparison institutions and 15 of the 18 CSUC comparison 

Table 10 
Resident Tuition and Fees Charged by UC and CSUC 

Public Comparison Institutions 
(Undergraduate and Graduate), 197~ 

I. University of California Comparison Institutions 
Undergraduate 

State University of New York (Buffalo) ........................................................ $929 a 

University of Illinois ............................................................................................ 916 
University of Michigan (Ann Arbor).............................................................. 1,372 
University of Wisconsin at Madison ................................................................ 870 

Average, UC Comparison Institutions ....................................................... . 
University of California ................................................................................. . 

II. California State University and Colleges Comparison Institutions 

$1,022 
$735 

Undergraduate 
State University of New York (Albany) ........................................................ $1,035 a 

SUNY College, Buffalo .... ,.................................................................................... 1,005 
University of Hawaii .......................................................................................... 475 
University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee) ............................................................ 898 
University of Nevada .......................................................................................... 690 
University of Oregon .......................................................................................... 860 
Portland State University .................................................................................. 780 
University of Colorado ...................................................................................... 892 
Illinois State University ...................................................................................... 788 
Northern Illinois University .............................................................................. 847 
Southern Illinois University .............................................................................. 753 
Indiana State University .................................................................................... 975 
Iowa State University.......................................................................................... 816 
Wayne State University...................................................................................... 1,121· 
Western Michigan University .......................................................................... 892 
Bowling Green State University ...................................................................... 1,086 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute .......................................................................... 792 
Miami University (Ohio) .................................................................................. 1,190 

Average, CSUC Comparison Institutions ................................................. . 
California State University and Colleges ................................................ .. 

a Average of lower division and upper division fees. 

$B83 
$207 

Graduate 
$1,504 

962 
1,868 
1,237 

$1,393 
$795 

Graduate 
$1,610 
1,510 

578 
1,258 

720 
1,295 
1,197 

926 
804 
780 
747 
960 
951 

1,425 
948 

1,431 
852 

1,340 

$1,074 
$207 
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institutions charged graduate students higher tuition and fees. In that year, gradu­
ate student tuition and fees exceeded those of undergraduates (1) by an average 
of $371 (36 percent of undergraduate charges) at the UC public comparison 
institutions and (2) by an average of $191 (22 percent of undergraduate charges) 
at the CSUC public comparison institutions. The table also shows that, in 1979-80, 
graduate student charges at UC averaged 57 percent of graduate student charges 
at the UC public comparison institutions; at CSUC, graduate student charges 
averaged a mere 19 percent of charges at its public comparison institutions. 

As we note in the analyses of the UC and CSUC budgets (below), the Legislature 
may wish to consider increasing charges in the near future for California residents 
enrolled in graduate studies. Such action could be justified on three grounds: 

1. Higher costs of graduate education. Because of the specialized nature of 
graduate education and the typically low student-faculty ratios, the cost to the 
state of educating a graduate student greatly exceeds the cost of educating under­
graduates. In CSUC, the cost of instruction per FTE undergraduate is $3,766 
(average of upper- and lower-division costs) while the cost of instructi()n per FTE 
graduate student is $7,587 in 1980-81. Comparable figures are not available for UC; 
because UC offers doctoral programs while CSUC does not, however, the differen­
tial is probably even greater. . 

2. Greater private benefits of graduate education. Unlike undergraduate edu­
cation,education at the graduate level typically provides specialized knowledge 
and skills. This knowledge is more likely to translate into a higher income for the 
student than knowledge acquired as an undergraduate, although the income­
enhancing. value of graduate education varies by discipline. 

3. Low cost to students, encouraging societal over-investment in graduate edu­
cation. Finally, many economists maintain that minimal tuition charges at the 
graduate level lead to an inefficient over-investment in giaduate education. With 
financial barriers to graduate education (in the form of tuition) very low or nonex­
istent, there is a proliferation of workers who are over-educated for the jobs to 
which they are hired. The solution, argue these economists, is to raise tuition to 
more closely reflect the true societal cost of investment in graduate education. 

Our analysis of the practices of the UC and CSUC public comparison institutions 
indicates that an increase of total graduate student charges to 40 percent of the 
marginal cost per student in eac9 of the two segments would yield charges closely 
reflecting those of the respective comparison groups. Setting charges at this level 
would imply an annual graduate tuition of $496 in UC and $531 in CSUC for 
1981-82. Because of (1) the lead time necessary to plan for tuition and (2) the 
magnitude of these increases, it would appear justified to defer the imposition of 
graduate tuition until 1982-83 and then phase in the tuition over a period of several 
years. 

Nonresident Graduate Students 
In the four-year segments, nonresident graduate students pay the same tuition 

as nonresident undergraduates. In the UC system, nonresident students are espe­
cially concentrated at the graduate level. Table 11 shows that, in 1979-80, 16.4 
percent of all graduate students enrolled in UC were nonresidents and, of these, 
60 percent were foreign students. 

Because of (1) the greater costs of instruction associated with graduate educa­
tion and (2) the greater financial rewards typically accruing to individuaJs who 
pursue graduate education, legislation to increase nonresident 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 
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Table 11 
esue andUe Student residency. 

(Headcount), 1979-80 

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

Other U.S ................................................................ . 
Foreign ...................................................................... . 

Total undergraduate ..................................................... . 
Graduate 

California ..................................................................... . 
Nonresident ................................................................. . 

Other. U.S ................................................................. . 
Foreign ..................................................................... . 

Total graduate ............................................................... . 
Grand Totals ................................................................... . 

CSUC 
Amount Percent 

230,678 
10,206 
(3,476) 
(6,730) 

240,884 

62,084 
3,833 

(1,288) 
(2,545) 

65,917 

306,801 

95.8% 
4.2 

(1.4) 
(2.8) 

100.0% 

94.2% 
5.8 

(2.0) 
(3:9) 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Items 642-798 

UC 
Amount Percent 

86,733 95.6% 
3,992 4.4 

(1,734) (1.9) 
(2,258) (2.5) 
90,725 .100.0% 

31,030 83.6% 
6,102 16.4 

(2,450) (6.6) 
(3,652) (9.8) 

37,132 ioo.O% 

127,857 100.0% 

numbers of outstanding students applying for graduate admission from out-of-state 
might decline significantly. A more modest increase, setting graduate nonresident 
tuition at 150 percent of proposed 1981-:-82 nonresident tuition, would increase 
General Fund revenues without adversely affecting nonresident enrollments. The 
new nonresident tuition for graduate students would total $4,320 at UC and $3,510 
at CSUC. Assuming that nonresident graduate students continued to att.end UC 
and CSUC in their current numbers, the increased revenue to the General Fund 
would exceed $10 million 10 1981-:-82. 

The Determination of Residency 
Under the current statutory definition of residency, virtually all nonresident 

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, and joining local organizations. Consequently, most 
nonresident students from other stateS within the U.S, are only "technical nonresi­
dents" who are in the process of establishing California residency. As a result, they 
usually pay nonresident tuition for only one year. . . 

A number of other states apply an additional criterion in the determination of 
residency: financial independence. Oregon, for instance, stipulates that to obtain 
residency status, students must verify that they are not being significantly support­
ed or claimed as a dependent for purposes of federal or state income taxation 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 
if California adopted a financial independence test for residency stat.us. 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 UCor CSUC. If 2,000 of these students (e.g., one-third 
of the undergraduates and none of the graduate students) werenotfinancially 
independent and continued in attendance, the annual savings to the General Fund 
in. 1981-:-82 would exceed $5.2 million, with a corresponding increase in reimburse­
ments. Legislation in this area appears justified. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION COMMISSION 

Item 642 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 76 

Requested 1981-82 ..................................... : ................................... . 
Estimated.1980-81 .. ~ .... :; ................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

$2,198,867 
2,102,413 
1,824,288 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $96,454 ( +4.6 percent) 

Total recommended increase ..................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Eligibility Study. Recommend CPEC study impact of new stand­

ards for admission to VC and CSVC. (Augment item by $125,(00). 
2. Faculty Compensation Study. Recommend CPEe, in consulta­

tion with the Legislative Analyst's Office and the Department of 
Finance, develop proposals for alternative methods of reporting 
the value of fringe benefits paid faculty at VC, CSVC and their 
respective comparison institutions. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$125,000 

Analysis 
page. 

1245 

1246 

The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) is composed of 15 
members. It is an advisory body to the Legislature and the Governor with responsi­
bility 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 postsecondary education may be appointed to the 
commission; however, postsecondary institutions advise the commission through 
a special committe~~ . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $2,198,867 from the Gen­

eral Fund for support of the commission in 1981-82. This is $96,454, or 4.6 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 com­
mission. 

Table 1 shows that, while CPEC is budgeted for an increase of 4.6 percent from 
the General Fund, total expenditures from all funding sources will increase by only 
3.2 percent due to the following factors: (1) federal support will grow only slightly 
(1.4 percent), (2) one-time funding provided duririg the current year by the 
Board of Medical Quality Assurance for a study of the board's Loans for Medical 
Students Program will not be continued in 1981-82, and (3) reimbursements will 
be reduced by $2,000. 

Table 2 shows in detail the General Fund budget changes proposed for 1981-82. 



1244 I POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION COMMISSION--Continued 

Table 1 
CPEC Expenditures and Funding Sources 

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

Totals ......................................................... . 
GeiIeral Fund ........................................... ... 
Federal funds ............................................. . 
Contingent Fund of the Board of Medi-

cal Quality Assurance ....................... . 
Reimbursements ...............................•........ 
Positions ...................................•....... ; ........... . 

A. Transfer of Position 
We recommend approval. 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 

$353,372 $397,601 $413,830 
263,391 278,998 291,449 
510,880 572,739 580,007 

1,489,574 1,105,182 1,146,096 
312,603 383,162 . 391,651 
255,472 326,159 336,462 
34,511 48,824 48,824 
39,000 42,500 46,300 

$3,258,803 $3,155,165 $3,254,619 
1,824;288 2,102,413 2,198,867 
1,427,015 1,034,752 1,049,752 

7,500 
51.3 

10,000 
8,000 
58.4 

6,000 
57.1 

Item 642 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$16,229 4.8% 
12,451 4.5 
. 7;268 1.3 
40,914 3.7 . 
8,489 2.2 

10;303 3.2 

3,800 

$99,454 
96,454 
15,000 

~10,000 

-2,000 
-1.3 

8.9 

3.2 
4.6 
1.4 

-100.0 
-25.0 
..:.2.2 

The Governor's Budget proposes that an existingAssociate Governmental Pro­
gram Analyst position, currently supported with federal funds, be transferred to 
state support,for an increased General Fund expenditure of $32,380. The dUties 
of this analyst include monitoring continuing student affirmative action efforts in 
the three public segments of higher education,as directed by the Legislature in 
ACR 151 (1974). Our analysis indicates that the transfer is justified .. 

Table 2 
California Postsecondary Education Commission . 
Proposed 1981-82 General Fund Budget Changes 

Cost 
1980-81 Current Year Revised ......................................................................... . 
1. Base Line Adjustments 

A. Increase in Personnel Costs 
. 1. Salary Adjustments ............................................................................... . $25,123 

Subtotal ............•.......................................................•................................ ; ... . 
B .. Nonrecurring Items 

1. Equipment ............................................................................................. . -$18,500 
2. CSUC Student Affinnative Action Study ........ , .............................. . 10,000· 

Subtotal .................................................... ;.; .................................................. . 
C. Price Increase 

1. Pri~e .Increase of Operating Expense ..................... ; ....................... , $41,901 
2. Teale Data Center ............................................................................ ; .. . 1,750 

Subtotal ......................................................•................................................. 
D. WICHE Dues Increase ........................................................................... . 

Total, Base Line Adjustments ........................................................ ; ............. . 
2. Budget Change Proposal 

A. Position Funding ....................................................................................... . $32,380 

Total, Budget Change Proposal ................................................................... . 

Total, 1981-82 Proposed Expenditures ....................................................... . 

Total 
$2,102,413 

$25,123 

-$8,500 

$43,651 
$3,800 

$67,074 

$32,380 

$2,198,867 

• The 1980 Budget Act appropriated $50,000 for the evaluation of the CSUC Student Affirmative Action 
Program. The Department of Finance subsequently approved a study plan whereby $20,000 of this 
amount would be spent in 1980-81 and $30,000 would be spent in 1981-82, resulting in a net increase 
of $10,000 in 1981-82. 
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B. Eligibility Study 
We recommend an augmentation of $125,()()() to enabie CPEC to study the current admis­

sions standards of the University of Califomia (UC) and the Califomia State University and 
Colleges (CSUC) in relation to the admission guidelines established in the Master Plan for 
Higher Education, giving special attention to (1) the eRects of the recent added emphasis 
on standardized entrance examination test scores and (2) eligibility rates by sex, ethnicity, 
and income. The report should be presented to the legislative budget committees by Febru-
~~~ , " 

Although the UC Regents have the power to establish their own admis~ion 
standards, both UC and CSUC have adopted standards that are consistent with 
guidelines established in the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education in California. 
UC attempts to limit freshman admissions to the top 12.5 percent of California's 
high school graduates. CSUC attempts to limit freshman admissions to the top 33.3 
percent of California's high school graduates. 

CPEC last reviewed eligibility rates in 1976, based on 1975 highschool graduates. 
The review indicated that UC was admitting students from the top 14.8 percent 
and CSUC was admitting students from the top 35 percent. In response to this 
review, both UC and CSUC took action to reduce the eligibility pool. In both 
segments, admissions poliCies were changed to place greater emphasis on the 
results of standardized test scores. 

The current admission standards warrant restudy at this time because: 
• there has been no follow-up study to show.if the changes prompted by the 1976 

review have brought the two public institutions into compliance with the state 
Master Plan, and 

• better data are needed to monitor the effectiveness of student affirmative 
action efforts on the part of DC andCSUC. 

Information on the pool of ethnic minorities who would be eligible, under 
regular admission standards, to attend the two segments is crucial to the evaluation 
of.student affirmative action efforts. We do not know, for example, if increased 
enrollments of ethnic minorities are due primarily to (1) normal (demographic­
related) increases in the pool of eligible minority students, (2) efforts to increase 
the size of the eligible pool beyond the normal growth due to demographic 
changes, or (3) efforts to increase the number of students enrolling from an 
eligibility pool of a given size. The proposed eligibility study will provide informa­
tion related to these concerns and enable the segments to target more effectively 
their affirmative action efforts. 

Last year, we recommended that CPEC conduct a new eligibility study using 
existing resources. During budget hearings, CPEC representatives maintained 
that, due to the highly labor-intensive nature of the eligibility study (involving 
evaluations of approximately 15,000 high school transcripts), the requested study 
could not be performed without additional resources. The Legislature directed 
that this matter, be reviewed for action in the 1981-82 budget. Based on data 
submitted by CPEC, our analysis indicates that an augmentation of $125,000 will 
provide the necessary resources to undertake the eligibility study. This amount 
will provide funding for (1) CPEC administration of the study and the interpreta­
tion of its results ($55,000) ,and (2) partial reimbursement for (a) the high schools 
involved to cover their transcript postage and handling ($40,000), and (b) UC and 
CSUC to cover the cost of transcript evaluations ($30,000). 

Given the importance of monitoring the impact of admissions standards and the 
effectiveness of affirmative action programs, we recommend an augmentation of 
$125,000 to enable CPEC to conduct this study. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION COMMISSION-.....continued 

C. Faculty Compensation Study 

Item 642 

We recommend that· CPEC be directed to develop, in consllltation with the Legislative 
Analysts Office and the Department of Finance, alternative methods of reporting the value 
of fringe benefits paid faculty in the salary comparison groups used for the University of 
California (UC) and the California State University and Colleges (CSUC). Specifically, 
CPEC should develop by November 1,1981 at least three proposed alternatives;providing 
comparable information on total faculty compensation, and report these alternatives and 
their respective costs to the legislative budget committees. . 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 51 (1965) directed the Coordinating Council on 
Higher Education (later CPEC) to submit annually a faculty salary and welfare 
benefits report including: 

..... essential dataonthe size and composition of the faculty, the establishment 
of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the na­
ture and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits. the nature and extent of 
total compensation to the faculty, special privileges and benefits, and a descrip­
tionand measurement of supplementary income, all of which affect the welfare 
of the faculties and involve cost implications for the state ... " (emphasis added). 
In response to this requirement,CPEC has annually submitted information on 

salaries and the employer cost of fringe benefits paid at 28 institutions of higher 
education which compete in the same labor markets as UC and CSUC for their 
faculty. 

Data Now Used to Compare Fringe Benefits are Meaningless 
Unfortunately, the data on faculty fringe benefits provided by CPEC-the em­

ployer's cost-are useless for purposes of comparing the value to the employee of 
the actual fringe benefits he or she receives .. This is because the employer's cost 
often bears little relationship to the vf!1ue of the fringe benefits received by. the 
employee. This is a particularly serious problem in the case of employee pensions, 
which comprise 80 percent of all countable fringe benefits at UC and 70 percent 
of such benefits at CSUc. 

The major reason why the employer·cost of pensions is not a good indication of 
the value of the pension benefits provided is that the extent to which these benefits 
are funded by the employer, as well as the actuarial methods used by employers, 
differ widely. Thus, it is possible that two faculty members at different institutions 
could be earning entitlements to identical pension benefits while, because of 
differences in actuarial funding practices, the respective employers' costs would 
be vastly· different. For. this reason, the annual CPEC report cautions that its 
figures on the employer cost of fringe benefits should be regarded with circUm­
spection, "since the employer's cost of providing a retirement program may bear 
only an indirect. relationship to the eventual benefits received by the employee." 

Valid Comparisons Now Possible 
In the past, little could be done to improve the quality of data used to make 

fringe benefit comparisons. Recently,however, research in public employee com­
pensation has made significant strides toward developing a common methodology 
of reporting pension costs. A major improvement has been the use of actuaries to 
develop employer cost figures for comparable positions, making cost calculations 
as if all employers were using the same pension funding method (with uniform 
assumptions regarding rates of separation and promotion, salary increases, rates of 
return on pension funds, and inflation). 

The results of such studies show that the rankings .of employers based on salary 
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alone may differ considerably from rankings based on total compensation (salary 
plus appropriate measures of the value of fringe benefits). Consequently, use of 
salary comparisons alone in setting compensation for faculty at UC and CSUC may 
give a misleading picture of the relative attractiveness of the California public 
segments in hiring qualified faculty. If, as seems reasonable, potential faculty 
members weigh both salary and fringe benefits in their decisions to seek employ­
ment in UC or CSUC, then total faculty compensation in'UC and CSUC should be 
competitive with total compensation offered by their respective comparison insti­
tutions. For this reason, it is vital that the Legislature have truly comparable 
information on the value of fringe benefits paid at these institutions. 

There exists, however, a range of possible approaches to comparing the value 
of faculty fringe benefits, some of which are relatively superficial and some of 
which are extremely detailed. For example, comparisons may focus on faculty by 
various ranks (assistant professor step 3) or by seniority levels (typical compensa­
tion five years after being hired). In addition, fringe benefit comparisons may be 
limited to pensions only or may include the value of other benefits such as vaca­
tions, sick leave and health insurance. 

The more detailed the comparison, the more information will be provided-but 
at a higher cost. Recognizing this fact, we recommend that CPEC be directed to 
develop, in consultation with the Legislative Analyst's Office and the Department 
of Finance, at least three proposed alternative approaches to reporting the value 
of faculty fringe benefits-representing a range of survey costs-and that CPEC 
present such alternatives, with the estimated cost of each, to the legislative budget 
committees for their consideration by November 1, 1981. 

D. Status of Legislative Reports 
Student Affirmative Action. Last year, the Legislature appropriated $50,000 to 

CPEC so that it could "design, administer, and interpret an evaluation of the 
CSUC core student affirmative action programs." The final report will not be 
completed until 1982; however, CPEC representatives have indicated that they 
will present a preliminary report covering the following areas: 

• an examination of the CSUC pilot affirmative action projects undertaken in 
1979-80, 

• a report on the status of implementation of core affirmative action programs 
on all 19 campuses, and 

• a case study of selected components of the core programs. 
This preliminary report will be submitted to the Legislature prior to budget 

hearings. At that time, we will review the report and make comments as appropri­
ate. 

Cost of Instruction. As of January 1981, the Cost of Instruction Study, request­
ed in the 1979 Budget Act for submission in March 1980, had not been submitted. 
This report, which is intended to provide information on comparable costs of 
instruction for the three public higher education segments, will be provided some­
time before 1981-82 budget hearings. Remaining CPEC reports required by the 
Legislature have been, or will be, submitted on schedule. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION COMMISSION~REAPPROPRIATION 

Item 642-490 from the General 
Fund 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

Budget p. E 76 

Last year, the Legislature directed that $50,000 included in the CSUC budget 
for evaluation of core student affirmative action programs be transferred to CPEe. 
The CPEC evaluation plan extends over two fiscal years, with $20,000 to be ex­
pended in 1980-81 and the balance, $30,000, to be expended in 1981-82 (Item 
642-490). Our analysis indicates that this plan is reasonable and consistent with 
legislative intent expressed in appropriating the original $50,000. Accordingly, we 
recommend approval. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Item 644 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. E 81 

Requested 1981-82 .......................................................................... $1,098,570,230 
.Estimated ·1980-81 ............................................................................ 1,057,315,759 
Actual 1979-80 .................................................................................. 902,589,695 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $41,254,471 (+3.9 percent) . 

Total recorrunended reduction .......... ~......................................... $29,527,443 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
644-001'()()I-Support 
644-OO1-046-Institute of Transportation Studies 
644-001-144-Research in Mosquito Control 
644-001-146-Equipment Replacement and De· 

ferred Maintenance 
644-001-188-Energy Institute, Utilities conserva­

tion, Appropriate Technology 
644-011.()()I-Medicare/Medi-Cai Loan 

Total 

Fund 
General 
Transportation 
California Water 
COFPHE 

Energy and Resources 

General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Amount 
$1,078,800,356 

704,272 
100,000 

15,884,830 

647,080 

2,333,692 

$1,098,570,230 

Analysis 
page 

1. Enrollment projections. Recommend the Legislature request 
the university to review its enrollment projections for 1981-82. 

1260 

2. Faculty time use. Recommend the Legislature request the Re­
gents, the President, and the Faculty Senate to report on recent 
decline in regularly scheduled classes. 

3. Graduate enrollments. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $1,322,676. 
Recommend no increase in 1981-82 over 1980-81 budgeted gen-

1265 

1265 
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eral campus graduate enrollment pending submission of an enroll- . 
ment plan. 

4. Graduate tuition. Recommend the Legislature request the Re- 1266 
gents .to charge tuition to all general campus graduate students in 
1982-:83. . . 

5. Undergraduate teaching excellence progn:lm. Recommend the ··1267 
Legislature request the Regents to report oh their cost-of-living 
policy.. . 

6. Graduate medical education. Recommend the. Legislature· re- 1271 
quest UC, CPEC, and the Division of Health Professions to review 
recent federal report on health personnel supply and demand. 

7. Medical residents; Recommend the Legislature request UC to 1272 
budget the same number of medical residents in 1982-:83 as in the 
1981-82 year. 

8. Affiliated hospitals.· Recommend the Legislature request UC to 1275 
submit report on affiliated medical resident support provided to 
the UCLA campus. . .. 

9. Graduate academic students. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $367,- 1276 
049. Recommend state support for the proposed increase in 
health science graduate academics be deleted~ 

10. Health science tuition. Recommend the Legislature request the 1277 
Regents to charge the same tuition to health science graduate 
students in 1982-:83 as general campus graduate students, plus an 
additional amount in the case of medicine and dentistry students. 

11. Health science tuition offset. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $1J(j,- 1279 
000. Recommend the Legislature request the Regen,ts to in-
crease their budgeted health science General Fund tuition offset 
from $732,000 to $848,000 in 1981-82. 

12. Faculty research. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $1,000,000. .Recom- 1283 
mend deletion bf augmentation for additional individual faculty 
research. 

13. Microelectronics research. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $5,- 1284 
000,000. Recommend deletion of augmentation for microelec­
tronics research. 

14. Califomia Space Institute. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by $250,000. 1286 
Recommend deletion of augmentaon for the Space Institute. 

15. Integrated pest management. Recommend progress report with 1287 
special attention to development of criteria that will be used to . 
evaluate program. 

16. Institute of Transportation Studies. Reduce Item 644-001-001 by 1287 
$103,677 and increase Item 644-001-046 by $103,677. Recommend 
all support for this institute come from the Transportation Fund. 

17. Energy Institute Recommend the Legislature request the Re- 1288 
gents to providethe same price adjustment increase in 1981-82to 
their share of this institute's budget that the state provides. 

18. Teaching hospitals. Increase savings in Control Section 19.13 by 1297 
$15 million. Recommend teaching hospitals repay additional $15 
million of their state loan from their onectime windfall profits of 
1979-80. 

19. MedicarelMedi-Cal loan. Reduce Item 644-011-001. by 1297 
$2,333,692. Recommend that funds for a loan contingency not be 
appropriated, but be made available if needed through the defi­
ciency appropriation process. 

20. Orange County receivables. Recommend the Legislature re- 1298 
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quest UC to report on its progress on the accounts receivable 
problem at. Orange· County HospitaL 

21. Disabled students. Recommend the Legislature direct the De- 1301 
partment of Finance to report on the administration's plan for 
support of disabled students who will attend UGin 1981-82. . 

22, Faculty affirmative action. Recommend the Legislature request 1303 
UC and CPEC to report during budget hearings on recruitment 
and· retention of minority faculty· and staff. 

23. Student affirmative action. Recommendthe Legislature request 1305 
faculty committee to report on its student affirmative action re-
view. 

24. Federal overhead. Reduce Item 644-()(}1-()(}1 by $4,138,026. Rec- 1310 
ommend the state's share of the current-year unanticipated in-
crease in federal overhead receipts be applied to the 1981-82 
budget rather than the 1982-83 budget. 

25. Utilities price increase. Reco~mend the Legislature request UC 1312 
and the Department of Finance to review the proposed utility 
price increase for 1981-82. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recommended FiscaLChanges 

Activity 

Graduate enrollments ................................. . 
Graduate academic students ..................... . 
Health science tuition offset ...... : .............. . 
Faculty research ........................................... . 
Microelectronics research ........................... . 
California Space Institute ........................... . 
Institute of Transportation Studies ......... . 
Tea<;hing Hospital Loan ..........•................... 
Medicare/Medi-Calloan ........•..................... 
Federal overhead ..•.... ; ................................. . 

Totals ................... ; ............ ; ...................... . 

Recommendation· Overview 

Program 
Changes 

-$1,322,676 
-367,049 
-116,000 

-1,000,000 
-5,000,000 

-250,000 

~$8,055,725 

Funding Impact . 
General Fund Other Fund 

-$1,322,676 
-367,049 
-116,000 

-1,000,000 
-5,000,000 

-250,000 
-103,677 +$103,677 

-15,000,000 
-2,333,692 
-4,138,026 

..,.$29,631,120 +$103,677 

We are recommending reductions to the UC budget totaling $29.5 million. Of 
this amount, however, $21.4 million can be achieved without cutting programs or 
reducing services withinUC. These savings can be achieved by using revenues 
available to UC that are not needed in 1981-82. Specifically, we have identified the 
following funds that could be used in 1981-82: (1) $15. million in windfall hospital 
profits, (2) $2.3 million in loan funds that may not be needed, and (3) $4.1 million 
in revenue that the state normally would receive in J982-83. The remaining $8 
million in recommended reductions relates to program increases above the cur­
rent-year levels, primarily in resear~h support. 

GENERAL PROGRAM ·STATEMENT 
The University of California (UC) is California's land grant State University. 

Established in 1868, it has constitutional status asa public trust to be administered 
under the authority of an independent 26-member Board of Regents. 

The university encompasses eight general campuses and one health science 
.. campus. A broadly based undergraduate curriculum leading to the baccalaureate 
degree is offered at each general· campus. The university is theprimaty state-
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supported academic agency for research, and has sole authority to award doctoral 
degrees in all disciplines, although it may award joint doctoral degrees with the 
California State University and Colleges. In addition, the Donahoe Higher Educa­
tion 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. There are three law schools, five medical schools, two 
dental schools, and one school of veterinary medicine. 
Administrative Structure 

Overall responsibility for policy development, planning, and resource alloca­
tions rests with the president of the university, who is directly responsible to the 
Regents. Priinary responsibility for individual campus management has been dele­
gated'to the chancellor of each campus. This includes the management of campus 
resource allocations as well as campus administrative activities. 

The academic senate has the delegated authority to determine admission and 
degree requirements and to approve courses and curricula. 

Admissions 
Admission asa first-year student is limited to the top one-eighth (12~ percent) 

of California's high school graduates. Nonresident freshmen applicants must be in 
the upper one-sixteenth of their state's high school graduates to be admitted. The 
university is permitted to waive the admission standards for up to 6 percent of the 
newly admitted undergraduates. ' 

Unless they were eligible for admission at the time they graduated from high 
school, 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 mirii­
mUlI.l requirement for admission to a graduate program is possession of a valid 
four-year degree from an accredited institution. 

1981-82 Budget Overview 
Table 1 shows the total UC budget for the 1980-81 and 1981-82 fiscal years: The 

1981-82 budget, which totals $3.69 billion, has three components: (1) the support 
budget ($2.13 billion), (2) sponsored research and-other activities ($665 million), 
and (3) the three Department of Energy Laboratories ($897 million). 

The sources of funding for the support budget are shown in Table 2. The total 
increase proposed for the UC base support budget is $129.4 million, or 6.5 percent 
more than estimated current-year expenditures. 

The proposed increase of $129.4 million is budgeted from the following sources: 
• state General Fund appropriations: $40.2 million (3.9 percent), 
• university general funds: $8.1 million (28.4 percent), 
• other funds used as income: $8.6 million (23.0 percent) 
• state restricted appropriations: $1.0 million (6.4 percent), and 
• university restricted sources: $72.1 million (8.3 percent). 
The proposed state General Fund increase does not include an amount for salary 

or staffbenefit increases. Currently, the university estimates that each 1 percent 
increase in UC salaries will cost $4.7 million· for academics and $4.4 million for 
nonacademics. (See the discussion of faculty salaries under Item 980.) The large 
percentage increase in university general funds (28.4 percent) results from both 
increased nonresident enrollment and a proposed 20 percent increase in nonresi­
dent tuition in 1981-82 (from $2,400 to $2,880 per academic year). The increase 
of $8.6 million in other funds used as income (primarily federal overhead) results 
from an increased level of federal contracts in 1981-82. 

Table 3 shows the source of funds for individual programs. For example, the state 
General Fund contribution to general campus instruction provides $411.1 million 
of the $425.7 million proposed for that purpose. Similarly, the state contribution 
to teaching hospitals provides $44.6 million of $572.9 million proposed. Patient 
charges for services will contribute $528.2 million, and endowments will contribute 
another $0.1 million. 



Table 1 .. 
N 

Preposed UC Expenditure Budget for 1981-82 en 
N 

(Excluding salary and benefit increases) 
" Personnel Expenditures '" Estimated Proposed Changes 0 
~ Support Budget 1fJ80...81 1981-82 Change 1fJ80...81 1981-82 Amount Percent VJ 

1. Instruction t'l 
CJ 

A. General Campuses .................................. ~ ................... 12,837.53 13,083.61 246.08 $420,153,863 $425,777,819 $5,623,956 1.3% 0 
B. Health Sciences .... ; ....................................................... 4,905.78 4,984.78 79.00 1BO,770,018 183,339,687 2,569,669 1.4 Z 
C. Summer Sessions .......................................................... 414.36 414.36 6,395,899 6,642,162 246,263 3.9 t::l 

> 
D. University Extension ....................... ; .......................... 1,502.06 1,502.06 50,827,426 50,938,918 111,492 0.2 ~ 2. Research .............................................................................. 2,812.04 2,812.04 96,027,509 102,251,509 6,224,000 6.5 t'l 

3. Public Service .................................................................... 1,218.51 1,225.51 7.00 44,493,550 44,761,358 267,808 0.6 t::l 
4. Academic Support c:: 

CJ A. Librarians ...................................................................... 2,251.72 2,271.72 20.00 75,873,490 76,301,487 427,997 0.6 ~ B. Organized Activities-Other .................................... 2,406.29 2,406.29 68,236,322 69,787,841 1,551,519 2.3 ..... 
C. Teaching Hospitals' Clinics ...................................... 14,381.76 14,381.76 514,392,000 572,917,600 58,525,600 . 11.4 0 

5. Student Services and Financial Aid Z 

A. Activities ........................................................................ 2,894.63 2,894.63 81,569,169 82,002,311 433,142 0.5 
B. Financial Aid .................................. ; ............................. 37,592,246 ·38,953,945 1,361,699· 3.6 

6.lnstitutional Support 
A. General Administration and Services ...................... 6,519.78 6,526.78 7.00 135,299,502 136,495,988 1,196,486 0.9 
B. Operation and Maintenance of Plant ...................... 3,306:61 3,347.61 41.00 131,IBO,I34 132,831,134 1,651,000 1.3 

7. Independent Operations (Auxiliary Enterprises) .... 1,772.51 1,772.51 102,388,465 109,647,836 7,259,371 7.1 
8. Special Regents' Programs .............................................. 34,733,000 31,074,000 -3,659,000 10.5 

9. Unallocated Adjustments 
A. Provisions for Allocation ............................................ -949.00 -924.00 25.00 24,863,447 36,461,494 11,598,047 46.6 
B. Fixed Costs and Economic Factors ........................ -IBO.OO -lBO.OO 41,584,215 41,584,215 

10. "An Pages Reductions ......................................... , ............ -7,500,000 -7,500,000 
Totals, Support Budget .................................................... 56,274.58 56,519.66 245.08 $2,004,796,040 $2,134,269,304 $129,473,264 6.5% 

Sponsored Research and Other Activities .......................... 622,768,000 665,626,000 42,858,000 6.9 -.... Department of Energy Labs ................................................... 897,715,000 897,715,000 CD 

Grand Totals ...................................................................... 56,274.58 56,519.66 245.08 $3,525,279,040 $3,697,610,304 $172,331,264 4.9% S 
Ol 

t 
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Table 2 
UC Revenues-Total Support Budget 

Estimated Proposed Change 
1981J...81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

1. General Funds: 
A. State Appropriations .................. $1,041,020,700 $1,081,234,048 $40,213,348 3.9% 
B .. University General Funds: 

1. Nonresident tuition .............. 20,605,882 27,960,000 7,354,118 35.7 
2. Other student fees ................ 4,705,040 4,955,040 250,000 5.3 
3. Other current funds .............. 3,223,300 3,723,300 500,000 15.5 

Subtotals .......................................... $28,543,222 $36,638,340 $8,104,118 28.4% 
C. Funds Used As Income: 

1. Federal overhead .................. 30,305,000 38,584,139 8,279,139 27.3 
2. Department. of Energy-

overhead and management 1,911,865 2,040,894 129,029 6.7 
3. Prior year balances .............. 4,745,606 4,363,571 -382,035 -8.1 
4. Other ........................................ 712,326 1,342,075 629,749 88.4 

Subtotals .......................................... $37,674,797 $46,330,679 $8,655,882 . 23.0% 
Subtotals, General Funds ............ $1,107,229,719 $1,164,203,067 $56,973,348 5.1% 

2. Restricted Funds: 
A. State Appropriations: 

1. Transportation research ...... $683,796 $704,272 $20,476 3.0% 
2. Mosquito research .................. 100,000 100,000 

·3. Deferred maintenance ........ 5,000,000 5,000,000 
4. Instructional equipment ...... 9,895,300 10,884,830 989,530 10.0 
5. Energy research .................... 615,963 647,080 31,117 5.1 

Subtotals .......................................... $16,295,059 $17,336,182 $1,041,123 6.4% 
B. Federal Appropriations ............ 9,689,646 9,689,646 
C. Federal Grants ............................ 4,095,114 3,438,558 -656,556 16:0 
D. University Sources: 

1. Student fees ............................ 151,424,370 157,823,125 6,398,755 4.2 
2. Sales and services .................. 30,631,222 32,131,222 1,500,000 4.9 
3. Teaching hospitals ................ 470,162,517 526,572,517 56,410,000 12.0 
4. Organized activi~es .............. 27,428,656 28,364,175 935,519 3.4 
5. Endowments .......................... 17,906,034 18,667,827 761,793 4.3 
6. Auxiliary enterprises ............ 101,485,978 108,745,349 7,259,371 7.2 
7. Other ........................................ 17,407,363 18,911,085 1,503,722 8.6 
8. Prior year balances .............. 16,307,362 17,312,551 1,005,189 6.2 
9. Special Regents' programs .. 34,733,000 31,074,000 -3,659,000 -10.5 

Subtotals ........................................... $867,486,502 $939,601;851 $72,115,349 8.3% 

Subtotals, Restricted Funds ........ . $897,566,321 $970,066,237 $72,499,916 8.1% 

Totals, Revenue (Support Budget) .. $2,004,796,040 $2,134,269,304 $129,473,264 --a5% 



Table 3 C ... 
Z N 

Source of Funds. by Program UI <: ,.. 
(1981-82 Governor's Budget) m ....... 

~ 
Student Sales and Services '" "0 

Federal Fees Teaching Educational Auxiliary Other 
=i 0 
-< ~ General Funds Funds and Tuition Hospitals Activities Enterprises Endowments Sources Totals 0 

Instruction: t>:I "'1'1 CJ 
General campuses ................ $411,164,747 $336,299 $296,050 $226,285 $1,591;215 $12,163,223 $425,777,819 n 0 
Health sciences .................... 156,610,437 3,461,968 20,858,438 757,543 1,651,301 183,339,687 ~ Z 
Summer session .................... 6,642,162 6,642,162 

,.. 0 
University extension ............ 50,938,918 50,938,918 

:; 
~ 0 

Total Instruction .............. $567,775,184 $3,798,267. $57,877,130 $21,084,723 $2,348,758 $13,814,524 $666,698,586 ~ ><: 
Research ...................................... $89,549,996 $2,591,850 $904,783 . $5,226,257 $3,978,623 $102,251,509 Z t>:I 
Public Services: f 0 c:: 

Community service .............. $1,014,859 $2,614;728 $4,622,340 $635,257 $1,374,543 $10,261,727 CJ 
Cooperative extension ........ 24,262,792 $6,758,797 215,000 4,768 31,241,357 n ~ Drew Postgraduate 0 -Medical School .............. 2,479,682 2,479,682 :s 0 ... 
California College of :i" z 

Podiatric Medicine ...... 778,592 778,592 c 
CD 

Total Public Service ........ $28,535,925 $6,758,797 $2,614,728 $4,837,340 $640,025 $1,374,543 $44,761,358 a. 
Academic Support: 

Libraries .................................. $75,130,435 25,500 $960,702 $184,850 $76,301,487 
Museums and galleries ........ 1,315,060 6,782 167,042 -1,488,884 
Intercollegiate athletics ...... $946,992 168,218 1,115,210 
Ancillary support-general 

2,962,948 261,667 campus ............................ 2,105,189 5,329,804 
Ancillary support-health 

36,389,368 479,779 sciences .......................... 4,600 24,980,196 61,853,943 
Total Academic 

Support ........................ $115,797,811 $1,208,659 $680,279 $I,l32,344 $27,270,235 $146,089,328 
Teaching Hospitals .................. $44,575,330 528,235,314 $106,956 $572,917,600 
Student Services: 

Social and cultural activities $749,767 $11,672,334 $96,291 $29,279 $499,963 $13,047,634 -Supplement educational .-;0 

C1l 
services ............................ 756,022 2,123,929 480,000 3,359,951 S Counseling and career 

guidance .............................. 4,580,115 11,848,537 1,496,796 17,925,448 ~ 
""" 



Financial·. aid . administra- ...... tiori· ... no ................ ;;; ............. 624,276 7,703,744 215,247 8,543,267 f"i' 

Studentadmlssions and ro 
records ............................. ; ... 11,492,887 2,655,822 14,148,709 S 

Student health services ...... 15,619,247 1,202,053 16,821,300 
~ Employee benefits .............. 2,681,348 5,474,654 8,156,(lO2 . 
"'" Total Student Services .... $20,884;415 $54;442,445 $96,291 $29,279 $6,549,881 $82,002;311 

Institutional Support: 
Executive management ...... $32,858,842 $220,154 $745,879 $33,824,875 
Fiscal operations .................. 14,275,581 $922,412 $216,510 3,671,897 19,086,400 
General administrative 

. serVices ............................ 23,857,042 $1;218,404 2,393;232 17;267 9,420,026 36,905,971 
Logistical services ................ 18,946,970 . 12,740 2,753;923 21,713,633 
Communi~ relations .......... 5,876,175 116,498 682,243 225,359 6,900,275 
Employee enefits .............. 17,844,477 7,925 61,416 151,016 18,064,834 

Total Institutional Sup-
$981,080 $16,968,100 $136,495,988 port .. , .................................... $113,659,087 $1;231,144 $3,315,644 $340,933 

Operatioriand rnainte-
$358;533 nance of plant ........... ; ...... $127,119,195 $5;353,406 $132,831;134 

Student financial aid ................ $398,812 $34,379,743 $2,000 $3;913;112 $260,278 $38,953,945 

D:f:rt:d~x::~~t~;······· $1,071,241 $108,573,202 $3,393 $109,647,836 

-$20,710 $4,998,035 -$1;662,797 $1,212,162 -$170,786 $36,461,494 
."0 

ProvisionS for allocation ...... $22,864;220 $3,928,090 $5,313;280 0 
Program . maintenance: . ~ 

Fixed Costs and Eco- Vl 

nomic Factors .................... 40,543,092 - 1,041;123 41,584,215 trJ n 
Total Unallocated Adjust- 0 
ments ........... ; ...................... $63,407,312 "';$20,710 $4,998,035 -$1,662,797 $1;212,162 -$170,786 $3,928,090 $6,354;403 $78,045,709 z 

0 "A" Pages Reductions .... : ....... -$7,500,000 '- -$7,500,000' :> 
Special Regents' Programs .... ...., $3I;Q7 4,000 $31,074,000 ~ 
Totals, Budgeted Programs .... $1,164;203,067 $13,128;204 $157,823,125 $526,572,517 $32,131;222 $108,7.45,349 $18,667,827 $112,997,993 $2,134;269;304 trJ 
Sponsored and Other Re- O 

stricted Activities .............. $438,705,000 $81,434;000 $145,487,000 $665,626,000 c:: 
Department of n 

$897,715,000 :> Energy Laboratories ........ $897,715,000 >-3 -Totals, Budgeted and Ex-
$1,164;203,067 $1,349,548;204 $157,823,125 $526,572,517 $32,131;222 $108,745,349 $100,101,827 $258'484~993 $3,697,610,304 

0 
tramural Programs .......... Z 

........ 

• Some totals will be less due to unallocated "A" pages reductions. 
.... 
~ en 
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Table·4 shows the individual components of the proposed $40.2 million state 
General Fund increase. Note that these increases are partially offset by $16:7 
million in new income (item A-7)-principally from nonresident tuition ($7.3 
million) and federal overhead ($8.2 million). Consequently, the real increase in 
the university's base budget is $56.9 million (5.5 percent). 

Significant expenditure increases are proposed for merit and promotion in­
creases ($16.9 million); price increase adjustments ($23.5 million); and increases 
in the budgeted level of general campus and health science students ($6.7 million 
-$4.2 million for the general campus and $2.5 million for th3 heal~h sciences). 

Table 4 
UC General Fund Support 

Summary of Changes from 1980-81 Budget. 
(excluding salary and benefit increases) 

1980-81 Base Budget ....................................................................... . 
Program· Changes 
A. To Maintain Existing Budget ............................................... . 

1. Merit increases and promotions ..................................... . 
2. Price increases ..................................................................... . 
3. Social security ............. , ........................................................ . 
4. Federal capitation funds replacement ......................... . 
5. Medi-Cal/Medicare loan ... ~ ............................................... . 
6. Occupational health care centers ................................... . 
7. UC income adjustment ..................................................... . 

B. Workload Changes ................................................................. . 
1. General campus instruction ............................................. . 
2. Health sciences instruction ............................................. . 
3. Operations and maintenance of plant ......................... . 
4. Vet Med-CTS ............................................... ; ................... . 
5. Scheduled redpctions 

-Valley fever ...................... ; .............................................. . 
-CPER. ....................................................... ; ........................ . 

C. Budget Change Proposals ..................................................... . 
1. Basic skills instruction a ....•••....•••••.....••........••.......•••....... 

2. Instructional use of computers a ..••...•...••••......•.•....•.••.. 

3. Math skills-EQUALS a .•.•.....•••.....•.....•....•••.....•.......•......... 

4. Student affirmative action a ....••••......•........•......••••...•..•• 

5. Faculty basic research ................................................... . 
6. California space institute ............................................... . 
7. Microelectronic research ............................................... . 
8. CTS--optometry and dental a •••..•.....•••.•....••...•...••••.....•. 

9. Collective bargaining a •••.•....••....•..........•••.•.....•.•..•...••..... 

10. Operations and maintenance of plant a ••...•...•.......•.... 

ll. Budgetary savings ........................................................... . 
12. Workers' compensation insurance ............................... . 

D. "An pages reductions ........................................................... . 

Total Change (Amount/Percent) ................... . 

Total 1981-82 Support ....................................... . 

$16,948,322 
23,547,153 
1,289,000 

656,556 
2,1l5,600 
2,570,514 

-16,760,000 

4,242,953 
2,513,000 

651,000 
150,000 

-300,000 
-26,000 

1,377,000 
400,000 
230,000 

1,728,250 
1,000,000 

250,000 
5,000,000 

466,000 
270,000 

1,000,000 
-647,000 
-959,000 

$1,041,020,700 

30,367,145 

7,230,953 

1O,1l5,250 

-7,500,000 

$40,213,348 
(3.9%) 

$1,081,234,048 

a In the "An pages of the Governors Budget, these proposals are deleted from the proposed budget. They 
total $5.5 million. These deletions, coupled with a $2.0 million reduction in the amount budgeted for 
utilities, constitute the "A" pages reduction of $7.5 million shown in (0) of this table. Note also that 
the "A" pages propose that UC use $10 million of its hospital reserves to repay part of its current $25 
million hospital working capital advance. 
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"A" Pages Reductions 
The Governor's Budget document detail includes funding for several budget 

change proposals (BCPs) that later were deleted in the "An pages of the same 
document. As noted in Table 4, the BCPs for which funding was deleted include 
the following: (1) basic skills instruction, (2) instructional use of computers, (3) 
math skills-equals, (4) student affirmative action, (5) Clinical Teaching Support 
(CTS)-optometry and dental, (6) collective bargaining, and (7) operation and 
maintenance of plant. These BCPs total $5.5 million. In addition, the "An pages 
indicate that $2 million was deleted from the university's utilities budget. Lastly, 
the Governor's Budget proposes in a new control section (Control Section 19.13) 
that the university repay $10 million of its current $25 million hospital working 
capital advance. This repayment comes from hospital revenues and as such does 
not affect the totals shown in Tables 1 through 4. 

Faculty and Staff 
The Legislature does not exercise position control over Uc. Rather, the state 

appropriates funds to UC based on vaI:ious 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 Governor's action in the "An pages results in reductions of 
100 teaching assistants and 80 staff positions. Consequently, the proposed budget 
provides sufficient funds for 76 new general campus faculty, 42 new helllthscience 
faclllty, 21 new teaching assistants, and 106 new staff positions. '.. .. 

Table 5 
Estimated UC Faculty and Staff· 

Estimated Budgeted Proposed 
1979-80 1980-81 b 1981-82 

General campus faculty ....................................... . 6,655 6,266 6,342 
Health science faculty ......................................... . 2,028 2,079 2,121 
Teaching assistants .............................................. .. 1,650 1,937 2,058 
Staff ........................................................................... . 46,000 45,993 46,179 
"A" Pages Reductions' ...................................... .. -180 

56,333 56,275 56,520 

Change 
Number Percent 

76 1.2% 
42 2.0 

121 6.2 
186 0.4 

-180 

245 0.4% 

a The Governor's "A" page reductions of 180 positions include 100 teaching assistants and 80 staff positions. 
b Included in the 1980--81 position count are 44 FiE faculty, 16.23 teaching assistants, and 34.85 staff which 

were added to the 1980--81 budget by action of the Department of Finance in accordance with Control 
Section 28.9 of the 1980 Budget Act due to overenrollment. See text for more detail. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Budget Presentation 
The university budget is separated into nine programs. The first three, Instruc­

tion, Research, and Public Service, encompass the primary higher education func­
tions. The next four, Academic Support, Student Services-Financial Aid, 
Institutional Support, and IndependentOperations, provide supporting service's to 
the three primary functions. The remaining functions, Special R.egents' Programs 
and Unallocated Adjustments, include special resource allocations and budget 
reporting procedures which affect all of the other seven programs. 
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1 •. INSTRUCTION 
The ImtructionProgram includes (1)· enrollment, (2)genenilcampuses instruc­

tion; (3)' health science instruction, (4) summer session, and (5) university exteO' .. 
sion ... 

. .. 
ENROLLMENT 

Overview 
Table 6.shows the recent trerids in UGe~oIIm~nt, expressed infull.timeequiva-. 

lent (FTE) studen~s. A full-time undergraduate studentiri UGtakesan average 
of 15 units during each of three quarters; Thus, one FTE. equals one student 
attendIng full time, two students each attendfug one-half ~e,etc. In practice, 
most· UC students attend full time, although their average course lbadhas de-

. creasedslightlyiri recent years. . . 

Table it 
Full-time Equivalent Students (FTE) ... 

(Three Quarter Average) 

.BEruall.EY 
. General climPils 

Undergraduate .. , ................... ; ..... :.;, ... ;, .. . 
.. . Gradl.late· .. :; ... ; ...... ; .. , .... ; ........ ; .. ; .... ; ......... . 

Health Sciences , .......... ; ............... ; .......... ,.:' 
Subtotals ; .. ; .......... ; ................... , ............... .. 

DAYffi . 
GeileraiCiunpuS 

.gi:::~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Health Sciences·' ........ ; ........................... ; .. .. 
. Subtotals ...... :.: ....................... :: ...... ; .......... . 

IRVINE. . 
General· c:iunp1!S 

UD(iergrliduate· ..... ; ........ L .......... ;; ...... , ... 
Graduate: . .';;.~ ... , ..... uo ............ :;' ••• ; ••• ; .. :,: .... . 

Health Sciences ..... ; .... ;.: .• ; .............. , ... , ..... .. 
. Subt()t8Is :.'; ... , ... ;; ...... ;; .... : ...... ; ........ :::; ....... . 
LOS ANGELES 

General CamP1!S· 
Undergradl.late ..... ;; ............ ; ........ : ......... :. 
Gradl.late .;.: .. : .......................... ; ......... , ..... . 

Health SC,ienees· ............ : .................. ; .......... . 
. Subtotals; ...... ; .. ; .. :, .. ; .... : ..... :;; .. : .... ;; .. :;:, .... ;.; 

28,108 

12,581 
2,944 
1,862 

1'1,387 

9,621 

17,870. 
7,345 

. 3,858 
29,073 

RIVERSIDE . . .............. . 

~~ji¥5~ ...••.•• ~.~ 

:)", .. 

._._ .. 
21,159 

•. CovemiJr~jjudget .. 
. . Change From. '. 

... Budgeted JIJtKJ..8J 

. Nuin'her .•. Pe~t 

86 

·':::0.1% 
1:4 
0.9 
0.3% 

12,300 (13,17Q) ·12,700 
. 2,955 ... (2,!WI) 2,966 

400 
11 

.,·3.3% 
. oX 

1,946 (1,946).·,. 1;991 2 2.3 
2J% . 17,201 (18,064) .17,651; ·456 • 

17,468 .. 
7;369 •. 
3,879 

.2a,7l6c 

··-45: . 
',33.-
. 24·· 

12· 

~0.6% 

2.7 
2.3 

. O.i% 

. (IM70)..18,097.629>5,3% 
(7;463) 7,478 109 .. 1:5 . 
(3,879)"i3,g2(· ,/.~> ,:.L~" 

. : (2!i!~12) .. ··29;4~ .. 783: ..... . ... 2,7%. 
. '.:~:<,:,.,' .. >':'. 

3;02865 .2.2%: 
1,312.·.~i4 . . Li . 
·'·48"· ., 

...• ·.··4;3&1 
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SAN DIEGO 
General Campus 

Undergraduate ........................................ 8,433 8,450 (8,650) 8,568 118 1.4% 
Graduate ............................................. ; .... 1,243 1,248 (1,222) 1,261 13 1.0 

,Health Sciences ............. ;;:.: ......... ; ..... ; ........ 1,019 1,061 (1,061) 1,092 31 ;2.9 
1. Subtotals .................................................... 10,695 10,759 (10,933) 10,921 162 1.5% 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Health Sciences .......................................... 3,753 3,792 (3,792) 3,861 69 1.8% 

Subtotals ............ ; ....................................... 3,753 3,792 (3,792) 3,861 69 1.8% 
SANTA BARBARA 

General Campus 
Undergraduate .. ; ..................................... 11,992 11,905 . (12,393) 12,231 326 2.7% 
Graduate .................................................. 1,805 1,886 (1,991) 1,972 86 4.6 

Subtotals .... ; ........... ; ............................... 13,797 13,791 . (14,383) 14,203 . 412 .' 3.0% 
SANTACRUZ I 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ........................................ 5,486 5,442 (5,700) 5,650 208 .3.8% 
Graduate ...................... : ........................... 383 419 ~) 494 75 17.9 --

Subtotals : ............................................... 5,869 5,861 (6,154) 6;144 283 4.8% 
TOTAL UNIVERSITY 

Undergraduate ............................................. 86,218 84,864 (88,518) 86,511 1,847 1.9% 
Graduate ......... ; ............................................ 24,138 23,909 (24,396) . 24,353 444 1.9 

'General Campus ...... , ................................. 110,356 108,773 (112,914) 110,864 2,091 1.9% 
Health Sciences .......................................... 12,325 12,581 (12,581) 12,802 221 1.8% 

Totals ........................ ; ................................. 122,681 121,354 (125,495) 123,666 2,312 1.9% 

Enrollment Up in Current Year 
Each fall, UC surveys the nine campuses to determine how actualenrollJ:nent 

compare to enrollment estimates on which the current-year budget is based. Table 
6 shows that UC general campus enrollment for 1980-81 was budgeted at 108,773. 
The revised estimate, based on the fall survey, indicates that actual enrollment will 
be 112,914, or 3.8 percent (4,141 students) above the budgeted level. (CSUC 
enrollments are al~p up an estimated 3.5 percent above the budgeted level.) 

The Department of Finance has notified us that in 1980-81 it will seek a deficien­
cy appropriation of $5 million to cover the marginal costs related to the additional 
students in UC and CSUC pursuant to Control Section 28.9, with $2.5 million going 
to UC and $2.5 million going to CSUC. Control Section 28.9. of the ar,lIlual Budget 
Act permits the Director of Finance to authorize the accelerated expenditure of 
budget funds by UC and CSUC (not to exceed $5 million total) when actual 
systemwide enrollments exceed budgeted enrollments by 2 percent. This is done 
in anticipation of a General Fund deficiency appropriation. If there were no limit, 
UC and CSUG would have each qualified to seek authorization for accelerated 
expenditures of $6.4 million, or a total of $12.8 million. Both segments have agreed 

. to absorb the excess costs over the $5 million authorized in Section 28.9. 

1981-82 Budgeted Enrollment 
Table 6 also shows the enrollment for each campus in 1980-81 and the proposed 

level for 1981-82. An increase of 221 students (1.8 percent) is expected in the 
health sciences, with an additional 2,091 students (1.9 percent) at the general 
campuses. Total projected em:ollment is 2,312 students (1.9 pe,rcent) above the 
1980-81 budgeted level and 1,829 students (1.5 percent) below the revised1980.:81 
level. The projected number of general campus students in 1981-82:--both under~ 
graudate and graduate-is 2,050 less than the revised estimate for 1980-81: UC 
antiCipates a decline of 2,007 undergraduate students (-2.3 percent) and 43 
graduate students (-0.2 percent).' . 
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Potential Liability of $5 Mniion 
We recommend that the Legislature request the university and the Department of Finance 

to review their enrollment projections for 1981-82 and report on the need for any changes 
to the budget levels during budget hearings. 

In developing its budget for 1979-80, UC anticipated a decline of574general 
campus students. Instead, enrollment of general campus students increased by 
1,989. The Legislature eventually passed a deficiency appropriation of $1;2 million 
in 1979-80 to cover the marginal costs related to overenrollments in that year. 

In thefotmation of the 1980 Budget Act, UC anticipated a decline of 1,583 
general campus students in 1980-81; Instead, in the current year, UChas ex" 
perienced an increase of 2,558 general campus students. As·mentioned, the De­
partment of Finance has already approved the accelerated expenditure of $2.5 
million for UC in the current year to help cover the marginal costs related to the 
additional students. 

In the budget year UC is again anticipating a decline in general campus students 
from the actual number on the campuses this year.The budgeted levels show a 
decline of 2,007 undergraduate students and 43 graduate students. While enroll­
ment may well decline, we recommend that the Legislature request UC arid the 
Department of Finance to review their 1981-82 projections based on the experi~ 
ence of the last two years. If enrollments turn out to be higher than the level 
budgeted for 1981-82, the General Fund could be faced with an unanticipated 
increase in expenditures of as much as $5 million under Control Section 28.9. Given 
the precarious state of the General Fund, such an increase would be considerably 
more difficult than in past years. 

Student Ethnic Data 
The ethnic composition of UC's undergraduate and graduate students is shown 

in Table 7. . 
Table 7 

University of California 
Undergraduate and Graduate Domestic Student Enroliment 

Undergraduate: 1978 1977 1978 

Black ........................................ ; ......................................................................................... .. 4.1%. 4.1% 4.0% 
ChicanoILatino ............. ; ............................................................................... ; ................... . 5.3 5;5 5.6 

~;U;~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 9.6 10.3 10.8 
0.8 0.9 1.1 

American· Iildian .......................................... ; ................................................................. .. 0.5 0.6 0.6 
Whitel Other ...................................................................................................................... . 79.6 78.6 78.1 

Graduate:' 
Black ... :, ........ : ........................................................................................................... : ........ .. 4.4% 4.3% 4.0% 
Chicano/Latino.;.; .................................................. ; .......................................................... . 5.3 5.4 5.3 
Asian ...... : .......................................................... ; ........................... : .................................... ;;. 6.6 6.8 7.0 
Filipino ............................................................................................................................... . 0.4 0.4 0.4 
American Indian ............................................................................................................. .. 0.6 0.5 0.5 

. White/Other ...................................................................................................................... . 82.8 82.6 82.7 

DatasiIppliedby UC. De~ails may not add to 100 percent due to. rounding. . 

1979 

3.9% 
5.7 

U.5 
1.2 
0.5 

77.1 

3.9% 
5.6 
7.4 
0.4 
0.5 

82.1 

Table 7 shows that over the period 1976-1979Blacks as a percent oftotal enroll­
mentdecreased slightly (.,-,0.2 percent) at the undergraduate levetwhile Chica­
no I Latinos increased from5.3 percent to 5.7 percent. Because (fC's enrollment has 
increased, however, the actual number of Blackson the campuses has increased . 
. . The ethnic group showing the largest increase at the underiraduate level dur" 
ing this period Was Asians. They increased from 9.6 percent 6f total· enrollment to 



Table 8 
Instruction-General. Campus a 

(in thousands) 

Elements: 
1. Faculty' ............................................................................................................................................ . 
2.·TAs: ..................... ; ...................................................... , ................................................................... . 

. 3:. InstructioDa! support ....... ; .......................... : ...... ,., .................................................................... .. 
,4. OUiet. ; ........................ ; ......................................... ; ........... ; ............................................................ .. 
5 .. Equipmel\t·replaeement program ........................ , ......... ; .............. ; ...................................... .. 
6 .. Instructional cQmputing ....................................... : .................................................................... .. 
7. Employee benefitS .... ,.: ............... : ..................... , .......... : .............................................................. .. 

Totals ., ................. , .............................................................. : ........ ; .............................................. .. 
." An pages .reductions" ........................................................... ~; .............................................. . 

Adjusted totals .................... :.; ........................ ;., ..... ; ............................................................... . 
Personnel(FTE) 
Academic 
. Faculty: ................................................................ : ..... ; ................................................................ .. 
TAs.: ........ ; .................................. ; ..... ; ............................. :; ............................................................ .. 
Other Academic· ..................................................... ~ .. ; ....................... : ..................................... .. 

Staff ......................... ; ................. ; ........ , ............................ : ............................................................... . 
Totals ; ......................... L.:: .... :: .................................... : .................................... : .......................... . 

"An pages reductions " . 
·TAs.,; ........................ :.; ................................................................. ;; ............................................. .. 

Adjilsted totals.: ......... ;., ................. , ............................................... , ..... , ............. , ................................. . 

1iJ80-81 Burketb 

Genei8lRi#ricted 
Funds Funds 
$199,774 

'lJ3,679 
115,585 

4,065 
59,438 

$405,541 

$3,(l58 
2,234 
9,321 

$14;613 

ToM 
$199,774 

'lJ3,679 
118,643 

2,234 
9,321 
4;065 

. 59,438 
$420,154 

6,266 
1,937 

371 
4,264 

12,838 

1981-82 Covemors BudKet 
General Restricted· 
Funds FUnds 

'$201,324 
28,345 

116,904 

4;465 
6O,i27 

$411,165 
-1,700 

$409,465 

$3,058 
2,234 
9,321 

$14,613 

$14,613 

ToM 
$201,324 

28;345" 
119,962 

2,234 
9;321 
4,465" 

60,127 
$425,778 
-1,700 

$424,078 

6,342 
2,058" 

371 
4,313 

13,084 

-100 -
12,984 

CiJfJI1I!e 

Amount Percent 
$1,550 0.7% 
1,666" 6.2 
1,319 1.1 

400" 9.8 
689 1.2 

$5,624 1.3% 
-1,700 . N/A 

$3,924 0.9% 

76 1.2% 
121 " 6.2 

49 1.1 

246 1.9% 

-100 N/A 

146 1.1% 

" The. Govemor's "A" page reductions eliminate $~.~ million of the proposed $1.7 million iricrease for TAs. Asa result; f't.\nding forlOO TAs was deleted fr<:.m the 
. proposed budget in the "A" pages. Also eliminated inth~ "A" pages is the $400,000 increase in instructional computing. 
b Included in the. 198Q-81 position count are 44 FTE faculty, 16.23 teaching ilssistants .and34,85sWf which were added to the 198Q-81 budget by action of tile 

. Department 'of Finance in accordance ,with Control.Sec.tion 28.9 of,thll 19&0 Budget Act due to.overenrollment. S!"e text for more detail. 
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11.5 percent by 1979. At the graduate level, Black students have declined on a 
percentage basis, from 4.4 percent to 3.9 percent, as well as on an enrollment basis. 
The Chicano student percentage increased from 5.3 percent to 5.6 percent 
between 1976 and 1979. Further discussion of the student body's ethnic composi­
tion, including campus-by-campus data, appears later in this analysis as part of the 
section covering UC's student services and financial aid programs. 

GENERAL CAMPUS INSTRUCTION 

1. Overview 
Included under the General Campus Instruction subprogram is the cost of 

faculty (excluding any allowance for 1981-82 payor fringe benefit increases), 
teaching assistants (TAs), and related instructional support for the eight general 
campus programs. 

Table 8 shows the general campus instruction budget by program element. The 
Governor's "A" pages reduce the augmentation for TAs from $1.6 million to $300,-
000. The reduced amount will support only 21 T As, rather than 121 as proposed 
in the budget detail. Also deleted in the" A" pages is a $400,000 increase in instruc­
tional computing. 

Taking these deletions into account, the general campus instruction budget 
shows an increase of $3.9 million (0.9 percent) prior to salary and staff benefit 
increases. The $3.9 million increase is based on workload adjustments related to 
a budgeted increase of 1,647 undergraduate and 444 graduate· students. Mter 
allowing for the deficiency proposed for the current year ($2.5 million), the addi­
tion of these students in 1981-82 generates: 

• 76 new faculty positions ($1.6 million), 
• 21 new T A positions ($300,000), and 

.• 49 new staff positions and related instructional support ($1.3 million). 

Faculty 
Table 9 shows the 1980-81 budgeted general campus instructional faculty, the 

percentage with tenure, and the student/faculty ratio on the eight general cam­
puses. Although the state budgets one additional faculty for each 17.48 students 
systemwide, the ratio on individual campuses is determined by UC, and ranges 
from a low of 13.72 at Riverside to 19.00 at San Diego. 

Table 9 
FTE Faculty Tenure and Student/Faculty Ratios 

General Campus 1980-81 Budget 

Total Total 
Instructional Tenure 

Faculty PTE" PTE 
Berkeley ................................................................................................................ 1,594.06 
Davis ........... :.......................................................................................................... 815.87 
Irvine ...... :............................................................................................................... 461.13 
Los Angeles.......................................................................................................... 1,467.47 
Riverside .............................................................................................................. 310.51 
San Diego .......... : ................................................................................................ ,.. 510.46 
Santa Barbara ...................................................................................................... 730.75 
Santa Cruz .,.......................................................................................................... 331.75 

Totals............................................................................................................... 6,222.00 

1,172.54 
563.71 
342.72 

1,092.29 
236.53 
363.97 
541.98 
243.60 

Percent Student/ 
Tenure Faculty 
PTE Ratios 
73.56% 16.53 
69.09 18.70 
74.32 18.91 
74.43 16.93 
76.17 13.72 
71.30 19.00 
74.17 18.87 
73.43 17.67 
73.25% 17.48 

• This table does not include 44 FTE faculty related to the proposed augmentation to the 1980-81 budget 
for over",nrollrnent in the current year. 
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,'Table 10 shows the changes in (1) gen~r~l campus enrollment (undergraduate 
and graduate FTE), (2) faculty FTE, and (3) studentlfaculty ratios since 197Q.,..7L 
The systemwide budgeted student/faculty ratio lias remained essenti~l:y un­
changed over the last seven years. 

Table 10· 
UC Student/Faculty Ratio as 8udgeted· 

1970-71 ................................................................................................ : ........ ; .......... .. 
1971-72 ............................................................... : .......................... " ........................ .. 
1972-73 ........................ : ........................................................................................... .. 
1973-74 ..................................................................................................................... . 
1974-75 ................... ; ............................................................................... : ................. . 
1975-76 .................................................................................................................... .. 
197fr77 ................................................ : ..................................................................... . 
1977-78 ......................................................................................... : .......................... .. 
1978-79 .................................................................................................................... .. 
1979-80 .................................................................................................................... .. 
1980-81 ............................................. : .................................... ; .................................. . 

Students 
94,780 
98,441 
98,949 
99,637 

104,203 
106,672 
108,001 
108,374 
107,909 
107,136 
108,773 

Faculty 
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 
6,222.00. 

Student/Faculty 
Ratios 
16.48 
17.40 
17.42 
IHI 
17.49 
17.49 
17.49 
17.48 
17.48 
17.48 
17.48 

• This table d~esnot include the 198();..81 overeitrollrnent of 4,141 FiE students andtheproPosedincrease 
of 44 .FiE faculty in the current year. ... . 

Faculty and Administrator Salary 
Faculty salary is discussed separately in this analysis (see Item 980).TheCalifor­

nia Postsecondary EducationCommission (CPEe). prepares an annu~ report on 
faculty salaries. In the analysis of CPEC's budget we recommend the CPEG also 
annually collect information on administrator salaries. A table which shows the 
past- and current-year salaries of UC's top administrators is shown With the CPEC 
analysis. Without comparatIve information from other institutions the;Legis.ature 
has less. basis on which to deterniine the appropriateness of UC administrator 
salaries. For example, the Secretary of the.· Regents annual salary. was increased 
from $49,300 to $56,000 in the current year. Without coml?arative information froIIl 
other governing boards the Legislature is less able to determine the appropriate-
ness of this salary level: . . 

2. Faculty Time Use Study . 
In the 1977-78 Analysis, we presented internal DC data which indicated that the 

amount of time·UC faculty were spending in classroom instruction had declined 
in recent years. AUC faculty committee was formed to review the accuracy of the 
data. It determined that there were substantial variations in the quality of the data 
from campus to. campus azid that no valid conclusion could be drawn, 

The Legislature agreed to forego action based on the data, if UC would conduct 
a comprehensive annual survey of faculty workload. (The discarded data had been 
collected by UC each year since 1972 in response toa similar state reqiIest~) UC 
agreed, and contracted with a private research firm for a new survey in 1977-78 
and for annual follow-up surveys thereafter; The same firm conductedtlle 1977'-78, 
1978-79, and 1979-80 surveys. . 
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Regularly Scheduled Courses Decline Again 
The results of the 1979-80 survey show that faculty time spent teaching regularly 

scheduled courses declined for the third year in a row. Table 11 shows that faculty 
time devoted to regularly scheduled courses declined from 5.8 hours per week in 
1977-78 to 5.3 hours in 1979-80, a decline of 8;6 percent. Table 12 shows that the 
decline in scheduled class time has occurred at the lower- and upper-division 
levels (undergraduate level), while the scheduled class time reported at the 
graduate level has increased. (Comparable data for 1977-78 was not collected.) 

Table 11 
Summary of Instructional Activities Among Regular Faculty· 

1977-78 to 1979-80 
(average hours per week) 

Academic Year 

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
Total, All Instructional Activities ....................... ,.............................................. 28.4 27.6 27.5 

Regularly Scheduled Course Instruction .................................................... 5.8 5.5 5.3 
Supervising Independent/Special Study..................................................... 2.4 2,3 2.7 

. Course Preparation ......... , .... , .. , ... ,,', ..... , .. , ... ,., ... , ... ,., ............. ,., ... , .... , ... , .. ,........ 10.8 10.7 10.1 
Other Instructional Activities C .................................................................... 9.5 9.2 9.4 

SigniRcance 
ofTreiJdb 

n.s. 
sig. 
n.s . 
n,s, 
n.S . 

• Source: Faculty Time-Use Study Report for 1979-80 Academic Year, page 35. These data are for full-time 
regul!lr faculty Il).embE)rs paid .only from "Instruction and .Research" funds.. ' '. . 

b Significant trends are indiCated by"sig"; where the data do not show a significant trend, this is indicated, 
by "ri.s.". Significant trends are indicated for those activities that meet the follOwing criteria: (1) the 
activity shows a consistent increase or decrease in mean hours over the three years; (2) the means 
of the first year (1977-78) and the third year (1979-80) show a statistically significant difference; and 
(3) the slope of the trend line fitted to the data by the least-squares method shows a statistically 
sigriificant deviation from zero. Significance of difference and signific!!l1ce of deviation have been 
estimated at the 0.05 significance' level. 

C In this table, the category "Other Instructional Activities" includes noncredit instruction, student advis­
ing, and giving oral examinations. Because these activities were not ·reported separately in the fall 
quarter of 1977-78, full-year comparisons cannot be made on the detailed summary of instructional 
activities. 

Table 12 
Regularly Scheduled Course Instruction· 

(/n,?luding Lab and Field Work) 
Among Regular Faculty 

1978-79 and 1979-80 
(average hours per week) 

Academic Year 
1978-79 . 1979-80 

Undergraduate Level 
Lower.division .......... , ............... , ........ , ... ,;." .................... , .................... ; ........ ,........................ 1.1 
Upper division .......... ; .... : ..... ; ... , ..... , ........... , ....... ;., ......... ,., .......... , ............... , ............. , ... ,........ ,2.7 

Subtotals .......................................... : ... , ................ , ....... , ............................... , .. , .... , ........ ,..... 3.8 
Graduate Level ............ , ....... ' ... , ............................. , ..................... , ... , ........ , ................. , ... ,......... 1.7 

Total, All Levels ....................... , .......... , ..... , ........... , .. , .... , ......... , ... , ....... ,' ... , ... " ............. ,. 5,5 

1.0 
2.4 

3.4 
1.9 

5.3 

Significance 
of Difference· 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s, 
n.s. 
n.s, 

• Source: Faculty Time-Use Study Report for 1979-80Academic Year, page 45. These data are for full-time 
regular faculty members paid only from "Instruction and Research" funds. . 

b Significance of difference is estimated at the 0.05 significance level. Significant differences are indicated 
by "sig"; where the difference ·is not significant, this is indicated by "n.s.". 
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I Report on Response to the Survey Needed 
We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents, the President, and the Faculty 

Senate of the university to report to the legislative budget committees by March 16, 1981, on 
thb reasons for the apparent decline in scheduled classes and on any actions they plan on 
taking to deal with this situation. . 

tn October, the president of UC notified the chancellors that a statistically 
significant decline in average scheduled class hours had occurred over the past 
three years. He indicated that the reasons for the decline were not known yet. He 
indicated, however, that he was seriously concerned about the decline and be­
lieved it prudent to respond directly and positively to the situation because it 
might have important consequences for the university. He asked the chancellors 
to: 

• work with the deans, department chairpersons, and faculty on each campus 
to increase scheduled class hours and restore the pattern of faculty instruction­
al activities to at least the average time levels reported in the 1977-78 Time 
Use Study. 

• make a careful study of the reasons for the apparent decline in average 
scheduled class hours and report the results to him by December 1,1980 (it 
is hoped that the results of these studies would bring a further understanding 
of the causes of the decline and aid in determining what steps need to be taken 
to reverse it), and 

• develop and implement a faculty teaching workload policy for each academic 
department or equivalent unit by the end of the 1980-81· academic year~ 

We believe the president's requests to the chancellors were appropriate; and 
that the 1979-80 Faculty Use Survey results need to be thoroughly reviewed. 
Consequently, we recommend thatthe Legislature request the Regents, thePresi­
dent, and the Academic Senate of the university to report to the legislative budget 
committees by March 16, 1981, on the reasons for the apparent oeclinem sched­
uled classes and the actions they plan to take in order to deal with the sitUation. 
We believe that all three bodies need to review the results and advise the Legisla­
ture of their findings because each has a different perspective on the matter. 

3. Graduate Enrollments 
The Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act directed UC to submit a 

systemwide graduate and professional school enrollment plan for the period 1981-
82 through 1983-84. This report is to be submitted to the Legislature by February 
1, 1981. The graduate enrollment plan is supposed to specify the societal and 
disCipline needs, student demands, and other factors which are the basis for the 
level of enrollments, in each academic area. Any inc~ease in graduate enrollment 
requested for 1981-82 is supposed to be based on this plan. 

Enrollment Plan Not Available 
We recommend deletion of funds for increased graduate enrollments in 1981-82 on the 

basis that such an increase has not been justified by data contained in an official lie enroll­
ment plan, for a General Fund savings of$I,322,676 (reduce Item 644-001-OO1a by $1,3~676). 

The Governor's Budget proposes ari increase of 444 graduate students in 1981-82 
at a state General Fund cost of $1,322,676. Table 13 shows the proposed increases 
by campus. . . 

In the past, the Legislature has taken the position that graduate enrollments can 
and should be controlled by UC.Beyondthe undergraduate level,it is no more 
appropriate to base DC funding on student demand than it would be to fund other 
state programs on the basis of client demand. 



1.2f?6 I POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

Table 13 

Comparison of Budgeted GraduateFTE Enrollment 
1979-80 to 1980-81 

Berkeley ...................................................... ; .............................................. . 
Davis ........................................................................................................... . 
Irvine ........................................................................................................... . 
Los Angeles ............................................................................................... . 
Riverside ................... ; ................................................................................. . 
San Diego ................... ; ............................................................................... . 
Santa Barbara ........................................................................................... . 
Santa Cruz ......................•.............. , ........................................................... . 

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

1fl79...8() 

7,567 
2,927 
1,223 
7,136 
1,239 
1,225 
1,741 

347 
23,405 

1fJ8(}...81 
7,498 
2,955 
1,236 
7,369 
1,398 
1,248 
1,886 

419 

23,909 

Item 644 

1981-& 
7,601 
2,966 
1,269 
7,478 
1,312 
1,261 
1,972 

494 
24;353 

, 

Proposedl981-& 
Increase over 

198{):,81 
103 
11 
33 

109 
14 
13 
86 
75 

444 

As we did in the 1980-81 Analysis, we recommend that expansion of graduate 
enrollments be funded only when such an expansion is justified on a program-by­
program basis. Because the· DC enrollment plan report was not available at the 
time this analysis was prepared, we have no basis on which to recommend addi­
tional expansion of graduate enrollment. Accordingly, at this time we recommend 
that $1,322,676 contained in the Governor's Budget for expansion of graduate 
enrollments not be approved. In the event the DC plan justifies· an increase in 
graduate enrollments, we will submit a supplemental analysis to the budget sub­
committees that modifies our recommendation as appropriate. 

4. Graduate Tuition 
We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to charge tuition in 1982-83 to 

all general campus graduate students. We further recommend that the Regents prepare a 
plan to implement tuition charges and related financial aid. This plan should be submitted 
to the appropriate legislative budget committees by December 1, '1981. 

Earlier in this analysis, we indicate that a tuition charge at the graduate level 
is a viable policy option because of: . 

• the higher General Fund cost per student of graduate programs relative to the 
per-student costs of undergraduate programs, 

• the higher private benefits of .graduate education relative to undergraduate 
education, 

• the incentives for inefficient over-investment in graduate education created 
by minimal student charges, and 

• the widespread practice at comparable public institutions of charging higher 
tuition for graduate programs versus undergraduate programs .. ' 

We also showed that in 1979..;80, DC's public comparison instihitionschargedon 
the average $371, (36 percent) ,more for graduate instruction than for undergi-adu- . 
ate instruction. Given these considerations; plus the likelihood thaf significant cuts 
will be necessaryinmariy high-priority state programs as a res1.1lt of the current 
fiscal problems facing the state, we believe that the Legislature should request the 
Regents to charge tuition to all general campus graduate students. Because of the 
lead time necessary to plan fortuition, however, we recomrrtendthattuition not 
be. charged until 1982-83; We further recommend that the Legislature request the 
Regents to prepare a plan for implementingtllition charges by December 1, 1981. 
This plarishould propose a phased-in tuition' level that would at a mini¢um place 
tuition for DC graduate students at the same level as hiitioil charged, by DC's 
comparsion institutions over a five-year period. This plan shorld also address. the 
impact of the proposed tuition policy on the need Jor financial aid for lowcincorne 
students. . 
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5. Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program (Item 644 .. oo1-oo1e) 
The Governor's Budget again requests a special appropriation to support a 

university-wide program begun in 1973-74 for the improvement of undergraduate 
education. Since 1973-74, the General Fund support has supplemented ongoing 
instructional improvement projects financed from Regents' funds. For 1978-79, a 
special $300,000 augmentation was provided to improve undergraduate education 
by expanding teaching assistant (TA) training programs. The ftinding sources and 
programs are shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 
Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program 

General Fund: 
Undergraduate teaching excellence ................................................. : ......... . 
TA training ... " .................................................................................................. . 

Regents' Fund: 
Instructional Improvement Program ......................................................... . 

Totals .............................. " ............................................................................. . 

Actual Estimated 
197!J..80 lfJ80...8l 

$1,381,700 
318,!XXI 

1,!XXI,!XXI 

$2,699,700 

$1,571,263 
344,300 

1,!XXI,!XXI 
$2,915,563 

Is a Cost-of-Living Adjustment Needed for the Program? 

Proposed 
1981-82 

$1,677,956 
367,712 

1,!XXI,!XXI 

$3,045,668 

We recommend that the Legis/ature request the Regents to report 'on why they have not 
added cost-of-Jiving adjustments to their share of the Undergraduate Teaching Excellence 
Program si!1ce its inception in 1973-74, and why no increase is budgeted for 1981-82. ' 

The initial state appropriation for this program was $1 million in 1973-74. In each 
subsequent year, normal cost-of-living adjustments have been added to this appro­
priation resulting in a request for state support of $1.67 million in 1981-82. 

In 1973-74, UC provided $1 million to match the state's $1 million, for a total 
program level of $2 million. UC's share was initially made up of $700,000 in Re­
gent's Special Program funds and $300,000 in Educational Fee support. In 1976-77, 
the Educational Fee support of $300,000 was deleted, and the Regents added that 
amount to their share in order to keep UC support at $1 million. Regents' support 
for the program has remained at the $1 million level ever since, even though 
Regents' Special Program funds increased from a level of $24.8 million in 1976-77 
to an estimated $31.0 million in 1981-82, an average annual increase of 6 percent 
per year. 

The net result of this differential policy toward cost-of-living adjustments is that 
the original one-for-one match has become a 1.67 to 1.0 match. We recommend 
that the Legislature request the Regents to provide during budget hearings their 
rationale for not providing cost-of-living adjustments for the program. 

6. Instructional Equipment Replacement (Item 644-oo1-146a) 
We recommend approval. 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature switched support for the Instructional 
Equipment Replacement Program from the General Fund to the Capital Outlay 
Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). These funds are used by UC to 
replace obsolete instructional equipment. UC's current equipment inventory is 
valued at $270 million. DC has determined an annual need for $12.9 million (in 
1981-82 dollars) for instructional equipment replacement. The Governor's Budget 
proposes a 10 percent price increase in this program for 1981-82, from the current­
year level of $9.8 million to $10.8 million. 
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HEALTH SCIENCE INSTRUCTION 

1. Overview 

·Item .644 

This subprogram includes the cost of faculty,teaching assistants, and related 
instructional support for the five health science programs. Table 15 shows the 
health science instruction budget. by program element .. The General Fund ·in­
crease of $3.22 million is for costs related to an enrollment growth of 221 students. 
The addition of these students generates the need for 42 additional health science 
faculty positions and 37 related staff positions. 

Enrollment 
Table 16 shows projected health science enrollment, by broad specialty, from 

1980-81 . through 1985-86. In 1982-83, health. science enrollments are projected to 
increase by 375 students, with 298 of those students enrolling in medicine. Health 
science enrollments will peak in 1985-86, at which time enrollment will have 
increased from 8,559 in 1972-73 (the first year of a planned phased increase in 
health science enrollments) .to 13,268, an increase of 55 percent. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act directed UC to submit a report 
to the legislative budget committees not later than March 1,1981, on:progress 
made toward the goalsofits long-range health science education plan. This report 
is also required to contain UC's recommendations as to whether anew or modified 
plan should be adopted. We will review that report when it is submitted. 

': ,;:~~": 

Table 16 
Health Science Head Count Enrollment 

Change 
From 

19fJ()..81 1981-8£ 19fJ()..811fJ82..83 19113-84 1fJM.85 1985-80 

1. Medicine 
M.D: Curriculum .............................................. ;; .... 2,626 2,674 48 2;702 2,726 2,726 2,726 
Other Medicine ...................................................... 5,452 5,488 36 5,758 5,764 5;764 5,764 

2. Veterinary Medicine .............................................. 688 733 45 735 735 735 735 
3. Dentistry .................................................................. 1,053 1,088 35 1;130 1;155 1,168 1,168 
4. Pharmacy .................................................................. 568 571 3 571 571 571 571 
5. Nursing ............ , ......................................................... 931 963 32 972 979 979 980 
6. Public Health ....................... , .. , ............................... 965 982 17 1,004 1,019 1,019 1,019 
7. Optometry ....................................... ;, ....................... 298 303 5 305 303 305 305 -- --

Totals ..................................... ; .............................. 12,581 12,802 221 13,177 13,252 13,267 13,268 

The overall student/faculty ratios budgeted for each health science school are 
shown in Table17. The average health science student/faculty ratio is 6 tol in 
1981 ~2. The cost of health science education relative to the cost of general.carilpus 
instruction can .be seen by comparing this ratio to the ratio budgeted for the. 
generalcampuses-,17.48 to 1. On the average,health science instruction is three 
times m,oreexpensive than general campus instruction in terms of faculty require­
ments. 



Program Elements 
1.. Faculty ........... , .. , ........ ; ...................... ; ........ , .............................. :. 
2 .. instriIctional support .............. : ............................................. .. 
.3. Employee benE$ts ...................................................... , ......... .. 

Totais ... : ...................... , ......... ; .............................................. , .. .. 

Personnel (FfE) 
. 1. Faculty·;, .... : ................................................................................ . 
2. Other academic ............ , ................................ , .......................... . 
3. Staff .... , ............................................................ , ........................... . 
Totais .......... ; ..................................................................... , ............... . 

Table 15 
Instruction-Health Sciences Program 

Summary of Expenditures a.nd Personnel 
(in thousands) 

1980-81 Bud/!et 1981-82 Governor's Budt!et 
General 
Funds . 

$74,946 
57,131 
21,307 

$153,384 

Restricted 
Funds 
$20,528 

4,469 
2,389 

$27,386 

Total 
$95,474 
61,600 
23,696 

$180,770 

2,079 
112 

. 2,715 
4,906 

General 
Funds. 
tr5,9(f1 
58;841 
21,802 

$156,610 

Restricted 
Funds 
$20,528 

3,813 
2,389 

$26,730 

ToW 
$96,495 
62,654 
24,191 

$183,340 

2,121 
112 

2,752 

4,985 

General 
Funds 
$1,021 

1,710 
495 

$3,226 

CiJflll/!e 
Restricted 

Funds 

-$656 

-$656 

Total 
$1,021 
1,054 

495 
$2,570 

42: 

37 
79 

-. 
~. 

t 

'"C 

~ o 
o z o 
~ 
trJ o 

~ 
~ 

'" .... 
m 
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Table 17 
Overall Student-Faculty Ratios 

Health Sciences Schools 

Program 

Medicine ................................................................................................................................. . 
Dentistry .................................................................................... ; ............................................ . 
Nursing ............................................................................................................... c ..................... . 

Optometry ............................................................................................................................... . 
Pharmacy ................................................................................................................................. . 
Public health ......................................................................................................................... . 
Veterinary medicine ............................................................................................................. . 

Overall .................................................................................................................. : .............. . 

Faculty Affirmative Action Report 

Budgeted 
1979-&J 

5.76:1 
4.74:1 
7.78:1 

12.59:1 
10.29:1 
8.71:1 
5.97:1 

6.12:1 

Item 6.44 

Budgeted 
IfJ80..81 

5.65:1 
4.72:1 
7.82:1 

12.58:1 
10.24:1 
8.68:1 
5.94:1 
6.05:1 

PropoSed 
1981-& 

5.62:1 
4.73:1 
7.89:1 

12.58:1 
10.22:1 
8.80:1 
5.94:1 

6.04:1 

Table 18 shows how the proposed faculty increase of .42 positions would be 
allocated in 1981-82. The increases occur at Irvine, Davis, San Diego, and San 
Francisco in accordance with planned program expansion. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act directed UC to make a greater 
effort to recruit and promote qualified minorities to. become tenured health 
science faculty. No report requirement was included with this directive. We have 
asked UC to be prepared to comment on its efforts in response to this directive 
during budget hearings. In particular, we have recommended that UC be pre­
pared to discuss (1) the ethnic mix of the 52 health science faculty that were added 
to the budget in the current year and (2) the ethnic mix of those faculty added 
in the previous two years. A further discussion on faculty and staff affirmative 
action is included in the student affirmative action section of this analysis. 

2. Graduate Medical Education National Advisory Committee (GMENAC) 
Report 

In April 1976, the u.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) 
established the Graduate Medical Education National Advisory Committee 
(GMENAC). The committee consists of doctors and other health professionals 
from throughout the nation. The committee was charged with advising HEW on 
the following issues: 

• What number of physicians is required to meet the health care needs of the 
nation? 

• What is the appropriate· specialty distribution of these physicians? 
• How can a favorable geographic distribution of physicians be achieved? 
• What are the appropriate ways to finance the graduate medical education of 

physicians? 
In September 1980, GMENAC released its final seven-volume,report. This re­

port contains 107 recommendations. The committee found that the United States 
will have 536,000 physicians in 1990-70,000 more than needed-and a surplus of 
145,000 medical doctors by the year 2000. The chairman of the committee cited 
three major causes for the transformation of a doctor shortage in the 1970s to 
surplus of doctors in the 1990s: . 

• the increase from 8,000 to 19,000 students in the size of the U.S. medical schools 
entering classes in the last 12 years, 

• the annual influx into the U.S .. of thousands of foreign doctors and U.s. gradu­
ateS of overseas medical schools, and 

• the growing role of non physician health providers, such as nurse-practitioners, 
physician assistants, and midwives. 
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TabletS 
FTE Faculty-Health Sciences 

Budgeted Budgeted 
J979-IJ(). J9IJtJ..8J 

Berkeley 
Health and m~dical sciences ., .. " .. ", ... " ... " .... " .. , ..... ";; .. " .. , ..... , .. , .. ",,. 
Optometry ".""",,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
Public health· .• """"""",;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,.,,,,,.,:.,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

Totals, Berkeley """,,,,,.,,,.,,.;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,.,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,;.,,,,,,,.,,,;,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
Davis 

13,86 
23.28 
47.72 

84.86 

~e;!:;Y';;;;U~fu~':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: 
Totals, Davis"";"."."""""""""~·"""";".;,,,,,,,;,,,,;.;;,,;.,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,""",, 325,89 

Irvine 
Medicine "'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''.''''''''''''''''".' 176,52 

Los An~eles .' . 

~:ili~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: 
Nursing """." .• "",,,.,,,,,,,:,,:.,,,,,,,,.,,,, •. ,,,,,.,,,;.,,,,;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,'''''".",,'''''' . 41.09 
Public health •. ;;""",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,.,,;,.,,,.,,,,,,;,,,;,,;.;,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,""""". .59.fl7 

Totals, Los Angeles ;",,,;,,,,,:.;,,,,,,,.,,,,,, .• ,,,,,,,,,:.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,. 637,94 
Riverside > ' ...,. ". ". . . 

Medicirie"'''';''''''';",,,,,,, •. L:.;:,:,,,.;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,"'",,'',,''''''' 
SanDi~~o . 

··.·~t:~"·i,.,,,; ... ' .. ""'''.''''''''';'''''.'''''''''''.:''.;''''.''." .. """,,,:,,,:: ... ,,,,,,,,.: 
Dentistry ".,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,:,,,,,,,,,:: .. ,,,,,,,,,;.,,,:,,,,,,,,,,,,:,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,"",;."""i· 

~5:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totals; San Francisco "" .• " ....... ;".""."""".,"'".""".".:.,,""",,."''',, .. 

Provision for allOcation .. ".,." .• :,,,",,.,,,, ... ,, .• ,,"",,.,,.,,",, ... ,,.,, ..•• ",,.,,",, .... 

12;85 

200.48 

114,54 
345.81 
75,61 
53:46 

589.42 

Grand Totals · ..... "'"" ..... "" .. ,,,.;,,,,, .... ,,",,.,,"",,.,,.,,.,,.,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,.i.,, ... ,,""". 2,ffO.96 

15.36 
23,68 
48,61 

87J;5 

217:18 
115.73 
332,91 

· 184.29 

102.34 
451.62 
43.59 
62.52 

6611.07 

14m 

208.05. 

120.84 
· 338.96 

75.41 
55.46 

· 590.fl7 

1.40 
2,079.04 

J98J.;.82 
Governor's Budget 
Total Change 

15.36 
24,08 .40 
48.82 .21 
88]6 .61 

217.18 
123.49 7.76 

340.fl7 7.76 

193.fl7 9.38 

103.20 .86 
451.62 
46.59 3.00 
64.08 1.56 

665.49 5.42 

14.00 ~ 

216,91 . 8;86 

126.84 6:00 
342.59 3.63 
75.46 . ,05 
55,89 ,43 

600.78 10:11 

1.40 -
2,121.18 42.14 '.' 

. . ." . . . '. '. .. 

The GMENAGrepottcUedauUIJJ.berofways to avert tqesurPlu~,.inchidirig: 
• notbiIildingadditioIiIll' IJ1edic&1scho()lsi,iJ. theU;S., '. .' ' >'. \., •.. '. ...•.. . ..... 
• mflking prompt adjustments in the Ilumber . qf residency positionsto bring 

supply int?halancewith \:he medical requir~mel1ts projected for each . spe-
cialty in the 1990s, and .' .. ' .... '. ..... ........ ..' .. .' .... .. . " .. ' .' 

• holding the.number of physician assistants and nurse-practioriers intrainirig 
to the current levels. .. 

State Review ~f GMEtoJ~CRepC)FtNe~ded' . .... . '.' . '. .... ..... . 
. We recommend that the LekisJatu'l-erequest.UG;the California Postsebondarf.Education 

Commission,,/ind'.fhe· DiJ'isii)J1of Hi!alth professions Developinent within. theOfiice of 
St~tewideH~altljPlanfJingto revie.w theliiidinlf! andrecOmmendati?ns containedinthe 
. GMENAC rep(Jrt'inthecontextiJf(Jalifomla'sh~alth personnel ~eeds andUC'sprojec:ted 

. eiJrollments,aiJd.repoit their lin(iiiiis totpe appropriate legislati-ie liudget coinmittee~ by 
DecemberJ,j981. . •.... ". . ........ - ' .......•. ,."'.' .•.. . ....... ....... . .... . ,,< 
.' Given theInajorimplicati.o~s that the (;MENAG report has for fedeialpolicy .... ' 
regardiIlgll.ealthpe~sonnel; the Legislature~houldbegiveIlac()mpr~hehsive .• '" 
report on how the findings andconchisions of. tqeGMENAGstuqYltelatetot4e: •... 

. . ··state's policy. Oil U~~riyollmt;mts; DC has already indicatedtothe)_.egisllltJ!rethat •. , ' .• 
. it plans to exllIllin~tlie GrviENAC report .. ¥or~byer:,.Ii.I),derexistirigJaw;:,.l>.()th~ '.."' 

CPEC and the Division. ofHealthProfessioIis Deyelopment have the responsibility' . 
to monitor andreport.on health personnel needs in California. CqIisequtmtly, VIle 
do not believe thatthis review would require a budget augmentation,' '.. . 
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3. UC Medical Residents 

Item 644 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature deleted $800,000 in state support for 99 
medical students and directed that UC: 

• honor its commitments to the 4,475 persons admitted to medical residency 
programs for 1980-81, 

• budget for only 4,376 residents in 1981-82, and 
• submit a detailed annual report by December 1 on its plans, policies, and 

proposed changes in medical residencies for the forthcoming year. 
These reports are to be submitted to CPEC and the Division of Health Profes­

sions Development within the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Develop­
ment. The latter agencies are directed to review the report and make related 
recommendations to the Legislature by January 8 of each year. 

UC has complied with too legislative directives. The 1981-82 budget proposes 
support for 4,376 medical residents, the number of residents in the current year 
is 4,502 (27 more than anticipated in the budget approved by the Legislature) , and 
the first annual report on medical residencies was submitted on time. 

A!though the Governor's Budget proposes no increase in medical residents for 
the budget year, the budget document shows a proposed increase of 250 medical 
residents for 1982-83. All of the new residents are proposed for the Drew/UCLA 
program. The Drew program is being phased-in, and the state is already funding 
enough FTE faculty at Drew to support 49 medical residents (as well as 48 medical 
students) . 

In the Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature directed the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission to report to the appropriate leg­
islative budget committees not later than December 1, 1980, on the need to add 
some or all of the proposed 250 residents at Drew. CPEC has provided an initial 
report on this matter, but a final report has been delayed due to data problems. 
We will review the final CPEC report at the budget hearings. 

Decision Needed Now on 1982-83 Planned Support 
We recommend that the Legislature request UC to budget state support for medical 

residents in 1982-83 at the level proposed for the current and budget year, and.to aJJow the 
total budgeted number of residents to increase from 4,376 to 4,425 to reflect current- and 
budget-year support of 49 residents at Martin Luther King, Jr. Hospital. 

In each of the past two years, our analysis has indicated that an increase in the 
number of UC medical residents is not warranted for the following reasons: 

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

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

• The total supply of residents can be increased reasonably quickly in the future, 
should the supply of physicians iI:1 California begin to fall below generally 
accepted standards. 

In acting on UC's 1981-82 budget, the Legislature should give UC a target 
medical resident figure to budget for in 1982-83 because the university has to 
accept residents for 1982-83 early in 1982, prior to budget hearings on the 1982-83 
budget. Although we have not as yet received the reviews of the UC resident 
report from CPEe and the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development 
(OSHPD); all available information strongly suggests that a budget augmentation 
to support an increase in the number of residents in 1982-83 is not warranted. This 
information includes the findings arid conclusions of the GMENAC report (dis-
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cussed above) as well as the most recent reports ofCPEC andOSHPD. The most 
recent CPEC and OSHPD reports recommend, at the very least, that no action 
be taken to increase the overall supply of physicians in California. 

We also reviewed data on the number ofresidents in DC's five medical schools 
relative to the number inDC's comparison schools. These data are shown in Table 
19. The ratio of residents to medical students is 1.7 (875/505) for DC, while it is 
only 1.0 (697/688) for the eight comparison institutions. These data show that, 
from a medical education perspective, DC has more than an adequate number of 
medical residents. 

Table 19 
Medical School Enrollment Comparisons 0 

(figures in parentheses are proposed increases for 1981-82) 

University of California 
Davis ... : ......... : ......................................................................................................................... . 
Irvine ...................................................................................................................................... .. 
Los Angeles .......................................................................................................................... .. 
San Diego .............................................................................................................................. .. 
San Francisco ...................................................................................................................... .. 

Totals .................................................................................................................................. .. 
Average; UC .................................................................................................................... .. 

Comparison Eight Schools 
Stanford ............................................................... ; ................................................................ .. 
Comell ................................................................................................................................... . 
Harvard ................................................................................................................................. . 
SUNY (Buffalo) ................................................................................................................... . 
Il!inois .................................................................................................................................... .. 

. Michigan ............................... , ................................................................................................ .. 
Wisconsin .............................................................................................................................. .. 
Yale ......................................................................................................................................... . 

Totals .................................................................................................................................. .. 
Average, Comparison Eight ......................................................................................... . 

Medical 
Students 

400 
381(13) 
6Q6 
481(31) 
606 

2,524 
505 

380 
425 
661 
560 

1,394 
993 
652 
437 

5,502 
688 

Medical 
Residents 

596 
606 

1,586 
430 

1,158 

4,376 
1f15 

394 
1,216 
1,276 

610 
796 
523 
441 
322 

5,578 
697 

Medical 
Graduate 

Academics 
85 
57(11) 

220 
120 

~(29) 

733 
147 

74 
U9 
168 
176 
242 
124 
125 
lOB 

1,136 
142 

• Data for UC is for 1980-81, data for all other schools is for 1978-79. Data for the comparison eight schools 
was taken from The Journal of the American Medical ASSOCiation, March 7, 1980, pages 949-951. The 
SUNY (Buffalo) medical resident enrollment was obtained from the medical school at SUNY (Buf­
falo). 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature request DC to budget state 
support for medical residents at a level of 4,425 in 1982-83. The number of residents 
proposed for 1982-83 is an increase of 49 over 1981-82, but it will not require an 
increase in state support because sufficient funds to support the 49 additional 
residents are already in the budget for the Drew program. The available informa­
tion indicates that if more than 49 residents are needed at Drew from an educa­
tional, public service, or other standpoint, the increase should come from 
reallocation of resident support from within the existing base. 

4. Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School (Item 644-001-001 (i)) 
We recommend approval of the Drew medical education program as budgeted. 

The Charles R. Drew Postgraduate School, founded in 1966, is a private, nonprof­
it corporation which conducts educational and research programs in south central 
Los Angeles, in collaboration with the nearby Martin Luther King, Jr. County 
Hospital. State General Fund support is provided to Drew under two separate 
contracts, each administered by DC. 
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As shown in Table 20 the Governor's BudgE(t proposes $3.8 million for Drew 
programs in 1981~2-$1.35 million for medical planning and development and 
$2.47 million for a separate public service program. Both of these amounts reflect 
normal pricEdncreases. The public service program is discussed with other UC 
public service programs later in· this analysis. 

Table 20 
Funding for UC/Drew Programs 

Actual Ertimated Proposed Ch8l1Ee 
1979-1JO 1!J/J0-81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

1. Drew/UCLA Medical 
Budget Act appropriation ................................ , ................ . $512,350 $1,266,700 $1,355,369 $88,669 7.0% 
Statutory appropriation ..................................................... . (241,216) 

2. Public Service ...................................................................... .. 2,165,860 2,317,460 2,479,682 162,222 7.0 
TotalS ...................................... ; ................... ; ....................... .. $2,678,210 $3,584,160 $3,835,051 $250,891 7.0% 

The Drew medical program is intended primarily to provide clinical training for 
24 third-year and 24 fourth-year UCLA medical students. UC proposes to enroll 
the first class of 24 in 198~. In 1983-84 the medical school class will enroll 24 
additional students, for a total medical student enrollment of 48 students. Inaddi­
tion, 250 medical residents are· planned. Because state support to Drew is being 
phased-in so that faculty can be hired now to plan the curricuhun, the current-year 
budget contains sufficient funds to support 48 medical students and 49 m.edical 
resident positions. 

As noted above, the Legislature has directed CPEC to report· on· the need for 
250 residents at Drew. We have not yet received CPEC's fiIlalreport; Based on 
available information, however, we have recommended that ifmore than 49 resi- . 
dents are needed at Drew from an educational, public service, or other standpoint, 
the increase should come from reallocation of residents froIl). within the existing 
base. . 

5. Affiliated Hospitals 
Existing state budgeting formulas provide sufficient funds to support one FTE 

faculty for every seven residents at UC-operated (including two neuropsychiatric 
institute~NPI) or county-operated facilities, and one FTE faculty for every 10 
residents at V.A. or community hospitals. In addition, the state pays for 40 percent 
of the resident stipend at the university-owned hospitals. In 19~1, the marginal 
cost to the state of supporting each UC hospital resident will average $15;120, while 
the marginal cost of supporting residents at other affiliated hospitals will average 
$5,431. . . 

Table 21 
Medical Residents 

1979-80 

lIniversity VA 
Operated Horpital Copnty NFl CoJODHJnity Totals 

Davis ......................................................................................................... . 
Irvine ................................ : ............................. :: ......................................... . 
Los Angeles ..................................................................... ;: ...................... . 

~ ~::~j~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totals ............................................................................ ; ...... ; ............. . 

Resident/Faculty Ratio ......................................................................... . 

314 
277 
474 
221 
280 

1,566 
(35.7%) 

7:1 

90 
200 
329 
150 
119 

888 
(20.2%) 
10:1 

193 597 
130 rm 

427 ,53 308 1,591 
.- 60 431 

203~ 48 512 1,162 -
630 101 1,203 .4,388 

(14.4%) (2.3%)(27.4%) 
7:1 7:1 10:1 
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Table 21 shows the distribution of medical residents between university-owned 
or -operated hospitals . and affiliated hospitals. The difference in the resident! 
faculty ratios used for UC-owned or -operated hospitals and affiliated hospitals is 
nQt based on a detailed comparison of needs in each type of facility. Instead, it is 
the product of historical evolution, and is justified by UC on the basis that more 
"effort" is expended on university and county hospital residents. 

State Support at Affiliated Hospitals Needs Clarification 
We recommend that, beginning September 15, 1982,· the Legislature request UC to submit 

an annual report to the appropriate legislative budget committees that details the state 
support for medical residents going to. each medical school and to each residency program 
in the school. We further recommend that each UC medical school make this report available 
to each of its affiliated hospitals. 

We further recommend that, by September 15, 1981, UC submit this report for the UCLA 
campus. 

Each medical school dean has the prerogative to allocate all, some, or. none of 
the faculty positions and support money generated by the medical residents at an 
affiliated institution to that institution. These allocations vary widely. For example, 
all generated positions are allocated ona full-time basis to the Charles Drew 
Medical Residency program, 11 out of 53 generated positions are allocated on a 
full-time basis to Harbor General in Los Angeles, and none of the 2.3 generated 
positions are allocated on a full-time basis to Santa Monica Hospital. UC states that 
in addition to the full-time faculty located at these sites there is a significant 
amount of faculty time and other support provided to these programs. 

UC officials maintain that this policy is appropriate. They indicate that the 
affiliates receive an amount of support equal to or greater than the faculty posi­
tions generated through the use of UC libraries, UC faculty rounds, telephone 
consultations, medical conferences available at the UC campus, curriculum re­
view, UC faculty appointments and review process for rank decisIons, and adminis­
trative services involved in establishing and maintaining an affiliation. Overall, UC 
maintains that while some programs receive less support money than the formula 
generates, others need and receive more support. 

Recurring i»roblem 
Some hospitals are satisfied with their affiliation arrangements, while others are 

dissatisfied and wish to extract more of their "share" from their UC medical school. 
The issue of how state funds for mediGal residencies should be distributed was the 
subject of considerable correspondence between the California Academy of Fam­
ily Physicians and UC this past fall. Most complaints have been made by directors 
of Family Practice Residency Training programs associated with either the Los 
Angeles or San Francisco medical schools. Similar complaints have been made in 
the past. 

The Supplemental Report to the 1977 Budget Act required a UC report on the 
average level of support provided the UCLA medical school to its Family Practice­
affiliated medical residents. This report stated that ratios are not the basis used for 
allocating resources to the individual residency training programs. UC maintains 
that state General Fund support received for residency positions on the basis of 
student! faculty ratios ar~ retranslated at the campus level within a framework that 
integrates all resources available to programs. Individual residency programs, 
however, are often unaware of this translation. 

For this reason, we believe UC should report to each affiliated hospital the net 
results of the translation process. Accordingly, we recommend that UC annually 
report the total state residency funds received per campus (for all programs, not 
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just family practice) and the distribution of dollars and in-kind services to the 
programs that these residency funds support. UC would not have to initiate a new 
process to comply with this recommendation. Data for the report would be gener-
ated by its current process for allocating resources. . 

We recommend, however, that only the UCLA campus be required to submit 
this report in 1981-82. This will allow a pilot test of the actual workload require­
ments involved in preparing the report and will indicate the value of the informa~ 
tion contained in it. We recommend that the report be submitted by September 
15 to allow legislators and legislative staff time to .(l) review the final report with 
the UCLA campus and (2) visit some of UCLA's residency programs to assess their 
reaction to this report. 

6. Graduate. Academic Students 
Health science graduate academic students are enrolled in masters' degree or 

Ph.D. programs. They obtain degrees in a wide variety 6f disciplines--from Scien­
tific Nutrition to Biochemistry-but the largest percentage of students are en­
rolled in basic physical and biological sciences programs. The Governor's Budget 
proposes funding for a total of 1,270 graduate academics in 1981-82, an increase of 
52 over the current year. Table 22 shows that of the 52 additional students, 40 are 
in medicine. . 

Table 22 
Health Science Graduate Academics 

Budgeted Budgeted Proposed 
1979-1JO '1!J80..81 i!i81-82 Change 

Medicine ......................................................................................................... . SOl 789 829 40 
Optometry .................................................................................................... .. 25 21 23 2 
Public Health ................................................................................................ . 195 193 195 2 
Veterinary Medicine .................................................................................. .. 115 III 115 4 
Nursing ........................................................................................................... . 23 23 23 
Dentistry ...................................................................................................... .. 16 16 20 4 
Phannacy ........................................... ~ .......................................................... .. 65 65 65 

Totals ....................................................................................................... . 1,240 1,218 1,270 52 

Unjustified Augmentation 
We recommend the deletion of state support for the proposed increa~e in health science 

graduate academic students, for a General Fund savings of $367,049. (Reduce Item 644-001" 
001 (a) by $367,049.) 

In 1979, the Legislature directedUC to budget support for 41 less health science 
graduate academic students in 1980-81 than the number supported in 1979-80. UC; 
however, proposed a reduction of only four students in 1980-81. . . 

The Legislature in the 1980 Budget Act deleted support for 22 graduate academ-
ics,as shown above in Table 22. . " 

The 1981-82 Governor's Budget proposes funds to restore the 22 positions delet­
ed by the Legislature last year and add 30 additional students. The average state 
cost of supporting each graduate academic student in 198~-82 is estimated to total 
$7,058, resulting in a request for $367,049 to support the additional 52 students. 

DC maintains that: 
• most of these students will be in disciplines where future employment pos-

sibilities are good and student demand is high, . 
• additional students are needed in emerging medical science areas, 
• this type of student attracts high-qJlality faculty to the school, and 
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• these programs foster medical research work with young students, the next 
generation. of researchers. 

Our analysis indicates thatincteases in helPth science graduate academic pro­
grams have not been justified. Specifically: 

• While it may be true that the employment prospects of these graduate stu­
dents are good, this would not seem to provide a compelling reason for sup­
porting them at taxpayers expense. The very fact that. their employment 
prospects are good should provide these students with all of the encourage-
ment needed to invest in their own future. . 

• Needs in emerging medical science areas can be met by reallocating slots from 
traditional areas which are declining in importance. 

• UC enrollment of medical graduate academics (Table 19) compares very well 
withenrollmellt figures for their comparison institutions. The UGcampuses 
average 141 medical graduate academics, compared to an average of 142. for 
the eight comparison institutions. Consequently, UC should be able to attract 
quality faculty in competition with these schools. . 

• It is not Clear that the state's obligation to provide educational access also 
obligates it to support those holding bachelor's degrees wishing to pursue 
advanced degrees. . 

The requested increases in optometry, public health, and veterinary medicine 
would restore positions deleted by the Legislature last year. No new in:formation 
has been presented that would warrant reversal of this decision. . 

Accordingly, we recommend that state support of $367,049 for 52 health science 
gradlJ,ate academic students be deleted from the budget. . 

7~ Health Science Tuition 
Until 1970-71, a special resident tuition was charged to students in medicine 

($250) and students in dentistry and pharmacy ($200). This income was credited 
to UGas an offset to 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 sothat 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. As discussed later in this analysis, in 
recent years the Regents have not complied with this requirement, resulting in 
a net loss to the General Fund totaling $116,000 in 1981",82. 

Reinstatement of Health Science Tuition Proposed 
We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to charge tuitiol! in 1982.:.83 to 

all health science graduate students with an additional amount charged per quarter for 
medicine and dentistry students. 

We further recommend that the Regents prepare Ii plan that would allow for forgiveness 
of the additional tuition charge for medicine and dentistry in the case of students who elect 
to practice primary care medicine and gen{!ral dentistry in an area designated by the Office 
of Statewide Health Planning and Development as a medically underserved area. This plan 
should be submitted to the appropriate legislative budget committees by December 1, 1981. 

Earlier in this analysis, we recommended that tuition be charged in 1982-83 to 
general campus graduate students because of: 

• the relatively higher General Fund cost per student of graduate programs 
relative to undergraduate programs, 

• the larger benefits accruing to the individual student as a result of graduate 
education relative to undergraduate education, 

• the incentives for .inefficient over-investment in graduate education created 
by minimal student charges, and 
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• the widespread practice at comparable public institutions of charging higher 
tuition for graduate programs versus undergraduate programs. 

These same reasons apply to health science graduate students as well. Therefore, 
we recommend that they be charged the same tuition as the general campus 
graduate students. 

Similar reasoning supports the appropriateness of a higher tuition for those 
students enrolled in medicine and dentistry. Namely: 

• the extremely high General Fund cost of supporting these students relative 
to the cost of supporting students in other disciplines, 

• the larger private benefit accruing to the individual as measured by relative 
incomes. earned by different professions, and 

• the level of fees charged by other public universities for these two programs. 
High Per-Student Cost . .. The high cost of these programs can be seen by com­

paring the incremental General Fund cost of additional students in various disci­
plines. Table 23 shows that in 1981-82 the incremental cost of each additional 
medical student is 2.3 times the cost of other health science graduate academics 
or professions. Dentistry is 2.0 times more costly. 

Table 23 
Incremental Cost of Additional Students in 1981-82 

Medical Curriculwn ....................................................................................................................... . 
Dentistry Curriculwn .................... , ................... : .... , ....................................................................... . 
Health Science Graduate Academic ........................................................................................... . 
Health Science Graduate Professional ....................................................................................... . 
General Campus Undergraduate ................................................................................................. . 

$16,202 
14,200 
7,058 
7,058 
3,291 

The amounts shown in Table 23 actually underestimate the true cost differential 
because the medicine and dentistry programs have other support costs which are 
much higher than the average in other programs. In 1981-82, $14,682 per student 
in state General Fund support is budgeted for clinical support for medical stu­
dents, while $6,250 is budgeted per dentistry student. 

High incomes Eor medicine and dentistry practitioners. According to the 
American Medical Association, the average net income of physicians in the Pacific 
region in 1978 was $63,600. The American Dental Association (ADA) reports that 
the average net income of dentists in the Pacific region in 1977 was $44,706. 
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 these· professions will begin to earn annual 
incomes well in excess of what most other individuals earn. 

Table 24 
UC Public Comparison Institute 

1979-80 Tuition and Fee Level 

Comparison Group: Undergraduate 
University of Michigan (Ann Arbor) ................ $1,372 
University of Wisconsin (Madison) .................. 870 
State University of New York (Buffalo) .......... 929 
University of Illinois (Champaign-Urbana) .... 916 

Average ................................................................ $1,022 
University of California ...................................... :. 735 
Difference Comparison to UC............................ +$287 

Graduate 
$1,886 
1,237 
1,504 

962 

$1,393 
795 

+$598 

Dentistry 
$2,808 

3,380 
1,446 

$2,545 
773 

+$1,772 

Medicine 
.$3,153 

2,620 
3,431 
1,852 

$2,764 
781 

+$1,983 
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Health science tuition and fees in other states. Unlike UC,many other institu­
tions already charge fees for medicine and dentistry that exceed the fees charged 
for other graduate students and undergraduates. Table 24 shows that UC fees are 
lower at each level than the fees charged by the comparison group of public 
universities that UC relies on for faculty salary comparisons. The differential is 
much higher for medicine ($1,938) and dentistry ($1,772) than for graduate stu­
dents ($598) and undergraduate students ($287). 

Given these considerations, we recommend that the Legislature request the 
Regents to institute a health science tuition in 1982-83. In doing so, the Regents 
should provide for (1) a larger tuition for students in the fields of medicine and 
dentistry, (2) appropriate financial aid, and (3) forgiveness provisions for those 
who practice in specialties and areas that have been designated as medically 
underserved. The plan should, at a minimum, propose a phase-in tuition level that 
would place UC tuition at the same level as UC's comparison institutions over a 
five-year period. 

Increase Health Science Tuitian Offset in 1981-82 
We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to increase their budgeted health 

science General Fund tuition offset from $732,000 to $848,000 in 1981-82. (Reduce Item 
644-()(}1-()(}1 (a) by $116,000.) 

As mentioned earlier, the Regents have not complied with the requirement that 
they reimburse the General Fund for lost revenue resulting from their 1970--71 
decision to eliminate a special resident tuition charge to students in medicine, 
dentistry, and pharmacy. The net loss totals $116,000 in the current year. We 
recommend that this offset be increased by that amount in 1981-82 to reflect 
current enrollments, which will allow a savings of $116,000 to the General Fund. 

SUMMER SESSION AND EXTENSION INSTRUCTION 
We recommend approval. 

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 
order to make full use of the state'shigher e~ucation physical facilities. No General 
Fund support, however, is provided. Student fees and extramural funds pay the 
incremental costs associated with the summer programs. 

In 1981-82, an estimated 32,000 students are expected to enroll in summer 
programs resulting in a program level of $6.6 million. 

Like summer sessions, University Extension is self-supporting, primarily through 
student fees. The goals of this program are: (1) to provide educational opportuni­
ties 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 1981-82, an estimated 400,000. people will enroll in one or more extension 
offerings, resulting in a program level of $50.9 million. 

II. RESEARCH 

1. Overview 
UC is California's primary state-supported agency for research. Organized re­

search is the term UC uses to designate a budget category that includes all research 
activities separately budgeted and accounted for. Department research, unlike 
organized research, is not separately budgeted and accounted for. Expenditures 
fordepartmental research are limited primarily to that portion offaculty salaries 
corresponding to the time spent on research carried out as a part of the faculties' 
normal university duties. 



Table 25 
Research Program 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(in thousands) 

1981J...c81 Budg:et 1981~ Governor's Budg:et Chang:e 
General Restricted General Restricted General Restricted 

Elements Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total Funds Funds 
1. Organized Research Units and Research Support 

General campuses ................................................................... . $16,0&5 $4,040 $20,125 $21,309 $4,040 $25,349 $5,224 
Health sciences ...................................................................... .. 2,270 3,254 5,524 2,270 3,254 

2. Agricultural sciences .............. , .............................................. . 45,0&'3 3,700 48,783 45,0&'3 3;700 48,783 
3. Marine sciences ...................................................................... .. 5,357 -200 5,157 5,357 -200 5,157 
4. Individual faculty grants and traveL ................................ .. 2,641 305 2,946 3,641 305 3,946 1,000 
5. Employee benefits ................................................................ .. 11,890 1,603 13,493 11,890, 1,603 13,493 

Totals ......................................................................................... . $83,326 $12,702 $96,028 $89,550 $12,702 $102,252 $6,224 

Personnel (FTE) 
Academic ...................................................................................... .. 943.18 943.18 
Staff ................................................................................................ .. 1,868.86 1,868.86 

Totals ......................................................................................... . 2,812.04 2,812.04 

c: ... 
z ! <: 
1ft ....... 
jiIIIII 
CIt "t1 
=t 0 
-< ~ 0 t:r:I 

"'" (') 
n 0 
~ Z ,... 0 :;; :> 
0 ~ jiIIIII 
Z t:r:I 

~ 
0 
c: 

Total 2 0 -$5,224 ~ 0 ::r. z 
~ 
c • D. 

1,000 

$6,224 

"'""' S" s 
t 
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Table 25 shows the state General Fund budget for organized research. A total 
of $89.5 million is proposed for 1981-82, excluding any funds for salary increases. 
The Governor's Budget proposes a $6.22 million net .General Fund increase in 
organized research support. The net increase reflects: 

• $1 million: for additional individual faculty grants, 
• $5 million to fund industry I academic joint research projects in microelectron-

iCS, . 
• $250,000 to augment current support for the California Space Institute, and 
• $26,000 reduction for the· California Public Employee Relations program. 
Table 26 shows other. research funding which UC has budgeted for 1981-82, but 

whicQ is not included in the Governor's Budget totals. These extramural funds 
($424.9 million) are received from the federal government, private individuals, 
and foundations. In addition, Table 27 shows that. the Regents plan to use $8.3 
million in federal overhead charges to fund faculty research in 1981-82. 

Table 26 
Extramural Expenditures for Research 

Actual Budgeted Budgeted Change 
1979-80· J98tJ...8J 

$358,639,666 
J98J-82 Amount Percent 

$393,471,000 $424,941,000 $31,500,000 

Table 27 
Regents' Special Program Fundings for Research 

Regents' Research Program .................................................... .. 
Energy Institute ....................... ; .................................................. .. 
Intercampus Exchange Programs: 

FacultyandGraduate Student Research .......................... .. 
Other ............... : .......................................................................... .. 

Research Seed Money (VCI, VCSB,UCSC) ., .................... .. 
Research Support ......................................................................... . 
Cory HaIl Equipment-matching funds .............................. .. 
Research Equipment ................................................................... . 

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

Actual Budgeted 
1979-80 198tJ...81 
$3,142,673 $4,551,580 

53,567 100,000 

149,202 
126,663 
354,151 

$3,826,256 

173,400 
168,200 
335,000 

3,500,000 
3,500,000 
2,000,000 

$11,328,180 

8.0 

Budgeted 
1981-82 
$4,551,580 

100,000 

173,400 
168,200 

r;;-~~ hI J'--.-I 
~7t , , 

$8,328,180 

Approximately 57 percent of the General Fund support for Organized Research 
is· spent on research in the agricultural sciences. The next largest component of 
the research budget (37 percent) is spent in Organized Research Units (ORUs) 
with emphases other than agriculture. The remaining research funds (6.0 percent) 
are used for faculty research grants and travel to professional meetings. 

Organized Research Units (ORUs) 
Organized Research Units (ORUs) are formal agencies established by action of 

the Regents to promote and coordinate research in specified areas. Currently, 
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 estab­
lishment of others with different research emphases. 

44--81685 
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1. University· Study of ORUs-McElroy ,eport 
The university began a comprehensive systemwide study of Organized Re­

search within UC in 1978. The study, referred to as the McElroy report, was 
completed by' a committee iIi May 1980 aIid is now being reviewed by various 
other organizations within Uc. The study focused on three major areas: 

• how to improve the management of resources available for organized re­
search, 

• existing policies for establishment, review, and continuance or discontinuance 
of ORUs, and 

• how best to coordinate and consolidate the many projects supported and 
directed by ORUs, and to recognize and encourage new and promising re­
search areas. 

The committee identified the following issues that it felt needed to be ad­
dressed: 

• inadequate implementation of existing policies and procedures governing 
ORUs, 

• nonresearch activities classified as ORUs, with the result that present policies 
and procedures concerning ORUs often are ignored or circumvented, 

• possible overreliance on the historical funding pattern of support for ORUs, 
• lack of adequate faculty input into the preparation and justification of the 

Regents' budget for support of Organized Research, and 
• a lack, in the current approach to preparation of the Organized Research 

budget, of (a) specific information regarding present research activities and 
(b) detailed justification of their financial needs. 

The committee made recommendations to deal with each of these issues. Specif-
ically, the committee recommended: 

• a new organization structure for ORUs, 
• a new life cycle for ORUs and ORU directors, 
• . a new Research Council to advise the president of the university on organized 

resel!fch, 
• establishment of a new assistant vice president for research, and 
• establishment of a new revolving fund to support new research initiatives. 
The committee recommended that the revolving fund be allocated at least 

$3-$4 million, with the fu·nds coming from three sources: (1) Regents' Special 
Program ·Funds, (2) redirected funds from existing. ORUs, and (3) state funds. 

2. Augmentation for . Individual .=aculty. Research 
In their 1981-82 budget document, the Regents requested that the state provide 

an augmentation of $3 million to match $3 million that the Regents plan to allocate 
from the Regents' Special Program funds for individual faculty research. The total 
funding of $6 million in 1981-82 would be the first year of a multi-year effort to 
increase support from state and UC sources for individual faculty research. 

The Regents support their request with the following justifications: 
• "Research is essential to education (an investigator who is alive to the myster­

ies of his or her discipline plays a critical role in providing instruction of the 
high quality expected of the university)." 

• "Research is essential to the well-being of the state and nation." 
• State support for organized research has declined by over 20 percent between 

1966-67 and 1978-79 in constant dollars. 
• Adequate funding for faculty research must be maintained in order for the 



Item 644 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1283 

university to recruit and retain outstanding scholars and teachers. 
The Goyernor'sBudget proposes a $1 million augmentation for this purpose to 

match the Regents' $3 million. The Governor's Budget maintains that the augmen­
tation is needed: 

• for faculty in fields where there is little or no possibility of extramural funding, 
• to enable more rapid progress on projects than otherwise would have been 

possible, and 
• for seed money to facilitate the acqu~sition of extramural research grants. 

$1 Million Request Not Justified 
We recommend that the $1 million requested to support additional individual faculty 

research be deleted. We further recommend that the Legislature request UC to submit an 
annual report to the appropriate legislative budget committees by December 1 on the sources 
of suPPort for each UC Organized Research Unit. (ORU) and on the ratio of state. support 
to other support for each ORU, each campus, and the university asa whole. (Reduce Item 
644-001-001(8) by $1 million.) . 

Based on our review of the UC research budget, we recommend that the 
proposed $1 million augmentation not be approved. Our recommendation is based 
on three considerations: 

• The university has not shown a commitment to make internal reallocation 
within the existing ORUs as recommended by the McElroy report. 

• State support for organized research within UC has kept much closer pace 
with inflation (in terms of the GNP Deflator) than that cited in the Regents' 
budget document. 

• Augmentation to the current organized research budget should be considered 
. only after therecommendations of the McElroy report have been considered 
and acted upon.' . 

Internal reallocation needed. As mentioned above, the McElroy report recom­
mended a new $3 million-$4 million revolving fund for research, supported by (1) 
the Regents' Special Program funds, (2) redirected funds from existing ORUs, and 
(3) state funds. The report specifically recommends that consideration should be 
given to providing one-fourth to one-third of the $3 million to $4 million from 
eXisting ORUs, Our review of ORUs this fall also found, as did the McElroy commit­
tee, a reliance on historical funding patterns andnonresearch activities, primarily 
public service activities being supported with ORU funds. We also found that the 
university did not routinely review the overall return. rates of other funds to 
state-invested dollars on a per-ORU basis. 

We' agree with the McElroy. report that revitalization of. organized research 
should in part be financed by reallocating funds from within the existing base. UC's 
budget proposal, however, makes no provision for such a reallocation. 

Has research support kept pace with inflation? The Regents' budget document 
states that a decline of over 20 perc'ent in support for UC Organized Research, on 
a constant~dollar basis, has occurred between 1966-67 and 1978-79. UC used their 
own internally developed price index, which incorporates state salary increases 
and a u.S. Consumer Price Index adjustment for nonsalary-related costs to adjust 
for constant dollars .. The Regents' budget document, however, does not provide 
a complete picture of trends in state support for research. Specifically, it makes 
no allowance for the 21 percent increase in 1979-80 or the 9.7 percent budget 
increase in 1980-81. If the 1966-67 funding level of $32.6 million for Organized 
Research is adjusted for changes in the GNP Deflator for state and local govern­
mentpurchasesthrough 1980-81, it would indicate the need for $89.2 million in 
1980-81. That is, $89.2 million would buy the same amount of research that $32.6 
million supported in 1966-67. The 1980-81 budget provides $83.3 million in state 
General Fund support for OrganIzed Research, which is only 7.1 percent ($5.9 
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million) less than the GNP Deflator price-adjusted level of 1961:H>7. 
McElroy Report review. Lastly, we believe that the university should com~ 

plete its review of the McElroy report and act on the recommendations contained 
in the report before a funding change is made. Once the university has reacted 
to this report, the Legislature would be in a better position to evaluate the need 
for an augmentation to the current level. 

For these reasons we recommend that the Governor's proposed augmentation 
of $1 million for individual faculty research be denied. In addition, we recommend 
that the Legislature direct UC to submit an annual reporfby December Ion the 
sources of support for each UC Organized Research Unit (ORU) and on the ratio 
of state support to other support for each ORU, each campus, and the university 
as a whole. This report will help the Legislature evaluate new research proposals, 
such as this one and the Pest Management and Space Research proposals that were 
sought in recent years, by providing information on the type and level of UC's 
current research efforts. This report should not require any additional data gather-
ing by Uc. . 

3. Microeledronics Research 
The Governor's Budget proposes a $5 million augmentation for" a matching 

program aimed at advancing appropriate research· and graduate education in 
microelectronics, including innovative research in microelectronics technology, 
its applications in computer and information sciences, and its necessary antecend­
ents in other physical science disciplines. Proposed Budget Act Language specifies 
that: 

• no more than $250,000 of the $5 million may be used for administrative and 
related costs, 

• no more than $500,000 maybe used to support graduate student education and 
related' professional teaching support, and 

• the balance shaH be used to fund industry/academicjoint research projects in 
the areas noted above, with each state dollar to be matched by industry (this 
would allow for $9.25 million in projects to be supported) .. 

Total state and private expenditures under the program would total $10;0 mil­
lion in 1981-82. 

The research supported under this program would be subject to the oversight 
and policy direction of a committee to be appointed by the president of the 
university. The committee would consist of equal numbers of state government, 
university, and electronics and/or semieonductor industry representatives. 

Lack of Program Justification 
We recommend that the Governor's proposed allgmentation of $5 million For microelec­

tronics research be deleted llntil adeqllate inFormation on the Feasibility and benefits of the 
proposal is provided (Redllce Item 644-001-001 (a) by $5 million.) 

The McElroy report on ORUs, discussed earlier, cited several problem areas' 
with the current approach to organized research requests. Specially, the report 
noted that: . 

• The current approach to the preparation of the organized research portion of 
the Regents' budget often lacks specific information regarding pres~rit re­
search activities and detailed justification of their financial needs. 

• Preparation and justification ofthe Regents' budget for support of organized 
research lack adequate faculty input. 

This $10.0 million microelectronics research proposal is an example of the prob­
lems cited in the McElroy report: it was not part of the Regents' budget. The 
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administration provided some information on this proposal after publication of the 
-Governor's Budget, but too late in the process for review-at the time this analysis 
was prepared. 

Before a proposal of this type is funded, the state should have adequate informa­
tion on: 

• the ability of UC to manage a $10.0 million research effort in this area in 
1981-82, . 

• the microelectronic industry's investment in research, and 
.. other California universities' investment in microelectronics research. 
UC's Capacity for Ii new $10.0 million research program. There is currently an 

Electronics Research Laboratory (ERL) organized research unit on the B-erkeley 
campus. This is the only major facility in the UC system, although more limited 
microelectronics-related research is conducted on some of the other campuses. 
Total support for the ERL was $3.5 million in 1978-79, of which $126,710 came from 
the state. The 1980 Budget Act provided $39,000 in state funds for the preparation 
of preliminary plans for alterations to this laboratory. Last fall the Regents 
amended their 1980-81 budget when an unanticipated $9.5 million in additional 
Regerits' SpeCial Program funds became available. Of that amount, $500,000 was 
budgeted for microelectronics equipment for ERL. 

The Regents' budget proposal for 1981-82 includes a request for $2,667,000 in 
state funds for alterations and equipment for ERL. In addition the Regents' plan 
includes an additional $500,000 from: other nonstate sources to match the $500,000 
that they budgeted for ERL equipment in the current year. Thus, if the capital 
outlay request is approved, $3,667,000 would be provided to the ERL for improve­
mentsin 1980-81 and 1981-82. Construction, however, would not begin until Feb­
ruary 1982 imd would extend through November 1982. Considering the~e facts, it 
does not appear feasible forUC to undertake as much as $lO million worth of 
related research activity in 1981-82 given the information that we currently have 
available. 

The electronics industry. Although the electronics industry is important to the 
California economy, so are many other industries. The importance of this industry, 
by itself, does not provide suffiCient justification for greater state support for 
research that would improve the industry's market position and profits. If the state 
is going to fund r~search benefiting individual industries, it needs to first collect 
comparative data on profits, industry-funded research, and investment for all 
industries of importance to the state. Such data has not been presented to the 
Legislature. We recommend that the Legislature request data from both ·tl;1e 
university and the administration that justifies the need for increased public in-
vestment in this private sector program. . .. 

Other universities. The Regents' capital outlay request for ERL not~~i'Jhat 
Stariford University and the California Institute of Technology also have micro­
electronics research capabilities. To evaluate the need for additional state involve­
ment in microelectronics research, the extent of research supported by these 
private universities should be known. It may be that, given Stanford's and Cal 
Tech's locations and their prior program investments in microelectronics research, 
the return· from iilVesting public funds in their programs might be higher than 
what. it would be on UCcampuses which currently do not have developed pro­
grams in this area. 

Justification Needed 
Because the specific data supporting this proposal is not adequate to justify a $5 

million augmentation, we recommend that the Legislature delete these funds 
from the budget for a General Fund savings. 
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4. Space-Related Research (Item 644-001-001 (c» 
The 1979 Budget Act appropriated a total of $455,000 for the establishment of 

two new UC research units: (1) a systemwide California Space Institute (Cal 
Space) which helps coordinate the space-related.research efforts .of all eight gen­
eral campuses and (2) an Astro Physics and Space Center. Both are located on the 
San Diego campus. The Legislature provided 'an augmentation of $520,000 in the 
1980 Budget Act for Cal Space in addition to.price-Ievel adjustments, for a total 
support level of $956,276. ., 

The 1981-82 Governor's Budget includes another augmentation of $250,000 for 
Cal Space, in addition to price-level adjustments. Table 28 shows the current year 
and proposeq budget-year expenditures for space~related research. 

Table 28 
Space-Related Research 

Estimated Proposed Change 
1!J80.81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

California Space Institute: 
Program ........................................................................... . $956,276 $1,206,276 $250,000 26.1% 
Unallocated salary and price adjustments ............. . 55,013 55,013 

Subtotals .................................................................... .. $956,276 $1,261,289 $305,013 31.9% 

Astro Physics and Space Science Center: 
Program ............................ : .......... ~ ................................... .. $81,479 $87,479 

. Ullallocated salary and price adjustments ............ .. 3,296 .$3,296 

Subtotals ..................................................................... . $87,479 $90,775 $3,296 3.8% 

·Totals ........................................... >' ........................ .. . $1,043,755 $1,352,064 ~,309. 29.5% 

Program Evaluation Due in March 
We recommend that the Cal Space augmentation be deleted, for a General Fund saYings 

of $250,000 in 1981-82. (Reduce Item 644-ooUJ01 (c) by $250,(00). 

The Cal Space program is noW in its second year bfoperation. It has expanded 
to include research coordinators at Los Angeles,SantaBarbara, and Berkeley that 
supplement workof the institute's director at San Diego. In 1981-82, Cal Spa.ce 
plans to increase the number ofresearchprojectssupported, add to the group of 
research scientists who serve as campus coordinators, and begin special' projects 
in selected areas. . 

In seeking state support for the program 111st year, UC stated that small-scale 
state-supported studies would attract federal funding for further research. In its 
first year of operation Cal Space funded 24 projects; in the current year, a total of 
31 projects have been awarded on seven of the general campuses. . 

In last year; s Analysis we stated that this program had not been in operation long 
enough to assess its potential for attracting federal funding on an ongoing basis. 
We concluded that, while state core support for Cal Space was warranted, the lack 
of any experience with or evaluations of the program gave us no basis on which 
to recommend approval of the .augmentation requested for 1980-81. The Legisla­
ture approved the 1980-81 augmentation request but asked UC to report on the 
effectiveness and benefits of the program by March I, 1981. 

While we continue to believe that core support of this program is appropriate, 
we maintain the current-year support level of $1.2 million is sufficient for this 
purpose. We recommend that before additional resources are committed to this 
project, it show an ability to attract outside resources and to yield benefits. The 
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March 1 report should address these issues. 
Without information on the effectiveness and benefits of the program, we have 

no basis on which to recommend an augmentation for 1981-82. Consequently, we 
recommend that the $250,000 augmentation for this program be deleted, for a 
General Fund savings. 

5. Integrated Pest-Management Program (Item 644-001-001(b» 
We recommend approval. 

The 1979 Budget Act provided $1,125,000 for initial support of an Integrated 
Pest-Management Program (IPM). The goal of IPM research is the establishment 
of pest-control programs that are economically and environmentally appropriate 
and beneficial. In 1980 the Legislature approved an augmentation request of 
$375,000 for this program. There is no augmentation request this year. Total Gen­
eral Fund support is proposed at a level of $1,730,081 for 1981-82, an increase of 
7 percent above the $1,616,898 estimated to be expended in the current year. The 
increase is intended to offset higher. costs due to inflation. 

Follow-up Report 
We recommend that the Legislature request UC to rep(Jrt to the appropniJte legislab've 

budget committees by December 15, 1981, on the progress of the IPM program, giving special 
attention to the development of criteria that will be used to evaluate the program. 

The Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act directed UC to submit a report 
on this program by December 15, 1980. We have reviewed a preliminary draft of 
this report and have asked UC to (1) better describe how the computer system 
will be used by growers in the coming year and (2) provide a more definite 
evaluation plan for the program, including development of evaluation criteria. We 
recommend that UC provide an updated report on this program to the Legislature 
by December 15, 1981, and that this update include a detailed discussion of pro­
gram evaluation. 

6. Institute of Transportation Studies (Item 644~OOl-046) 
The Institute of Transportation Studies was established by the Regents in 1947. 

It'was . chartered to provide instruction and research related to design, construc­
tion, operation, and maintenance of highways, airports, and related public trans­
portation facilities. 

In 1971, the Legislaturerecommended that the scope and responsibilities 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. 

A total of $807,949 in state funds is requested for support of this program in 
1981-82,2.6 percent above the 1980-81 level. The 1981-82 amount does not include 
any funds for salary and benefit increases. Nonstate support is projected to total 
$649,499, for an overall program level of $1,457;488. 

Technical Funding Issue 
We recommend that all state support for the Institute of Transportation Studies be pro­

vided from the State Transportation Fund rather than the. General Fund. (Delete General 
Fund support of $103,677 in Item 644-001-001 and increase State Transportation Fund by 
$103,677 in Item 644-001-046.) 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature switched state support for this program 
from the General Fund to the State Transportation Fund. The salary and benefit 
increases for the program, however, were carried in a separate budget item with 
the result that $103,677 from the General Fund was appropriated for this program 
in 1980-81. We recommend that the State Transportation Fund support the full 
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costs of this program. Wetherefore recommend that the Genetal Fund amount 
budgeted for this program in 1980-81 ($103,677) and carried forward in 1981-82 
be deleted and that funds from the State Transportation Fund be increased by the 
same amount. We also recommend that future salary and benefit increases for this 
program be provided from the State Transportation Fund. 

7. Energy Institute (Item 644-001-188(a» 

Technical Funding Issue 
We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to provide the same pn'ce adjust­

ment increase in 198/.-82 to their share of the Energy Institute 50 budget as the state provides. 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature appropriated $150,000 to provide initial 
state support for a new DC Energy Institute. In addition, the Regents provided 
$100,000 from Special Programs funds to support this institute. The institute's 
purpose is to bring together faculty expertiseJrom throughout the university for 
research efforts in the development, production, distribution, and use of energy. 

The Governor's Budget proposes $155,250 in state funds for the institute in 
1981-82, an increase of 3.5 percent. The Regents plan to provide at least $100,000 
to the institute in 1981-82-thesame amount as in the current year. The Regents' 
budget; however, does not indicate if an inflation adjustment will be added to their 
share of this program in 1981-82. We recommend that the Regents' support for this 
institute be increased by the same percentage as the state's share. If Regents' 
support is not increased in line with state support, the original matching agree­
ment will deteriorate over time, as has happened in the case of the Teaching 
Excellence Prograin. 

It should be noted that this institute is supported from the Energy and Resoutces 
Fund (ERF). The ERF was created by the Legislature in Chapter 899, Statutes of 
1980. Chapter 899 expresses the Legislature's intent that funds from the ERF be 
used only for short-term projects and not for any ongoing program. The budget 
year would be the second year of support from the ERF for this program. 

8. Institute of Appropriate Technology (Items 644-001-001 (k) and 644-001-
188(c» 

We recommend approval as budgeted. 

The UC Appropriate Technology Institute is a university-wide organization 
established in 1977. Its purposes are to generate, assemble,' and disseminate re­
search on energy production from renewable resources, efficiency in energy us­
age, climatically responsive architecture, resource conservation arid recycling, 
environmental pollution abatement, and small-scale food production and food 
preservation. 

State support for 1981-82 is proposed at $277,295, which is $18,140 (7 percent) 
more than the current year. It should be noted that this institute is supported in 
part from the General Fund ($46,215) and in part from the Energy and Resources 
Fund (ERF) ($231,080). The ERF was created by the Legislature in Chapter 899, 
'Statutes of 1980. Chapter 899 expresses the Legislature's intent that funds from the ' 
ERF be used only for short-term projects and not for any ongoing programs. The 
budget year would be the second year of support from the ERF for this program. 

9. Mosquito Control Researc~ (Item 644-001-144) 
We recommend approval as budgeted. 

The Governor's Budget proposes a special appropriation of $100,000 from the 
California Water Fund for research in mosquito control. This special approptiation 
was initiated in 1966-67 to supplement anticipated funding from other sources. 
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State General Fund support for this program is proposed at a level of $602,650 in 
1981-82. The General Fund portion is included within the university's main appro­
priation (Item 644-001-001 (a)) .. 

Program support in 1981-82 will total $2.0 million, with federal support equal to 
$855,000. 

III. PUBLIC SERVICE 
The Public Service Program includes: campus public service, cooperative exten­

sion, the Drew Postgraduate Medical School, and the California College of Podia­
tric Medicine. The budgets for each of these subprograms are shown in Table 29. 

CAMPUS PUBLIC SERVICE 
We recommend approval. . 
The public service· subprogram supports cultural and educational activities on 

the campuses and in nearby communities. Opportunity is provided for additional 
experience in 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 restricted funds. 

State General Fund support for Campus .Public Service Programs includes con-
tinuing support for the following programs, among others: 

• the California Writing Project, 
• the UC San Diego Teratogen Registry, 
• Mesa and Mesa-like programs, and 
• an Aquarium-Museum at UC San Diego. 
The level of General Fund support proposed in thehudget detail41,015,OOO-is 

reduced by $230,000 in the "A" pages of the budget document. These funds would 
have been used for a program (called EQUALS) offeririg workshops for secondary 
school classroom teachers, counselors, and administrators to provide. them with 
methods to increase the participation of women students in math courses. Taking 
this into account, net state General Fund support for campus public service will 
decline by $300,000 between 1980-81 and 1981-82. This reduction results from a 
one-time statutory appropriation of $300,000 in 1980-81 for a program to aid re­
search on valley fever (Chapter 1293, Statutes of 1980) . 

. COOPERATIVE (AGRICULTURE) EXTENSION 
We recommend approval. 

Cooperative Extension applies the technology derived from research to solve 
specific agriculture problems. These problems are usually of a local, rather than 
a statewide, mlture. It is a cooperative erideavorbetween 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 pro­
vides problem-solving instruction and practical demonstrations. State General 
Fund support for this program in 1981-82 is proposed at the current level of $24.2 
million. 

Report Required on. Affirmative Action 
The 1980 Budget Act required UGto pJ;ovide the Legislature with an affirmative 

action plan for the Cooperative Extension. This plan is to contain specific: affirma­
tive action hiring objectives. and information on the race. and sex of individuals· 
hired by the Cooperative Extension during 1979-80. No date for submission of this 



Table 29 
Public Service Program 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel· 
(in thousands) 

1980-81 Budl!et 
General Re$tricted 

Elements Funm Funm 
Campus public service a .................... ; ........................................... . $1,085 $9,102 
Cooperative agricultural extension ........................................... . 
Drew Medical School .. ; .......... ; ..................................................... . 

24,263 6,979 
2,317 

California College of Podiatry Program ................................. . 747 ,,-

Totals ... ;.;.; ..........•............................................. : ................................ . $28,412 $16,081 
"A" pa~es reductions" ..................... , ............................ ; .............. . 

Adjustedbltals ............................................................................ . 

Per$onnei (PTE) 
Academic ............. : ..... , .................... : ................................................ . 
Staff .................................................................................................... . 
Totals ....................•..................................................... ; ...................... . 

"A" pages reductions" ., ............................................................... . 
Adjusted totals ............................... , ...•.......................... ; ................ . 

Total 
$10,187 
31,242 
2,317 

747 

$44,493 

506.03 
712.48 

1,218.51 

1981-82 Governors Budget 
General Re$tricted 
Funm Funm 

$1,015 $9,246 
24,263 6,979 
2,480 

778 
$28,536 
-$230 

$16,225 

Total 
$10,261 
31,242 
2,480 

778 

$44,761 
-$230 

$28,306 $16,225 . $44,531 

511.03 
. 714.48 

1,225.51 

-7.00 

1,218.51 

Change 
General Re$tricted 
Funm Funm Total 

-$70 $144 -$74 

163 163 
31 31 

- --
$124 , $144 $268 

-$230 -$230 --
-$106 $144 $38 

S 
2 
-
7 

-7 

"In the. "!f." pages of the Governor's Budget this program area is reduced by $230,000. Deleted is a campus public service program request of $230,000 to fund 5 
academi~ positions and 2 staff p<)sitionsfor a .program (called EQUALS) which would have offered workshops for secondary school classroom teachers, 
CounSelors, ·llfId administrators to provide them with. methods to increase the participation of women students in math courses. 
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plan was specified. We have asked UCto he prepared to discuss this requirement 
during budget hearings. 

THE DREW MEDICAL SCHOOL PUBLIC SERVICE PROGRAM 

(Item 644-001-001 (i» 
We recommend approval. 
Chapter 1140, Statutes of 1973, provided state General Fund support of $1.2 

million to UC for specific programs of clinical health science education, research, 
and public service to be carried out in conjunction with the Charles R. Drew 
Postgraduate Medical School located in the south-central portion of Los Angeles. 
The public service component is analyzed in this section of UC's budget, while the 
medical component is analyzed as part of the UC health science budget. 

Table 30 shows the budgeted amounts for the individual health public service 
programs at Drew in 1980-81. The 1981-82 allocation is not yet know. Drew 
annually prepares a report on its previous year~s programs and submits the report, 
along with a scope-of7work proposal for the following year, to UCLA: The public 
service program proposal is jointly agreed to by Drew and UCLA. There is also 
an annual fiscal audit of the public service budget by· an independent public 
accountant firm. The Governor's Budget proposes an inflation adjustment of $163,-
000, for a total 1981-82 program level of $2.5 million. 

Table 30 
Proposed 1~1 Program Budget 

For University of California/ 
. Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School 

Public Service Program 

1. Continuing professional education ..................................................................... . 
2. Community medicine ........................................................................................... . 
3. Graduate education, including family medicine ........................................... . 
4. Interdisciplinary programs .................................................................... , ............ ... 

a. Hypertensiop prevention, education, and control ........ ; ..... : ................. : .. . 
b. Diabetes .................. ,: ..............•............................................................................. 
c. Myocardial infarction ...................................................................................... .. 
d. Child development programs ........................................... : .......................... .. 
e. Perinatal regionalization ................................................................................ .. 

5. Educational policy and curriculum development ........................................ .. 
6. Consumer health education ................................................................................. . 
7. Allied health programs ......................................................................................... . 

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

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

Overview 

$72,581 
3,183 
4,461 

95,149 
155,003 

$233,837 
267,992 
822,430 
330,377 

392,166 
40,650 

230,008 

$2,317,460 

The academic support program includes: (1) libraries, (2) organized activities, 
and (3) teaching hospitals. 

Table 31 shows a proposed General Fund support level of $160.4 million for these 
programs in 1981-82. The "A" pages of Governor's Budget, however, deletes $466,-
000 of the proposed $3'.16 million increase instate General Fund support. The 
proposed General Fund increase after the" A" pagesreduction:s, thus, is $2,694,000, 
or 1.1 percent above the 1980-81 level. This amount excludes any amount for salary 
and staff benefit increases, which will be provided through another item of the 
budget. 



Elements 
1. Libraries ....................... : ... ; ......................... , .................... .. 
2. Organized activities a; ..... ; ... " ................ :.;; ...................... . 
3. Teaching :hospitals b,c : ................. ; .......... ; .................... ::.: 

Totals : .. :: ... ; ............................................... ; ....................... .. 
"Au pages·~eductionSa .; ........... : ......................................... . 
Adjusted.totals .......................... : ........................................... , 

PersoIine/(FTE) . 
L . Libraries· ... L .................................................................... .. 
2. Organized Activities· ..................................................... .. 
3. Teaching.Hosp~taJs .. : ...................................................... . 

Totals ................ ;.: ........ :: .................................................... ; 

Table.31 
Academic Support Program 

(in thousands) 

1!J80..81 BudKet 1981-82 Governor's Budget· . 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 
$74,702 $1,171 
40;051 28,185 
42,460 471,932 -- --

$157 ~13 $501,288 

Total 
$75,873 
68,236 

514,392 

$658,501 

2~1.72 
2,406.29 

14,381.76 
19,039.77·· 

~eral Restricted 
FUnds Funds 
$75;130 $1,171 
4O,fRl 29,121 

• .44,546.. 528,342 
. $i60;373···· $558,634 

.::"$466 

Total 
$76,301 
69,788 

572,918 

$719,007 
-,$466 

$159,907 $558,634 $718,541 

2,271.72 
2,406.29 

14,381.76 

19,059.77. 

c .. 
Z ~ <: N 

; ...... 
en "'0 
:::; ~ 
-< >-l o [J) 

"II ~ 
Change ~ ~ 

General Restricted ,... 0 
Funds Funds Total .~ ~ 

$42B $428:l1li -< 
616936 1,552 ~ ~ 

2,116 56,410 58,526 ,. c:: 
$3,160. $57,346 $60,506 h ~ 
-$466 . - $466 o:;j 
-- --·-:10 
$2,694$57,346$60,040;- . z 

c 
CD 

20.00 a. 

20.00 
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The $2.69 million increase proposed for 1981-82 consists of: 
• $428,000 for workload increases related to the enrollment of 2,091 general 

campus and 221 more health science students in 1981-82, 
• $150,000 for the UC Davis veterinary medicine clinical teaching facility (in­

creased support is requested due to an enrollment increase of 34 students in 
1981-82), and 

• $2,333,692 in state loan funds to cover potential shortfalls in Medicare/Medi­
Cal inpatient reimbursements for the five UC hospitals ($2.1 million in this 
subprogram and $217,000 in Unallocated Adjustments) . 

The augmentations which were deleted in the "A"pages of the Governor's 
Budget would have provided: 

• $286,000 in increased clinical teaching support for on-campus dental clinics at 
UCSF and UCLA ($216,000) and a satellite clinic in Venice ($70,000) and 

• $1BO,OOOiri initial state clinical teaching support for the UCB optometry clinic. 
The "A" pages also propose that the university repay $10 million of the outstand­

ing $25 million hospital working capital loan advance from the General Fund. This 
repayment is proposed in a new control section to the budget (Control Section 
19.13) but is not credited to reductions within the UC budget in the Governor's 
"A" pages. 

LIBRARIES 
We recommend approval. . . 
Support for the university's campus; college, and school libraries is included in 

this subprogram; The principal. objective is to support the instructional and re­
search programs of the university by providing access to scholarly books and other 
documents. ..... .., 

Table 31 shows a proposed state General Fund support level of $75.1 million in 
1981-82 which is $428,000 (0.5 percent) more than current-year support. This 
increase, which makes no allowance for salary and staff benefit increases, is based 
on workload increases related to budgeted enrollment growth of 2,091 general 
campus students and 221 more health science students in· 1981-82;. In accordance 
with' accepted. formulas, . the reference and circulation staff will increase by 20 
positions in 1981-82. '. . 

ORGANIZED. ACTIVITIES 
We recommend appro.val. 
This subprogram includes partially self-supporting activities organizedandop~ 

erated primarily as necessary adjuncts to the work of various departments .. Gen­
eral Fund supportisprimarily used in six areas: . (1) art, music, and drama, (2) the 
UCLA elementary school, (3) vivariums which prOvide IIiaintenanceand care of 
animals.necessary for teaching arid res.earch in the biological and health sciences, 
(4) the dental clinic subsidy, (5) support for two neuropsychiatric institutes which 
provide mental health careandtrainirig, and (6) clinical teaching support for the 
veterinary medical teaching facility at Davis ••. 

Table 32 shows the budgeted amounts for the various subprograms of Organized 
Activities. The "A" pages oftheGovernor's Budget delete a proposed dental clinic 
increase of $286,000 and $180,000 in the state support proposed for the optometry 
clinics. The only proposed state General Fund change, therefore, is $150,000 for 
. the UC Davis .veterinary medical teaching facility. This increase is realted to the 
added animalpatientIoad required for aD. additional 34 students in 1981-82. 



Elements 
1. Other Academic Support-General Campuses 

Museums and galleries ............ ; ............................................. .. 
Intercollegiate. athletics .............................. : ............................. . 
Ancilliary support-general 

Campuses 
Demonstration schools .... ; ....•.............................................. 
Vivaria and other (inc!. emp!. benefits) ....................... . 

2. Ancilliary Support-Health Sciences .. . 
Dental clinics ............. ~; .........•..... ; .............................................. ; 
Neuropsychiatric institutes.,; .......... , ......... ; .... : ...... , ................. : .. 
Optometry clinics ......... , ............. ; ............................................. . 
Veterinary Medicine. Teaching Facility .............................. . 
Vivaria and other (inc!.emp!. benefits) ................. , ....... , .. 

Totals.:: ........ :: .................................. ;; ... ; .... ; ......•......................... 
"An pages reductions a ••.••..••••..•..••••••. : ••••.•••..••••.•••••. ;; .•.••••..•.•. 

Adjusted Totals •.................................... ; .......................... , ...... . 

Table 32 
Organized Activities· 

(in thousands) 

1fJ8J.81 Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds ToiaJ 

$1,315 $174 $1,189 
1,115 1,115 

·744 317 1,061 
2,219 2,050 4,269 

3,378 2,821 6,199 
25,178 12,752 37,930 

650 650 
2,538 1,939 4,477 
4,679 6,367 11,046 

$40,051 $28,185 $68,236 

1981-82 Govemor's Buifget Change 
General Restricted General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total 

$1,315 $174 $1,489 
1,115 1,115 

744 317 1,061 
2,219 2,050 . 4,269 

3,664 2,929 6,593 $286 $108 $394 
25,178 13,239 38,417 487 487 

ISO 675 855. ISO 25 205 
2,688 2,012 4,700 150 73 223 
4,679 6,610 11,289 243 243 --

$40,667 $29,121 $69,788 $616 $936 $1,552 
-$466 -$466 -$466 -$466 

$40,201 $29,221 $29,322 $150 $936 $1,086 

a The Governor's "A"pages budget reductions delete the proposed increases of $286,000 for the dental clinics and the $180,000 proposed for the optometry clinics. 
. . 
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TEACHING HOSPITALS 

1. Overview 
Included within this subprogram is funding for the teaching hospitals and clinics 

for which the university has major operational responsibilities. The hospitals in­
clude 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. The teaching hospitals also engage in cooperative educational 
programs with local community and state colleges by providing the clinical setting 
for students in allied health science areas. 

San Diego Hospit':ll Purchase 
Chapter 1016, Statutes of 1980, appropriated $17.0 million from the Capital 

Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) to the Regents for purchase 
of the buildings and grounds of the San Diego County Medical Center. The act also 
appropriated $250,000 from the COFPHE for planning and working drawings for 
seismic corrections to that hospital. At the time this analysis was written, agree­
ment between· UC and San Diego County had been reached on the purchase, 
although the purchase was not final. Once the purchase is final, the university will 
own all five hospitals which it operates. 

Patient and Financial Activity 
Table 33 shows a summary· of patient activity at each of the five hospitals. 

Average bed a"ailability ranges from a low of 374 at Sacramento to a high of 692 
at UCLA. In 1979-80, 878,885 patients were served by UC's clinics, and another 
201,140 patients were served in emergency rooms. . 

Inpatient: 

Table 33 
Teaching Hospitals and .Clinics 
Summary of Pati~nt Activity 
For Year En~ed June 30, 1980 

SaClllll1ento • Orange 
Countj County 

ltJs 
Angeles 

Sao 
lJiego 

Sao 
FllJJJtist:o Totals 

Average nwnber of beds available ................ ;................. 374 441 692 386 560 2,453 
Percent Occupancy............................................................ 79.6% 78.3% 67.7% 75.3% 75.1%· 74.3% 

Outpatient: 
Clinic Visits............................................................................. 184,869 175,012 197,895 138,388 182,721 878;885 
Einergency Visits ................................................................. . 36,312 53,756 55,759. 33,246 22,067 201,140 

Table 34summari~es each hospital's reVEmmlS and eJC:penditures in 197~0.State 
General Fund support for teaching. ( clipical teaching support) is shown on the first 
line of Table 34: This support totaled $37:9!llilli()ll, or 'approximately 8.5 percent 
of total operatiIlg expenses, in 1979-80. The net operating gains (excess of revenues 
over costs) for all five hospitals in 1979..;oo totaled $39.8 million and ranged from 
$1.9 million at Orange County to $18:9 million at Sacramento. The 1979-:-80 net 

.. gains are unusually high because of a favorable judgment in: litigation involving 
Medi~Cal reimbursement limitations. The effect of this case was to increase reve~ 
nue available by $27.3 million. Below we make recommendations regarding the 
disposition of these windfall profits. 
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Table 34 
Teaching Hospital Financial Activity and Reserve Fund Balances 

For the Year Ended June 30, 1980 
(in millic)fts) 

Sacramento Orange Los San San 
County CollDty Angeles Diego Francisco 

Revenue and Other Nonoperating Income: 
State Cl:inical Teaching Support ............................................ $6.8 $6.2 $9.5 $6.1 $9.2 
Other, Gross Revenue ... ' ............................................................. 86.6 100.0 136.6 72.7 85.5 
Adjustment for Medi~ Qourt Case .......... : ......................... 8.9 10.2 4.7 3.5 
Other Nonoperating Adjustments .......................................... 3.6 2.6 -1.5 l.3 0.3 -- -- --

Subtotals, Revenue and Other Nonoperating Income .. $105.9 $108.8 $154.8 $84.8 $98.5 

Expenses and Other Nonoperating Offsets: 
Deductions from Revenue ........................................................ $9.4 $20.8 $14.0 $12.4 $5.6 
Operating' Expenses .................................................................. 77.0 86.1 130.l 66.1 85.7 
Repayment of State Medi-Call.oan ...................................... 0.6 4.3 ,~ --

Subtotals, Expenses and Other Nonoperating Offsets .. $87.0 $106.9 $144.1 $82.8 $92.2 

Net Gain, 197~ ........ : .. , ....................... : ...................................... $189 $1.9 $10.7 $2.0 ~ 
Prior-Year Balances and Other Reserve Fund Transactions -$0.5 $2.4,' $4.0 -$0.5 $1.3 
Reserve Funds, June 30, 1980 ...................................................... $18.4 $4.3 $14.7 $1.5 ~ 
UneXpended Plant Fund .............................................................. $9.1 $2.4 $0.6 $0.4 $4.9 

2.' Teaching Hospital Workin,g Capital 

Tolals 

$37.9 
481.3 
27.3 
6.3 

$552.8 

$62.2 
444.9 

5.9 
$513.0 

$39.8 
$6.7 

$46.5 
, $17.4 

The B~dget Act of 1976 provicied UC with ,a $25 million Teaching Hospital 
Revolving Fund. This fund was intended to cover hospital costs during the interval 
before reimbursement for hospital services is obtained from third-party ' sponsors 
such as Medicare and Medi-Cal. As shown' in Table 34, the five DC teaching 
hospitals reported total operating expenses of $444.9 million in 1979-80 or about 
$1.2 million per day. 

The, Goverrior's Budget Proposal 
The Governor's Budget (Control Section 19.13) proposes that DC repay ,$10 

million of the $25 million Teaching Hospital Revolving Fund loan. The budget also 
proposes; however, that $2,333,692 from the General Fund be made available for 
a loan to UC to cover potential Medicare/Medi-Cal reimbursement shortfalls in 
198I.:-82. ' , ' 

We recommerid that: 
• DC repay all $25 million of the Hospital Revolving Fund loan from its windfall 
, profits of 1979-80, , ,,' " 
• as an alternative to appropriating $2.3 million from the General, Fund for 

Medicare/Medi-Cal' reimbursement shortfall, the Legislature add a budget 
control section similar to the one (Control Section 28.9) dealing with overen­
rollment at DC and CSDC that would make this amount available through the 
deficiency approprtion process if, and orily if, it was needed, and , , 

" • DC report on its progress in resolving the accounts receivable problem at the 
, Orange County Hospital. ", . 
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One-Time Profit Recovery 
We recommend that UC repay an additional $15 million of the Teaching Hospital Revolv­

ing Fund loan from the state and financefuturerevolVing fund: needs from the hospitals' 
reserve using its one-time windfall profits generated in 1979-80. 

We further recommend that the Legislature request UC to report during budget hearings 
on the revenue and expense experience of each hospital during the current year, and on its 
latest projection of net gain or loss for each hospital in l!J1JO..-8J. 

During 1979-80, revenues received by the five university teaching hospitals 
exceeded expenditures by $39.8 million. When added to prior-year balances and 
other reserve fund transactions, reserves for the hospitals totaled $46.5 million as 
of June 30, 1980. Table 34 shows the net gains realized by each of the hospitais. 

The university realized this. income. because of its decision to increase hospital 
charges in anticipation of an adverse federal court decision in the California Hospi~ 
tal Association v. Marlo Obll:ido case involving Medi~Cal reimbUrsements. The 
case, however, was decided in August 1979 in the university'$favor .. Ifit had been 
decided against the university, the maximum net liabilitytoUC would have been 
$27.3 million.) .. 

UC would like to retain this gain. UC maintains that hospital reserves are needed 
for contingencies, equipment replacement, and capital facilities. 

There is no precise way to estimate what UC needs as a prudent reserve to meet 
unusual operating needs and contingencies. If UC sought to maintain a reserve 
equal to betWeen 1 percent and 2 percent of the 1981-82 hospitals' $573 million 
operating budget, it would rieed a reserve amounting to between $5.7 million and . 
$11.5 million. While it is clear that the hospitals require a pfuderit reserve, we 
believe that the current level-$46.5 million-'-is much too high. GiveIl the severe 
pressures that the. General Fund budget for 1981-82.is faced with, and what we 
consider to be an excess amount in reserve, webelieve the time has come for· the 
university to fully repay the $25 rriillion General Fund loan from the state. The 
Governor's Budget proposes that $10 million of the loan be repaid. Repayment of 
the full $25 million loan would still leave UC with $21.5 million to meet contin­
gency, equipment, and capital. needs. We believe·this amount is adequate; and; 
accordingly,· we recommend that the loan be repaid, for a General Fund savings 
of $15 million. 

Alternative Prop.osal for Shortfall Loan 
We recommend that $2,333,692 for a loan to cover MedicarelMedi-Calreimbursement 

shortfalls be deleted. As an alternative, we recommend that the Legislature add a budget 
control sectionsirm1ar to the one covering UCoverenrollment (Section 28.9} . that would 
make this same amount ilVliilable through the deficiency appropriation process. '(Delete Item 
644-01Uj{J1,reduce General Fundby$2,333,692,andaddanew ControISection.) 

In addition to Clinical Teaching Support (CTS),state loan funds have been 
made available to UCfor its hospitals. Since 1976-77, each year's budget has 
contained an appropriation for loans to UC to. help finance Medicare/Medi-Cal 
inpatient reimbursement shortfalls. The budget acts for the past three years have 
made these loans cOIltingentonproof of demonstrated need. 

Table 35 shows the loan availability and the actual amountsloaned since 1976-77. 
The loans made inJ976-77and 1977-78 have beenrepaid;No loan was needed in 
1975-79 and 1979-80, and it does not appear that one will be needed.in the current 
year; . . .......... ' .... ;. ... . . __ ..... . .. . 
. The 1976-77 and 1917-78 loans Were made througha control section that allowed 

the Director. of Finance to . approve the acceleratedexperidituresofup to $5 
million in anticipatioJ:l of a stipplemeritaryGeneralFund appropriation to fund the 
deficiency. (T!tis IS the Same ;process relied. on by Control. Section 28;9 which 

". 
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Table 35 
Medicare/Medi·Cal Reimbursement Shortfall Loan 

Maximum 
Year Authorized Loan 
1976-77 .................................................................... '.................................. $5,000,000 
1977-78...................................................................................................... 5,000,000 
1978-;.79 ......................................................................... ::........................... 4,000,000 
1979-80...................................................................................................... 3,919,600 
1980-81...................................................................................................... 4,115,600 
1981-82...................................................................................................... 2,333,692 

Item 644 

Actual Loan 
$3,187,000 
3,326,000 

None 
None 
None 

relates to deficiency appropriations for overenrollments.) The 1978 Budget Act 
switched from the control section process to the appropriation method in order 
to streamline administrative and legislative procedures. While the appropriation 
method is simpler, it has a drawback: it can result in unneeded funds being 
appropriated to UC which might be required for a different state need. 

Table 35 shows that UC has not used the loan provision in each of the last three 
years. While the financing of hospital receivables continues to be a problem, we 
believe that it is not reasonable to tie up substantial amounts of cash in reserve for 
such a contingency when other programs and activities are being cut back because 
of a funding shortage. Accordingly, we recommend that this item be eliminated 
and thata new control section be established as outlined above, for a General Fund 
savings of $2,333,692. 

Orange County Receivables' Problem 
We recommend that the Legislature request UC to report during budget hearings on its 

progress in resolving the accounts receivable pwblem at the Orange CtJunty Hospital. 

The Supplemental Report to the 1976 Budget Act directed UC to prepare an 
annual report on the hospital working capital problem including: 

• a summary of the activity and status of the Teaching Hospital Revolving Fund, 
• a discussion of the steps taken to finance accounts receivable, . 
• an assessment of future accounts receivable financing needs, and 
• suggested alternatives for financing unmet needs. 
The report for the 1979-80 fiscal year noted a continuing dispute with Orange 

County on allowable. cost reimbursement, .. 
In 1976, UC purchased the Orange County Medical Center and entered into a 

contract with the county which calls for it to provide medical services to county 
residents. This arrangement is similar to those in Sacramento and San Diego 
Counties. Since July 1978, Orange Comity and UC have been involved in a dispute 
over reimbursement for medical services to county patients. In July 1979, the 
dispute between UGand the county was submitted to an arbitration process; The 
university's working capital report of December 1980 states that: 

"During the 1979-80 fiscal years, disputes with Orange County involving approx­
imately $17 million were submitted. to arbitration. While several important' 
issues have been resolved, those remaining under arbitration amount· to 30 
percent ofthe total receivables at the Irvine Hospital. The prospects for con­
cluding the arbitration by the end ofthe 19~1 fiscal year are not promising." 
The Orange.County Hospital's receivables at the end of 1979-80 totaled $42.4 

million, which means that the dispute as of December 1980 totaied $12.7 million. 
The amountindispute, however, is growing daily. Table 36showsmore clearly the . 
impact of the' Orange'County dispute on receivables throughout the UC hospibil 
system. Including Orange. County., the average days of revenue in accounts receiv- • 
ablecinJune 30, 1980, was 97 days, up from 82 days in 1979 and 79 days inl978. 
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If Orange County is excluded, the average for the hospitals was 83 days in June 
1980, only 1 day higher than inJune 1979. 

Table 36 
Days of Revenue in Accounts Receivable 

At Each Quarter End 1979-80. 

June September December 
Hospital 1979 1979 1979 

Sacramento ..................................... ; .............................. .. 61 .65 63 
Orange County (OCH) .................................... : .......... . 113il7 137 
Los Angeles .................................................................... .. 84 .92 102 
San Diego ................................................................... , .... ,. 77 88 100 
San Francisco ........................................................ ,.:; .... .. 70· 76 77 

Averages, with OCH ........................ ;: ..... , ................. . 82 89. fJ1 
Averages, without OCH ........................ ; .................. . 73 80 86 .. 

March June 
1980 1980 

69 67 
150 145 
lOB 98. 

fJ1 83 
82 84 

103 fJ1 
8.Q 83 

Because the Irvine dispute is have a significant fiscal impact on UC's hospital 
. operations and needs for working capital, we recommend that the Legislature 
request UC to report during budget hearings on its progress in resolving the 
dispute. 

3. Clinical Teaching Support (CTS) 
We recOmmend approval 

UC teaching hospitals are intended to be self-supporting through patient fees. 
A state subsidy, however,calledClinical Teaching Support (CTS) is provided for 
UC-owned hospitals and clinics. The traditional justification for CTS has been that 
these funds permit UC to accept patients who are useful to the teaching program 
but are unable to pay the cost pf hospitalization. In fact, CTS funds serve as an 
offset to the reimbursement limitations under the Medicare/Medi-Cal programs. 

The proposed distribution of CTS funds in 1981-82 is shown in Table 37. No 
increase is proposed over the $42.4 million budgeted in the current year. 

Table 37 
Clinical Teaching Support Allocations • 

(in thousands) 

University Hospitals: 
Sacramento Medical Center ................... , ............................ .. 
Orange County Center and Clinics .................................. .. 
Los Angeles ....................................... , ......................... , ............. . 
San Diego ................................................................................ .. 
San Francisco ........................................................................... . 

Totals ....................................................... , ...... ; ..................... .. 

Actual EstiriJated 
1979-80 1980-81 

$6,817 
6,270 
9,502 
6,134 

.9,232 

$37,fJ15 

$7,573 
6,917 

10,542 
7,323 

10,105 

$42,460 

Proposed 
1981-82 

$7,573 
6,917 

10,542 
·7,323 
10,105 

$42,460 

a Does not include state funds appropriated for Medicare/Medi-Cal inpatient reimbursement shortfalls. 



Elements 

1. Cultural and recreational activities ............................................... . 
2. Supplementary educational services .......... , .... , ..... , ....................... . 

Table 38 
Student Services Program 

(in thousands) ... 

1980-81 1981-82 Governor's Budget . Change 
General .. Restricted General Restricted General ReStridedGeneralRestricted 
Funds Funds Funds Funds Total Funds Funds 

$750 $12,301 
756 1,691· 

$750 $12,298 $13,048 -$3 
756 2,604 3,360 913 

4,580 14,181 
624 . 7,5:34 

3. CoUnseling and career guidance ......•... , ..... , .............. , ......... , ......... . 
4. Financial aid administration .. ; ........... , .... ; .... ; ................................... . 
5. Student admissions .and.records ....................... ; .......... _ ................ .. 

Total 
$13;051 

2,447 
18,761 
8,158 

13,867 
17,129 
8,156 

4,580 
624 

13,~ 17,925 -836 
7,919 8,543 385 

6. Student health services ............................ : ......................... , ............ . 
7. Employee benefits ............................................................................. . 

Totals .................................................................................................. . 
Personnel (FTE) 
1. Academic .............................................................................................. . 
2. Staff ..................................... : ............................... , ........................ , ........ . 

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

11,493 2,374 
17,129 

2,681 5;475 
$20,884· $60,685 $81,569 

3 
2,892 

·2,895 

11,493 2,656 14,149 282 
16,821 16,821 -308 

2,681 5,475 8,156 
$20,884 $61,118 $82,002 $433 

3 
2,892 

2,895 
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Vo STUDENT SERVICES AND FINANCIAL AID. 

STUDENT SERVICES 

The Student Services subprogram includes expenditures for social and cultural 
activities, co1.lnseling and career guidance, health services, and admissions and 
records-:..services that'are complementary to, but.not a part of, the instructional 
program. The major source of support for this subprogram is the university regis­
tration fee. The registration fee will be approximately $156 per quarter in' 1981-82 
and will yield income estimated at $56.7 million during that year. 

Table 38 shows the proposed budget for each element of the student services 
subprogram. No chang~s are proposed in the level of state General Fund support, 
although any employee salary or staff benefit increase approved for the budget 
year will increase General Fund costs. through another budget item, 

Item expenditures for this subprogram are estimated at $8~millionin 1981-82, 
of which $20.8 million is from the General Fund. 

Governor's Budget Appears .to Underfund Services to Disabled Students 
We recommend that the, DePartment of Finance reportduringbtJdget hean'Dgsori the 

administration's plan for providing support semces to the estimated 1,236 disabled stut/ents 
who will attend UC in 1981.,.82, 

. Funds budgeted for support services to disabled stUdents provide administrative 
. staff, equipmeIlt,andvarions el~mEmtsof gerieral assistance such as read~rs, inter­
preters, and drivers.Suppott fot these students . in the cnrrent.year is. provided 
through the. {]Cbudget ($515;685 from: the. state. GenerlllFtqid) . !lIid the Depart­
ment of Rehabilitation's budget ($513,000 from state and fed:eralfurids).. . .... 

The Governor's 1981.,.82 Budget proposes deletirig$513,OOOiIiDepartrllent of 
Rehabilitation's. services' but proposesrtqincrease!n theUC budgetto offset this 
loss. In addition,. UC estimates. that. an additio~al127' disahiedstudents will be on 
itscampusesin 1981~2; 1'llepr()pos¢d bu,dget includ~sno funds for services to 

. these students:' At the 19&1.,.82 ~4pI>ortrate. of $,570 p~r sttid~nt; the 127 stUdents 
would cost IUl additional $72,390, '. '. .•... '. '. .... ..; 

We recominend that the Department of Finance report during budget hearings 
on the adequacy oftheadrtiinistratiori's 1981-82 proposal for support of UC's 
disabled students: The potentialund~rfunding for these services is approximately 
$585,390 ($513,000 +$72,39())ifllopIiee~dj4sfineIltis needed foJ." the Department 
of Rehabilitation's current~yearsIJPp()~tJeyeL '. .' . 

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 

Overview 
This program area includes (1) umversity"supported student aid programs, (2) 

state support for the Student Afflrro,ativeActipn.prograrrt, and (3) stUdent aid 
from private grants, gifts,andeI)dowments. . .. '. . 

Table 39. shpws financial aid to qG studeritsfromall sources. T()tal financial aid 
increased by $39.8 million. (30.6 percent) betweenl978-79 aIld 1979-8Q~ Noesti­
mates of financial aid from nonu~iv~rsitysourcesareavailable for 198().,.81and 
1981-82. . . ', .' 

The sourc~ of funds for' theuniversity-supportedprograIIl is the University 
Educational Fee. Established in 1971, iUs a charge made to each registered student 
to support financial aid and related programs. The fee has· remained at $100 per 
quarter forurtdergraduatesand $120 per quarter for graduate students since its 
establishment. The proj~ctied income from the fee in 1981-82 is $43.1 milliori.The 
income from the fee also supports the university's Studi:!ntAffirmative Action 
Program. . 
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Table 39 

Item 644 

University of California Student Financial Aid 
(in millions) 

University Aid ........................................................... . 
Other Aid .................................................................... . 

Totals ....................................... ; ........................... . 

N I A-not available. 

1977-78 
$3Q.4 
88.2 

$118.6 

1978-79 
$33.1 
96.6 

$129.7 

1979-80 

$34:4 
135.1 

$169.5 

Student Affirmative Action Program" 

1!Jt!)-81 . 1981-82_ 
$37.5 $38.9 
N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

The Student Affirmative Action Program is an effort by DC to increase the 
enrollment of qualified students from underrepresented ethnic and eco:nomic 
groups, and to provide these students with the 'support they need to complete a 
coll~ge 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 of which came from 
UC funds. Between 1976-77 and 1979-80, expenditures were shared on a 55 per­
cent state/45 percent university basis. 

'. In each of the last two years, the university has sought full. state funding for the 
program. In last year's Budget Act, the Legislature denied 100 percentstateJund­
ing but increased the state share to 75 percent. Bud~etAct Language direct~d that 
the dollar difference between the 55 percent support level arid the 75 percent 
levelbe used solely for student financial aid in 1980-81-

The Governor's 1981-82 Budget Proposal 
The Regents' 1981-82 budget proposal again seeks 100 percent statesupport for 

this program. The Governor's Budget detail prior to changes IIi~de in the "A," 
pages included funds for 100 percent state supp<?rt of this program, plus funds to 
cover a workload increase for services provided to new and contiI,iuing student 
affirmative action students on the various UC campuses. 

Early outreach (partnership--
junior high level) ................... . 

Early outreach (university part-
nerS-high schoollevei) ....... . 

Highschool and community col-
lege outreach .................... ;: ..... . 

Academic support services ........... . 
Financial aid ........•............•... ; ...... : .... . 
Central coordination .................... .. 

Totals ................................... ; ..... . 
State General Fund· ...................... .. 
University ... , ............. ; ...... ; ......... , ...... . 
"A" pages changes 

State. General Fund .................. .. 
UniVEirsity .... ; ................. ~ ..... ; ....... .. 

Adjusted Program Totals .... .. 

Table 40 
Student Affirmative Action 

(in dollars) 

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 
Actual Estimated Proposed 

$945,570 $1,110,638 $1,110,638 . 

640,000 .777,700 777,700 

401,446 412,446 457,446 
1,014,366 1,056,61)6 1,640,606 

900,000 800,000 . 800,000\ 
295,618 239,610 239,610 

$4,197,000 $4;397,000 $5,026;000 
$2,308,000 $3,297, 750· $5,026,000 
$1,889,000- $1,099,250 

. -$1,728,250 
1,099,250 

$4,397,000 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$45,000 10.9% 
584,000 55.3 

-, 
$629;000 --u3% 

+$1,728,250 52.4% 
~$1,099,250' -100.0% 

-$1,728,250 N/A 
1,099,250 N/A 
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The workload increase budgeted at $629,000 imd the $1,099,250 to buy~out UC's 
25 percent match are deleted in the "A" pages of the Governor's Budget. The 
Governor's Budget therefore proposes no increase for this program. Table 40 
shows the actual and proposed expenditures and funding for the Student Affirma­
tive Action program. 

1. Several Reports are Due on Progress of Affirmative Action 
In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature directed UC to submit several reports 

on affirmative action. Among these are: 
• an assessment of student affirmative action programs by faculty committees 

(date of submission March 1), 
• a graduate and professional student affirmative action plan (date of submis­

sion March 1 to CPEC, April 1 to the Legislature ), 
• a report on efforts to recruit and promote qualified minority health science 

faculty (no due date), 
• an affirmative action plan for the Cooperative Extension (no due date), and 
• a review by the CPEC of all existing and proposed state-funded outreach, 

support service, and development programs for ethnic minorities and women 
(no due date). 

In addition other reports that will be available this spring include: 
• a UC reexamination of current faculty affirmative action recruitment prac­

tices (date of submission January 1) and 
• a CPEC report on the sex and ethnicity of faculty and staff in UC and CSUc. 

This report should be available by February 1981. 

2. Faculty and . Staff Ethnic Distribution 
We recommend that during budget hearings UC and CPEC report on UC's efforts in 

recruiting and retaining minority faculty and staR. 
In discussing student affirmative action programs with students, faculty mem­

bers, and administrators, we were told that minority students are attracted to 
campuses which have good representation of minority faculty, administrators, and 
professionals. Table 41 shows the 1977 ethnic distribution ofUC faculty and profes­
sional staff. These data were compiled by CPEC in response to legislation which 
requires CPEC to report this information every two years through 1984. Data for 
1979 will be reported this spring. 

Table 41 shows that 6.3 percent of the 1,724 executive/management positions in 
UC were held by Blacks in 1977; 2.8 percent were held by Hispanics. Blacks held .. 
2.1 percent of the 13;339 faculty positions; Hispanics held 2.5 percent. Women held 
32.3 percent of the executive/management positions and 17.8 percent of the fac­
ulty positions. Because this data is so dated, we recommend that during budget 
hearings UC and CPEC report on the recent efforts of UC to recruit and retain 
minority faculty and staff on both the general and health science campuses. 

3. Student Ethnic Distribution 
Table 42 shows the ethnic distribution, by campus, of UC's undergraduate and 

graduate students for the fall 1979. For undergraduates, Black systemwide enroll­
. ment averaged 3.9 percent; ranging from a low of 2.3 percent at Santa Barbara to 
a high of 6.3 percent at Riverside. Chicano undergraduate systemwide enrollment 
averaged 5.7 percent, ranging from a low of 3.7 percent at Berkeley to a high of 



Table 41 
University of California Selected Full-Time Staff 

. By Occupational Activity· 

Category 

1.. Executive/Managerial b . 

"Number ... ; ................................................................ ; .... , ...................... , .......................... . 
Percent .............................................. ; ............................................................................ . 

2. Faculty" 

American 
White Black Hispanic Asian. Indian Total Male Female 

1,521 109 49 40 5 1,724 1,168 556 
88.2% 6.3% 2.8% 2.3% 0.3% 100% 67.7% 32.3% 

Number ........................................................................................................................... . 
Percent ............................................................................................................ ; .............. . 

3. Professionai/Nonfaculty 

11,794 275 328 884 58 13,339 10,962 2,377. 
88.4% 2.1% 2.5% 6.6% 0.4% 100% 82.2% 17.8% 

Number ........................................................................................................................... .. 
Percent ................. , .... ,: ........... , ........................................................................................ .. 

9,557 528 397 1,331 48 11,861 4,200 7,661 
SO.6% 4.5% 3.3% 11.2% 0.4% 100% 35.4% ·.64.6% 

a Data compiledfrom ePEe AB 105 StUdy, Julyl9'79. 
b ePEe reports that these figures milY overestirilate true number of executives because the reported salary ranged from $30,000 and above to. $7,500 and below. 
"This category includes instructors and lectUrers or the equivalent. Table 5 presented earlier shows 8,464 faculty in the general and health science areas. The 

difference is due to inclusion of these other categories. . 
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10 percent at Riverside. Asian undergraduate systemwide enrollment averaged 
11.5 percent, r:p1gin:g from a low of 3.4 percent at Santa Cruz to a high of 19 percent 
at Berkeley. Black systemwide undergraduate enrollment has declined by 0.2 
percent since 1976 while ChiCano enrollment has increased by 0.4 percent (see 
Table 7). . 

Black and Chicano percentage enrollment at the graduate levelis just about the 
same as at the undergraduate level. Black graduate systemwide enrollment aver­
aged 3.9 percent, and ranged from a low of 1.5 percent at Sim Diego to a high of 
5.3 percent at Los Angeles. Chicano graduate systemwide enrollment averaged 5.6 
percent, and ranged from a low of 3.0 percent at Davis to a high of 8.5 percent at 
Santa Barbara. Black systemwide graduate enrollment has declined by 0.5 percent 
since 1976, while the Chicano percentage has increased by 0;3 percent (see Table 
7) . 

Table 42 
University of California Undergraduate and Graduate 

Domestic Student Enrollment' 
Fall 1979 

White/ Chicano/ 
Other Black Latino Asian Filipino 

Undergraduate: 
Systemwide .................................................................... 77.1% 3.9% 5.7% 11.5% 1.2% 
Berkeley~ ................................................... : ..................... 71.9 3.5 3.7 19.0 1.5 
Davis ................................................................................ 82.3 3.2 3.8 9.2 0.9 
Irvine .............................................................................. 72.3 6.0 9.1 10.7 1.3 
Los Angeles .................................................................... 72.1 5.0 6.6 14.6 1.3 
Riverside .................................................................. ; ..... 76.4 6.3 10.0 5.6 0.8 
San Diego· ...................................................................... 80.1 4.2 6.3 6.6 2.4 
San Francisco ................................................................ 73.4 4.1 5.1 13.3 3.5 
Santa Barbara ................................................................ 86.0 2.3 6.0 4.4 0.6 
Santa Cruz .................................................................... 86.9 2.4 6.4 3.4 0.4 

Graduate: 
Systemwide .................................................................... 82.1% 3.9% 5.6% 7.4% 0.4% 
Berkeley .................... , ..................................................... 83.3 4.2 4.5 .7.l 0.3 
Davis ................................ ; ............................................... 89.0 1.6 3.0 5.8 0.2 
Irvine .... , ......................................................................... 82.9 2.6 8.0 6.0 0.3 
Los Angeles .................................................................... 79.5 5.3 6.7 7.6 0.4 
Riverside ........................................................................ 87.5 2.7 5.7 3.5 0.2 
San Diego ....................................................................... 86.9 1.5 4.1 6.3 0.5 
San Francisco ................................................................ 70.4 5.0 8.0 14.8 1.2 
Santa Barbara ................................................................ 83.2 2.0 8.5 5.5 0.1 
Santa Cruz .................................................................... 90.8 2.0 3.9. 2.6 0.3 

. • Data provided by UC. Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 

Faculty Report Presentation 

American 
Indian 

0.5% 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.4 
0.9 
0.3 
0.5 
0.7 
0.5 

0.5% 
0.6 
0.4 
0.1 
0.5 
0.4 
0.6 
0.6 
0.7 
0.3 

We recommend that during budget hearings the faculty systemwide student affimlative 
action advisory committee report on its overall and individual campus assessment of student 
affirmative action programs within Uc. . 

The 1980 Budget Act directed UC to establish, at each campus, a student affirma­
tive action advisory committee comprised predominately of minority faculty. 
These committees were directed to review and report on the graduate and under­
graduate student affirmative action plan of its campus, giving specific attention to 
m.lmerical goals and timetables. The committees were also asked to review existing 
programs and prior evaluations of the campus plan. UC was also directed to form 
a systemwide committee made up of representatives from the campus committees 
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to review the· overall graduate and undergraduate student affirmative action 
plans. Both committees were asked to make suggestions on improving and 
strengthening current plans. . 

The language directed De to send copies of the reports of both the campus and 
systemwide committees to the Legislature by March 1, 1981. At this writing, each 
campus has a committee, a systemwide committee has been formed, and the effort 
appears to be on schedule. We recomm~nd that during budget hearings the faculty 
systemwide committee report on its efforts. 

4. Graduate Student Affirmative Action 
The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act directed De to prepare a 

student affirmative action plan for the university's graduate and professional 
schools. This directive asked for: 

• a specific statement of the policy goals and objectives by each discipline on 
a systemwide basis, 

• a proposed timetable for the achievement of each goal and objective, 
• a specific statement of the new programs and actions necessary to achieve 

these goals and objectives, and 
• a proposed timetable for the implementation of each program and action. 
An initial draft of the plan, which appears to substantially meet the intent of the 

language, is available. The final plan is to be submitted to the Legislature and 
ePEe by March 1. ePEe will review the plan and make recommendations to the 
Legislature by April 1. 

VI. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
Institutional Support includes (1) general administration and services and (2) 

operation and maintenance of plant. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICES 
We recommend approval . 

. The general administration and services subprogram is a combination of two 
separate functions, general administration and institutional services. Activities 
funded in these closely related functions include planning, policymakfug, and 
coordination between the office of the president, chancellors, and officers of the 
Regents. 

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

Table 43 shows the Governor's Budget proposed support for this program. The 
"An pages of the budget document delete a $270,000 augmentation included in the 
budget detail that would have added $270,000 (seven positions) to the currently 
budgeted $511,600 for collective bargaining, related to anticipated workload in-
creases~ 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PLANT (OMP) 
We recommend approval. 

Operation and maintenance of plant is a supporting service to the university's 
primary teaching, research, and public service programs. The Governor's Budget 
proposes an increase of $651,000 (0.5 percent) in this subprogram for 1981-82. This 
augmentation is for workload related to additional square footage. The budget 
detail shows another augmentation of $1 million to provide 41 additional building 



Table 43 
. General Administrative Services· 

(in thousands) 

1980-81 Budl!et 1981-82 Governor's Budget 

Elements 
1. Executiv.e. management ..................................... , ............. . 
2. Fiscal operations ................................................................. . 
3. General administrative services ..................................... . 
4. Logistical services ................................. : ........................... . 
5. Community relations ....................................................... . 
6. Employee benefits ............................................................. . 

General 
Funds 
$32,860 
14,275 
23,654 
18,952 
5,870 

17,778 

Totals .................................................................................. $113,389 
. "Au pages reduction· ........................................................... . 

Adjusted totals ................................................................. . 
Personnel (FfE) . 
I. Academic ............................................................................. . 
2.·.Staff ........................................................................................ . 

Totals ................................................................................. . 
"Au pages reductions ............................................................ , 

Adjusted totals ................................................................. . 

Restricted 
Funds 

$965 
4,667 

12,336 
2,696 
1,030 

217 

$21,911 

Total 
$33,825 
18,942 
35,990 
21,648 
6,900 

17,995 

$135,300 

5 
6,515 

6,520 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds . Total 
$32,860 $965 $33,825 
14,275 4,81l 19,086 .. 
23,854 13,062 36,906 
18,952 2,762 21,714 
5,870 1,030 6,900· 

17,848 217 18,065 --
$113,659 $22,837 $136,496 

-$270 -$270 

$113,389 $22,837 $136,226 

5 
6,522 

6,527 
-7 

6,520 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$144 $144 
$200 716 916 

66 66 

70 70 -- --
$270 $926 $1,196 

-$270 -$270 

$926 $926 

7 -
7 

-7 

• In the "AU pages of the Governor's Budget this program area is reduced by $270,000. Deleted is the general administration services request for $200,000 and related 
employee benefits of $70,000 for seven staff positions for workload related· to collective bargaining. 
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Elements 
Administration .................................................................... .. 
Building maintenance .......................................................... . 
Gro!lIlds maintenance ......................................................... . 

Table 44 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 

(in thousands) 

1980-81 Blidf!et 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$4,438 ..:... 
23,305 $365 
7,577 

1981-82 Governor's Budget 
General Restricted . 
Funds Funds 

$4,450 
24,441 
7,577 

$365 

c 
Z 
< m 
:III en 
=i 
-< 
0 
"'1'1 

Change n ,. 
General Restricted !: 
Funds Funds Total "'1'1 

$12 $12 0 
:III 

1,136 1,136 Z 

t 138 138 L~~~salo~::~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Utilities purchases ............................................................... . 

23,962 
7$19 

.55,561 
1,950 
1,396 

263 
84 

Total 
$4,438 
23,670 
7,577 

23,962 
7,542 

55,645 
1,950 
1,396 
5,000 

(6,621) 

'24,100 
7,308 

55,884 
1,962 
1,397 

263 
84 

Total 
$4,450 
24,806 
7,577 

24,100 
7,571 

55,968 
1,962 
1,397 
5,000 

(6,654) 

29 29 
323 323 .g 

Refuse disposal ..................................................................... . 
Fire protection ..................................................................... . 
Deferred maintenance ........................................ : .............. . 
Employee benefits ............................................................... . 

Totals ............................................................................... . 
"A" pages reductions· .. c •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••.••••• 

Adjusted totals .............. ,., ............................................. . 
Personnel (PTE)" .. 

Staff and General Assistance ......................................... . 
"A" pages. reductions· ................................................... . 

Adjusted totals ................ ; ............................................ . 

(6,621) 
5,000 
~) 

$125,468 $5,712 

5,000 
. (6,654) ~) 

$131,180 $127,119 $5,712 
-$1,000 

$126,119 $5,712 

3,320 

$132,831 
...,.$1,000 

$131,831 

3,361 
-41 

3,320 

12 
1 

~) 
$1,651 

-$1,000 

$651 

12 
1 

~) 
$1,651 

~$1,000 

$651 

41 
-41 

• In the "A" pages of the Governor's Budget this program area is redilced by $1 million; Deleted is $1 million to provide support for 41 additional building maintenance 
personnel. 
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maintenance personnel. This augmentation, however, was deleted in the "A" 
pages of the same budget document .. 

Table 44 shows the amounts budgeted for each element in this program. Note 
that price increase funds for some elements in this table are displayed in the 
Unallocated Adjustments section discussed later in this analysis. For example, a 
budgeted price increase adjustmentof $7.2 million for utilities is displayed with 
Unallocated Adjustments. 

1. Utilities Conservation (Item 644-001-188(b» 
We recommend approval. 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature augmented UC's budget by $250,000 
from the Energy and Resources Fund to provide additional staff for utilities con­
servation efforts. The Governor's Budget provides $260,750 from the same fund for 
continuation of this function in 1981-82. 

The Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) was created by the Legislature in 
Chapter 899, Statutes 6f 1980. Chapter 899 expresses the Legislature's intent that 
funds from the ERF be used only for short-term projects and not for any ongoing 
program. ·The budget year would be the second year of support from the ERF for 
this program. 

2. Deferred Maintenance (Item 644-001-146(b» 
We recommend approval .. · 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature providedUC with $5 million from the 
Capital Outlay F'und for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) to help cover a 
portion ofUC's deferred maintenance backlog. The Governor's Budget proposes 
continuation of the same level of funds from the COFPHE account. 

VII. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 
(Auxiliary Enterprises) 

We rel!ommendapproval. 

This program includes .activities that are fully supported from specific fees. 
Included are student residence and dining facilities, parking systems, intercollegi­
ate 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. The second major ele­
ment is the parking program which includes more than 53,000 spaces. The UC 
budget provides for a program level of $109:6 million in 1981-82. 

VIII. SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAMS 
The state has historically allowed the Regents to retain a portion of overhead 

charges received from federal contracts and grants. The Regents use these funds 
to support special programs and projeCts~ Table 45 shows the use of Special Re­
gents' Program ftiilds by broad category. 

In the current year receipts from federaHunds increased substantially due to 
increased federal contract and grant activity. The result is a $13.4 million (62.9 
percent) increase in funding for Special Regents' Programs between 1979-80 and 
1980-81. This level will decline by $3.7 million in the budget year, as shown in 
Table 45. Since the state receives a portion of federal overhead receipts, it will also 
receive more money than anticipated in the current year. 
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Table 45 

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. Interini funding .................... ; ........•...................•.............. 
6. Provisions for increases .................................. ; .. ; ............ ;. 
7. Other needs ...................................................................... ,. 

Totals ................................... ; •....................... ; .................. . 

Federal Overhead 

Actual 
1979-80 

$3,826 
.4,936 
4,359 

4,039 
3,887 

275 
$21,322 

Estimated PropoSed 
·1980-81 1981-82 

$11,328 $8,328 
10,165 8,665 
5,610 5,470 

5,228 4,993 
2,129 2,129 

273 1,489 
~ --

$34,733 $31,074 

Item 644 

Change 
-,-$3,000 
-1,500 

-140 

-235 

1,216 

-$3,659 

Since 1967 the university and the state have had memoranda of understanding 
on the disposition of federal funds received for overhead on federal contracts and 
grants to the university. The current memorandum (dated September 1979) also 
provides for the division ·of the management fee received for operating the three 
Department of Energy labs between the state and the university. According to the 
current agreement, after deductions for administration ofcontractlllldgrantac­
tivity, support for a Washington, D.C. office, and other minor expenses, the bal­
ance of the overhead shall be divided 45 percent to the university and 55 percent 
to the state. In 1979-;8(), overhead receipts totaled $70.1 million, deductions totaled 
$12.3 million, with the state's share equal to $31.7 million an~ the universities' share 
equal to $26 million. . 

The agreement further stiptlJ.ates that the portion of overhead receipts to be 
divided shall be estimated one year in advance, and that the difference between 
actual net receipts and the earlier estimates will be assigned in the next proposed 
budget.y~ar. 

Recommend Early Recovery of Overhead 
We recommend that the current-year unanticipated increase of $4,138,026 infederal over­

head funds scheduled to beretumed to the state in 1!!82--83.insteadbeapp/ied in the budget 
year, for a General Fund savings of that amounUn1981-82. (Reduce Item. 644-001-001 (a) by 
$4,138,026.) . 

In 197~, the state's.shiueoffederal overhead in 19~1 was expected tobe 
$27 ;466,OOO~ Because of. increased· federal contract and grant activity. the state 
share in the current year was underestimated by $4,138,026. Under the current 
agreement, this amount wotlJ.d be~pplied to the 1982-83 budget year. These funds, 
however, will be in the bank by August 1981. We do not believe that iUs reasonable 
to hold this amount of cash in the bank when other programs and activities are 
being cut because of funding shortages. Accordingly, we recommend that these 
unanticipated overhead funds be applied to the 1981-82 UC budget, fora General 
Fund savings of $4,138,026. We do not; however, recommend a permanent change 
ill. the federal overhead recovery process. Policy in subsequent fiscal years should 
be based on the particular circumstances that exist at that time .. 

Report on Regents' Treasurer's Office 
The Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act expressed the Legislature's 

intent that support for the UC Treasurer's Office be provided primarily from 
income, from investments managed by the Treasurer's Office rather than state 
appropriations. The Legislature also reduced state support for the Treasurer's 
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Office by $252,961 in the 1980 Budget Act thereby reducing the state share of 
support for the Treasurer's Office from 75 percent to 33 percent. UC was also 
directed to analyze the General Fund benefits derived from the Treasurer's Office 
operations and report to the legislative budget committees by January 1, 1981. We 
will report on our review of that report during budget hearings. 

IX. UNALLOCATED ADJUSTMENTS 
Overview 

The Unallocated Adjustment Program serves as a temporary holding account for 
appropriations which eventually will be allocated by the system to the campuses, 
and from the camuses to the operating programs. This program includes two 
subprograms (1) Provisions for Allocation and (2) Fixed Cost and Economic Fac­
tors. 

Table 46 
Unallocated Adjustments 

A. Provisions for Allocation 
General Funds: 
Price increases ............................................................... . 

1980-81 salary funds ................................................ .. 
Employee benefits .................................................... .. 

Budgetary savings target ......... ; .................................... .. 
Student affirmative action ...................................... .. 
Occupational health centers .................................. .. 
Other. provisions ............................................... , ........ .. 

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

Educational Fee ................................................ , ....... .. 

::~~!::~s~~.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Contract and Grant Administration .................... .. 
Other provisions ............ ; ........................................... .. 

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

General Funds: 
General price increases .......................................... .. 
Library price increases ............................................ .. 
Utilities price increases .......................................... .. 
Merit salary increases .............................................. .. 
Malpractice insurance .............................................. .. 
Social· security ............................................................ .. 
Workers' compensation insurance ........................ .. 

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

General price increases .......................................... .. 
Merit salary increases .............................................. .. 

Subtotals ................................................................... . 

Totals ................................................................................. . 
General Funds ............................................................... . 
Restricted Funds .......................................................... .. 
"A" pages reduction: 

Utilities price increase ............................................. . 

Adjusted totals ............................................................... . 
General Funds ............................................................... . 
Restricted Funds ........................................................... . 

Estimated 
1980-81 

$8,479,358 
31,497,071 
9,107,291 

-36,152,000 

6,280,736 

$19,212,456 

-$253,873 
287,103 

3,428,746 
3;266,780 

-1,077,765 

$5,650,991 

$24,863,447 
$19,212,456 

5,650,991 

Proposed 
1981-82 

$8,479,358 
31,497,071 
9,107,291 

-36,799,000 
1,728,250 
2,570,514 
6,280,736 

$22,864,220 

-$941,123 
5,916,103 
3,928,090 
4,271,969 

422,235 

$13,597,274 

$10,906,092 
2,404,000 
9,318,000 

16,940,000 
645,000 

1,289,000 
-959,000 

$40,543,092 

$1,025,367 
15,756 

$1,041,123 

$78,045,709 
$63, 407,312 
14,638,397 

-$2,028,750 

$76,016,959 
$61,378,562 
$14,638,397 

Change 

-$647,000 
1,728,250 
2,570,514 

$3,651,764 

-$687,2,'50 
5,629,000 

499,344 
1,005,189 
1,500,000 

$7,946,283 

$10,906,092 
2,404,000 
9,318,000 

16,940,000 
645,000 

1,289,000 
-959,000 

$40,543,092 

$1,025,367 
15,756 

$1,041,123 

$53,182,262 
$44,194,856 

8,987,406 

-$2,028,750 

$51,153,512 
$42,116,106 
$8,987,406 
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The Provisions for Allocation subprogram includes 198Q..:..81 base budget items 
which were unallocated as of July 1, 1980. Among these items are funds for merit 
and. promotional increases,. salary range adjustments, academic and staff position· 
reclassifications, price increases, deferred maintenance, and unallocated endow­
ment income. Also included are incremental provisions for new programs related 
to more than one campus which have not been allocated. 

The fixed costs and economic factors subprogram includes salary adjustment 
funds and the funds needed in 1981-82 to maintain the university's purchasing 
power at 198Q..:..81 levels for such items as utilities, library volumes, general supplies, 
and equipment. 

Table 46 shows a detailed account of the items budgeted under Unallocated 
Adjustments. The Governor's Budget detail had proposed a piice increase of 
$9,318,000 for utilities. In the "N pages of the same budget document, the utilities 
price increase is reduced by $2,028,750 to a level of $7,289,250. 

1. Review of Utilities Price Increase Needed 
We recommend that the Legislature request UC and the Department of Finance to reas­

sess the utility price increase adjustment for 1981-82 and report on their findings during 
budget hearings. 

The university's state General Fund utilities budget in the current year totals 
$55,561,000.Increased space in 1981-82 would increase this total to $55,884,000. The 
Regents' Budget projected a utilities price increase need of $11,762,000 (20.7 per­
cent) in 1981-82, based on price increase alone with no allowance for additional 
reductions in energy consumption. The Governor's Budget detail reduced the 
Regents' request to $9,318,000 (16.7. percent above 198Q..:..81), based primarily on 
the Department of Finance's estimate of utility price increaes in 1981-$2. The 
Governor's "A" pages further reduce the price increase amount by $2,028,750, 
based on increased utility conservation . 
. Last year the Legislature augmented the Governor's Budget, at the Governor's 
request (letter dated March 21,1980), by $10.3 million because of revisedestimates 
of utility rate increases. W.hile we believe that UC should reduce its energy con­
sumption in 1981-82 due to (1) state-supported conservation efforts within UC's 
budget (Item 644:.001-188 (b) ) arid (2) physical plant alterations supported in the 
recent past with state funds, we are concerned that the revised utility price 
increase for 1981-82 may be unreliable. The price estimates on which the budget 
was based were made last July. Accordingly, we recommend that UC and the 
Department of Finance reassess these matters and report to the Legislature dur­
ing budget hearings on the utility conservation target and price increase need. 

2. Occupational Health Centers 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes a transfer of $2,570,514 currently budgeted in the Depart­

ment of Industrial Relations (DIR) to UC for the development of occupational 
health centers, one in the northern part of the state and one in the southern part. 
UC currently contracts with DIR for these centers. The primary function of these 
centers is the training of occupational physicians and nurses, toxicologists, 
epidemiologists, and industrial hygienists. This is a transfer of funds with no net 
state General Fund increase for 1981-82. 
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Item 644-301 from various funds . Budget p. E 104 

Requested 1981-82 ........................ , ............................................... .. 
Recommended approval ................... , ........................................... . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ..................... ; ................................ , .... . 

$25,950,250 
10,281,000 
3,491,250 

12,178,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 
1. Food and Agricultural Sciences Building I"';;';'Dlivis Campus. 

Reduce by $972,(){}(). Recommend deletion of preliminary plan­
ning fupds for a food and agricultunil science building at Davis, 

1318 

because less expensive alternatives are. available. . 
2 .. Thimann Laboratory Alterations-Santa Cruz. 'Reduce by 1321 

$27,(){}().Recommend deletion of preliminary plans and working 
drawiiigsfor alteration of the Thimann laboratory building for 
research space, because· of the a.vailability of existing research 
space. 

3; Northern Regional Library FaciJjty-Universitywide. Reduce by , 1322 
$7o,(){}(). Recommend that equipment funds for the northern re" 
gional library facility be reduced by deleting various unncessary 
equipmentitems and overstated expenses for moving. 

4. Schoenberg Hall Addii:ion~Los Angeles. Reduce by $27,(){}(). 
Recommend that equipment funds for Schoenberg Hall addition 
be reduced by deletirig equipplent unrelated to the construction ' 

1323 

of new space. . .. ., ' . 
5. Social Ecology Building-Irvine. Withhold recommendation on 1324 

construction funds for the social ecology building, pending receipt 
of additional information. 

6; Cory Hall, Microelectronics Fabrication Laboratory-Berkeley 1324 
Campus~ Withhold recommendation on working draWings arid 
construct alterations for microelectronics, pending receipt of ad­
ditional information. 

7 .. Cory Hall, Microelectronics Fabrication Laboratory Equipment- 1324 
Berkeley Campus. Reduce by $544,(){}(). Recommend that the 
requested equipment amount be reduced,' by deleting funds to 
'replace existing equipment. 

8. Animal Quarters Addition-Santa Cruz. Withhold recommen~ '1324 
dation on working draWings and constrUct animal quarters addi-
tion, pending receipt of additional information .. 

9. Nematode Isolation/Quarantine FaciJjty-Riverside. Reduce· by 1325 
$612,(){}(). Recommend deletion of working drawings, construc-
tion and equipment funds, because the university has a significant 
amount of space that the university should reconsider assignfng to 
this program. The university has not justified the construction of 
new space. 

10. Organic Chemistry Laborator Conversion-Irvine Campus. 1325 
Reduce by $205,00. Recommend deletion of working drawings 
and construction funds because the Irvine campus has exc~ss 
space in the physical sciences and should consider assigning this 
space' to other disciplines. 

45-81685 
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11. Seawall Extension, Step 2-San Diego. Withhold recommenda~ 1326 
tion on working drawings and construct, pending receipt of addi-
tional information. 

12. CAC Deficiencies, Handicapped, Step 2-Berkeley Campus. 1326 
Withhold recommendation on construction funds, pending re-
ceipt of additional information. 

13. CAC Deficiencies, Handicapped, Step l-San Diego Campus. 1326 
Withhold recommendation on construction funds, pending re-
ceipt of additional information. 

14. CAC Deficiencies, Handicapped, Step 2-Davis Campus. With- 1326. 
hold recommendation .. on working drawings and .construction 
funds, pending receipt of additional information. . 

15. Handicapped Access Alterations, Step2-Riverside Campus. .1326 
Withhold recommendation Qnworking drawings and construction 
funds, pending receipt of addi~orial information. . 

16. CAC Deficiencies, Handicapped, Step 2-Santa Cruz Campus. 1326 
Withhold recommendation on working drawings and construction 
funds, pending receipt of additional information. 

17. CAC Deficiencies, Elevators, Step 2-Berkeley Campus. With- 1327 
hold recommendation on working drawing and construction 
funds, pending receipt of additional information. 

18. CAC Deficiencies (Cal/OSHA), Step 3, Health Sciences, VCIMC 1328 
'-Irvine Campus.. Withhold recommendation on working draw-
ings and construction funds, pending receipt of lldditional infor-
mation. . 

19. CAe Deficiencies (Fume Hoods)-Los Angeles Campus. Rec- 1329 
ommend adoption of Budget Bill language directing the univer-
sity to maximize the use of administrative procedures for the 
state's maintenance/use of fume hoods and to minimize altera-
tions to the fume hoods. 

20. CAC Deficiencies, Elevators, (Fire, Seismic and Handicapped)- 1330 
San Francisco Campus. Withhold recommendation on working 
drawing and construction funds, pending receipt of additional 
information. 

21. Natural Gas Service, Electrical Cogeneration Facility-Davis 1330 
Campus. Withhold recommendation on working drawings and 
construction funds, pending receipt of additional information. 

22. Energy Conservation, Building Retrofit-Riverside· Campus. 1330 
Reduce by $499,(}(}(}. Recommend deletion of working drawings 
.andconstruction funds because the university has not provided 
adequate cost/benefit information and the Riverside campus has 
a central control system for energy conservation measures. 

23. Gas Turbine Generator-Berkeley Campus. Reduce by 1331 
$323,(}(}(}. . Recommend deletion of preliminary plans because no 
information has been provided regarding this project. 

24. Combustion Turbine Cogeneration System-San Diego Campus. 1331 
Reduce by $192,(}(}(}. Recommend deletion of preliminary plans, 
because no information has been provided regarding this project. 

25. Cogeneration FaciJity-San Francisco Campus. Reduce by. 1331 
$12,25rJ. Recommend deletion of preliminary planning funds be- . 
cause no information has been provided regarding this project. 

26. Veterinary Medicine Expansion, San Joaquin Valley Clinical Facile 1332 
ity-Davis Campus. Withhold recommendation on construction 
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funding, pending receipt of additional information. 
27. Health Science Center Alterations~Los Angeles Campus. Reduce 1333 

by $8,fXJO. Recommend deletion of equipment excess to the 
amount of study room and staff conference needs. . 

28. Medical Center Diagnostic Service Module, UCIMC-Irvine 1334 
Campus. Recommend adoption of Budget Bill language requir­
ing·that future funding requirements for construction and equip-
ment be provided from the University Hospital Reserve Fund. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The University of California Capital Outlay Program in the Budget Bill includes 

$24,016,250 in new appropriations plus reappropriation of $410,000 previously ap­
proved. The program is summarized in Table l. 

Item 

Table 1 
University of California 

Summary of Capital Program in 1981-82 Budget Bill 

Budget BiD 
Amount 

644-301-145 ........................................................................................................... . $22,561,000 
59:1,2.50 

2,618,000 
244,000 

644-301-188 .......................................................................................................... .. 
644-301 ~718 .......................................................................................................... .. 
644-301-994 ........................................................................................................... . 

Total.................................................................................................................. $25,950,2.50 
644-490-146............................................................................................................ 410,000 b 

• COFPH~apital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education 
ERF-Energy and Resources Fund 
Bonds-Health Science Facilities Program Fund 
HRA-Hospital Reserve Account 

b Reappropriation of funds in 1980 Budget Act. 

Table 2 

University of California 
.General Capital Improvements Projects­

Initial Planning 

Item Budget 
644-301-146 BiD Analyst's 
Project Title . Phase· Campus Amount Proposal 

(1) Project programming 
and preliminary plans p University- $250,000 $250,000 

wide 
(2) General and advance 

planning studies s University- 60,000 60,000 
wide 

(5) Southern regional li-
brary facility pw University~ 512,000 512,000 

wide 
(14) Food and agriculture 

sciences building I p Davis 972,000 
(17) Thimann Laboratory 

building alterations pw Santa Cruz 9:1,000 
Totals $1,821,000 . $822,000 

• Phase symbols indicate: s-studies; p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings. 
b University estimate. 

Fund' 
COFPHE 
ERF 
Bonds 
HRA 

COFPHE 

Estimated 
Futilre 
Costb 

$11,524,000 

47,613,OOOc 

359,000 

$59,496,000 

cInciudes $33,613,000 university estimate for food! agriculture sciences building I plus $14 million Analyst 
estimate for secondary effects. , 
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Fordiscussion purposes, wehave divided the university's program into six cate­

gories. A description of each category and our recommendation for the individual 
projects follows. 

A. Initial Planning Projects 
This category contains requests for five projects for which either no funds or 

only study funds have been previously appropriated. These requests and our 
recommendation for each are summarized in Table 2. 

Universitywide Project Planning 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-146(1), project programming and preliminary 

plans_ 

This budget item provides $250,000 for project programming and preliminary 
plans for major capital outlay projects on the university's general and health 
sciences campuses. Budget Bill language provides that (a) a maximum of $100,000 
will be available for expenditure on July 1, 1981, for utility and site development 
projects and Environmental Impact Reports and for development of benefit/ cost 
analyses of planning alternatives for proposed 1983-84 capital outlay projects, and 
(b) $150,000 plus any balance of the $100,000, will be available for preliminary 
planning for those working drawings or working drawing/construction projects 
which are in the 198~ Governor's Budget. This language, which has been in­
cluded in each Budget Act since 1975, provides improved project programming 
and expedites approved projects. The requested amount is reasonable and we 
recommend approval. 

Universitywide-Planning Studies 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-146(2), engineering and environmental planning 

studies. 

Studies under this category are funded on a universitywide basis because they 
are not related to individual capital projects. This request includes three proposed 
studies. . 

Universitywide-Asbestos Hazards in State Funded Buildings ($25,000). Until 
1972, asbestos was a common material used for ceilings and pipe insulation on 
university campuses. The asbestos was usually sealed with paint or canvas cover­
ing, but over the years this protection has, in some cases, deteriorated and exposed 
the asbestos. Because airborne asbestos can pose a serious health hazard, the 
university plans to undertake a comprehensive survey of campus buildings to 
identify any such hazards. The funds provided by this item will finance such a 
survey of state-funded buildings as well as establish priorities for corrections, 
recommend corrective steps, and provide estimated costs to eliminate identified 
hazards. 

Universitywide-Storm Drain Water Storage and Irrigation Systems ($30,000). 
These funds would be used to determine the feasibility of developing storm drain 
water storage and irrigation systems. The study would include, but not be limited 
to, (a) consideration of a system which would enable use of domestic water for 
cooling equipment and draining the utilized water to storm drain systems for 
subsequent use, and (b) utilization of storm drain water from the hills above the 
Berkeley, Los Angeles and Riverside campuses, including the domestic irrigation 
runoff. The completed study will include estimated costs and "pay-back" calcula­
tions for all systems evaluated. 
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Irvine-BikewayStudy ($5,(}(}(}). These funds will enable the Irvine campus to 
evaluate the development of a campus bicycle path system in coordination with 
city and county paths that have either been constructed or are planned for con­
struction. The Irvine campus has experienced both an increase in on-campus 
student residents and a continued growth around the campus of housing, shop­
ping, and employment areas. The Irvine campus and surrounding areas are easily 
traversed by bicycle, and the development of a bicycle path system would facili­
tate access to campus and off-campus facilities. 

Universitywide-Southern Regional Library Facility 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-146(5), preliminary plans and working drawings, 

southern regional library compact storage facility. 

This proposal is for $512,000 to develop preliminary plans and working drawings 
for a 102,458 assignable square foot (as£) regional library storage facility. The 
facility-to be located on the UCLA campus-will house 3.67 million volumes of 
"seldom" used library material. According to the university's library plan, this 
capacity will provide adequate storage for approximately 5.3 years after occupan­
cy. The preliminary plans, however, will be developed for an ultimate expansion 
to house a total of 11 million volumes. Hence, the initial design will take into 
consideration efficient expansion if additional capacity is required in the future. 

The impetus for this proposal is the evergrowing universitywide library hold­
ings, which total over 16 million volumes and increase by more than 600,000 
annually. Under the university's plan, "less expensive" off-campus storage facilities 
would house "seldom" used volumes from throughout the system. Compared to 
general campus library space, the proposed storage facilities should be less expen­
sive to construct and operate, and should eliminate any need to construct addition­
allibrary space on the various university campuses. 

The university has indicated that the number of volumes to be placed in the 
facility is approximately equal to the number which would be stored, using a 
criterion of 7 or 8 years since the last circulation. On this basis, the university 
expects to initially deposit 2,900,000 volumes in the southern facility and 145,000 
volumes annually thereafter. The university is in the process of providing a break­
down, by campus, for the initial and annual deposit requirements in the southern 
facility. These figures should be available prior to budget hearings. 

A major thrust of the university's library plan to provide storage facilities is the 
cost benefit of construction and operation of such facilities. If this benefit is to be 
realized, the individual campuses must maximize the use of the central facility by 
sending all seldom-used volumes to central storage. The university has provided 
written assurance that "no additional campus library space will be requested for 
any of these volumes, and construction funds will not be scheduled for any addi­
tional campus library shelving space until these initial and annual estimates are 
met." With this understanding, the Legislature appropriated $255,000 in the 1980 
Budget Act for development of an environmental impact report and initial plan­
ning for the southern facility. In addition, $6,782,000 was appropriated to construct 
a similar facility at the university's Richmond field station near the Berkeley 
campus. 

Southern Facility Design. The proposed southern storage facility consists of a 
single-story, high-density book and archives storage facility; and includes staff and 
user space. The facility will utilize a three-tier stacking shelf system, with each tier 
providing eight levels of double-depth book storage. The structure will be con­
structed partially subterranean in order to minimize its visual impact upon the 
adjacent community and to conserve energy. In this regard, the Environmental 
Impact Report has gone through the public review process and there were no 
negative comments from the community or others. The current estimated con­
struction cost for this facility is $73 per asf, and the total future cost, including 
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architectural fees, shelving and moveable equipment, is $11,524,000. 
The proposal for development of the Southern California regional library facility 

is consistent With prior legislative action and the anticipated costs are reasonable. 
We recommend approval. 

Davis-Foodl Agricultural Sciences Building I 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-146(14), preliminary plans for a food and agricul­

tural science building I, for a savings of $972,{}{)(). The university should consider less expen-
sive alternatives to this project. ' 

This $972,000 request is for development of preliminary architectural/engineer­
ing draWings and specifications for a building of 129,800 assignable square feet 
(as£) on the Davis campus. The building-With a current estimated construction 
cost of $27 million ($208 per as£) -would provide research, teaching and extension 
activities for the Departments of Animal Sciences, Avian Sciences, Environmental 
Toxicology and Nutrition plus space for the Food Protection and Toxicology Cen­
ter. Included in the building would be areas to be shared by the respective build­
ing occupants. The space in the proposed building would be allocated as shown 
in Table 3. 

Table 3 

University of California-Davis Campus 
Food and Agricultural Sciences Building I 

Space Allocation (as!) 
Research Administrative/ Teaching Computer/ 

Department Activities Faculty OIllces Laboratories' Autotutorial 
Animal Sciences ..................... . 24,550 15,lSO 
Avian Sciences ....................... . 9,660 4,490 
Environmental Toxicology .. 12,lSO 3,685 
Nutrition ................................. . 10,480 5,820 
Food Protection/Toxicology 

Center ............................... . 
Common Areas b •••••.......•••••••• 

3,5958 830 
4,370 1,565 8,~ 1,600 

Totals ..................................... . 64,835 31,570 8,425 1,600 
Percent of Total ..................... . 50 24 7 1 
Storage ..................................... . 

Building Total ..................... . 
8 Includes a 1,900 asf documentation center. 

Laboratory 
Animal 

5,690 
6,7SO 
4,900 
3,080 

2,120 

22,570 
17 

Toflll 
45,420 
20,930 
20,765 
19,380 

4,425 
18,080 

800 

800 
129,800 

b For joint use of Departments of Animal Sciences, Avian Sciences; Environmental Toxicology and Nutri­
tion. 

Upon completion of the food/agricultural sciences building I, in mid-1985,the 
university plans to undertake major remodeling of space vacated by the depart­
ments moving to the new building. This major remodeling will entail alterations 
of over 110,000 as in six buildings. We estimate that this alterations program will 
cost an additional $14 million, excluding inflation which could increase the con­
struction cost by 40 percent. This cost. also does not include movable equipment, 
if required. Thus, alloWing for inflation and the secondary effects, the total costs 
related to the food and agricultural sciences building I could range from $49 
million to $58 million. 

While there appear to be some physical space deficiencies on the Davis campus, 
our analysis indicates that the proposed construction program should not proceed. 

Marginal Benefit Compared to Project Cost. As shown in Table 3, 74 percent 
of the proposed building provides research activity and academic/faculty offices. 



Table 4 

University of California 
Food/Agricultural Sciences Building I 

Existing and Projected space (asfJ. Needs of Occupant Departments 

Department 
Animal Sciences .................. , .......................... . 
Avian Sciences ................................................. . 

. En~~nmental Toxico!?gy .................. _ ....... . 
Nutrition ........................................................... . 

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

Current Assignment 
Research Administrative/ 
ActiVities Faculty OIlices 

24,581 b 12,486 c 

9,647 2,146 
8,431 1,700 
5,939 5,100 

48,598 21,432 

Current-Proiected Need" 
Research Administrative/ 
ActiVities Faculty OIlices 

23,815-26,330 12,101~12,98O 
10,120- 9,789 3,780-, 4,236 
9,455-11,589 ·2,695- 3,981 

10,265-12,290 3,178- 4,897 

53,646-59,998 21,754-26,094 

• Does not include space for Cooperative .Extension Academic staff-the univerSity has no space standard for this staff. 
b Includes 11,961 asf of research activity space classified as non-standard. 
c Includes 4f51 asf classified as non-standard. 

Sl.lTPlus (Deficit) 
Research Administrative/ 
Acti.Vities Faculty Offices 

735-(1,780) 745-(494) 
(473)-(142) (1,634)-(2,090) 

(1,024)-(3,158) (995)-(2,281) 
(4,328-(6,351) (1,922)-(203) 

(5,090)-(11,431) 38-(4,662) 

W 
t 

"C o 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ o z 
....... 
.& 
Co) 
.& 
CQ 
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Table 4 compares space currently assigned to the various departments with the 
current and projected space needs in research activities and administration/fac­
ulty offices. This information is based on the university's physical space and enroll­
ment projections. 

As reflected in Table 4, the aggregate need in these space categories-based on 
current and projected data-range from 5,052 asf (5090-38 asf) to 16,093 asf (11,-
431 +4662 asf). Thus, the maximum aggregate need of 16,093 asf represents ap­
proximately 17 percent of the amount of space to be constructed for research 
activities and administrative / faculty offices in the new building. In view of the fact 
that 83 percent of the space in the proposed project would not be needed to satisfy 
space needs in these catgories, we suggest that the university revise its plans in 
order to maintain maximum use of existing space-as currently assigned-by un­
dertaking alterations or minor additions as required. 

Additional Space Not FuJJy Justified. As shown in Table 5, laboratory animal 
space comprises approximately 17 percent of the new building. There are no 
"space standards" for laboratory animal facilities, and, the university has not ade­
quately justified the need to add 22,570 asf of laboratory animal space to the Davis 
campus. The material submitted by the university maintains that there is insuffi­
cient/inadequate space, but it does not substantiate this with the data provided. 
Moreover, the university does not adequately address the possibility of altering 
space to upgrade the existing facilities. 

The Davis campus has 30,000 asf in laboratory animal space, excluding veteri­
nary medicine and the primate center .. Of this amount, 17,BOO asf is assigned to the 
departments to be housed in the food· and agricultural sciences building I. The 
university has not indicated how this space is utilized, nor has it justified the need 
to increase animal space on the campus by 75 percent and within the departments 
to be housed in the new building by 127 percent. 

Laboratory animal space is very expensive to construct and maintain, and every 
attempt should be made to make maximum use of existing space prior to request­
ing construction of new facilities. Our analysis indicates that the university has not 
adequately addressed the utilization of existing space or justified the need to 
construct new space for laboratory animals. 

The remaining areas-teaching laboratories and computer/auto tutorial-rep­
resent a small portion of the proposed building but also represent a marginal 
increase in available space. For example, the teaching laboratories currently as­
signed to the subject departments total 6,126 asf. The university's projected need 
ranges from 8,716 to 12,397 asf. Although the projected need is nearly double the 
existing space, the proposed building only includes 8,425 asf for these departments 
--68 percent of the projected maximum need. The existing teaching laboratories 
would be assigned to other departments. 

The indicated need of 8,716 asf represents a current deficit of approximately 
1,500 asf, the majority of which is in environmental toxicology and nutrition. The 
university should consider altering existing space to meet this need in class 
laboratories. Future needs, if they develop, could be met in a similar manner. 

The 1,600 asf proposed for computer / auto tutorial is a small component of the 
proposed building. The university's data does not indicate if similar space is cur­
rently available. In view of the small amount of space required, however, existing 
space could be utilized on a priority basis to accommodate this need. 

In summary, although the Davis campus appears to have some physical space 
needs in various departments, the proposal in the Budget Bill appears to be an 
expensive solution to this need. Consequently, we recommend deletion of the 
requested planning money, and suggest that the university make maximum use 
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of existing space with minor (if any) addition of new space. 

Santa Cruz-Thimann Laboratory Alterations 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-146(17), preliminary plans and working drawings 

for Thimann laboratory building alterations, Santa Cruz, a savings of$27,OOO because of the 
availability of existing research laboratories. , 

This proposal would alter 1,990 asf in the Thimann laboratory building on the 
Santa Cruz campus. The altered space-currently a stockroom-would provide 
two biology research laboratories and two chemistry research laboratories. The 
estimated future cost to complete this project is $359,000. . 

The need for additional research laboratories in biology and chemistry has not 
been demonstrated. According, to the university's data, existing research space 
assigned to these departments exceeds' the, amount of space that could be justified 
under state space guidelines. For example, based on current enrollments, biology 

Table 5 

University of California 
General Campus Improvement Projects-

Construction/Equipment 

Item Estimated 
644-301-146 Budget Bill Analyst's Future 
Project Title Phase" Campus Amount Proposal Cost 

(3) Minor capital outlay wc University- 5,000,000 5,000,000 
wide 

,. (4) Northern regional Ii-
brary facility e University- $375,000 $305,000 

wide 
(7) Schoenberg Hall-

alterations c Los Angeles 888,000 888,000 
(S) Schoenberg Hall-

addition e Los Angeles 225,000 19S,OOO 
(9) Social Ecology Build-

ing c Irvine 3,625,000 pending $475,000 
(10) Cory Hall~Altera-

tions/microelectron-
ics' fabrication 
laboratory ,wc Berkeley 1,136,000 pending 

(11) Cory Hall-Altera-
tions/microelectron-
ics fabrication 
laboratory e Berkeley 1,477,000 " 933,000 

(12) Cory Hall-utilities 
systems/handicapped 
improvements c Berkeley 917,000 917,000 

(15) Animal quarters ad-
dition wc Santa Cruz 410,000 pending ...;. 

(16) Nematode isolation/. 
quarantine facility wce Riverside, 612,000 

(IS) Organic chemistry 
laboratory conver-
sion wc Irvine 205,000 

(31) Seawall extension, 
step 2 wc San Die~o 335,000 peridirig 

Totals $15,205,000 $8,241,000 $475,000 

"Phase symbols indicate: w-worIdng drawings; c-construction; e-equipment. 
b University estimates. 



1322 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 644 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-CAPITAL OUTLAY-Continued 
has nearly 7,000 asf excess space and chemistry has nearly 2,800 asf excess space. 
Further, existing space exceeds the university's projected 1983 space needs by 
3,600 asf in biology and 1,650 asf in chemistry. In view of the availability of ade­
quate research laboratories, the requested project is not justified and we recom­
mend deletion of the $27,000 proposed for preliminary plans and working 
drawings. 

B. General Campus Improvement Projects 
This category contains nine projects at five campuses plus two universitywide 

proposals for capital improvements on the university's general campuses. Table 5 
summarizes the projects and our recommendations for each. 

Minor Capital Outlay 
We recommend approval of Item 6G4-301-UG(e), minor capital outlay universitywide. 

This request is for $5 million for minor capital outlay ($100,000 or less per 
project) to be allocated to each of the general and health science campuses and 
agricultural field stations. The requested amount represents a lump-sum appro­
priation to be allocated by systemwide administration. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act included directives to the 
university specifying the methods for allocating funds for this purpose. The lan­
guage also requires the university to .provide, on an informational basis, the 
proposed minor capital outlay program, and further requires the university to 
provide an annual post-audit report to the Department of Finance and the Legisla~ 
ture. The. university has established procedures consistent with the legislative 
directives, and has prOvided the informational copy of the minor capital improve­
.ment program. Based on the information received and the procedures established· 
by the university, the requested $5 million is reasonable and we recommend 
approval of this amount. 

Universitywide-Northern Regional Library Facility 
We recommend that Item 644-301-148(4), equip northern regional library facility, be re­

duced by $70,000, by deleting various unnecessary items and reducing moving expenses. 

The 1980 Budget Act included $6,782,000 for working drawings and construction 
of a compact storage facility to house 3 million "seldom used" library volumes. The 
building is being designed for potential expansion to house 11 million such 
volumes. Working drawings are currently being prepared for this project, and 
construction should begin near the end· of this fiscal year. The Budget Bill contains 
$375,000 to equip the new facility. ' 

The budget proposes funding for. (1) equipment items which are.not.required 
for the initial number of volumes to be stored, (2) items which are not directly 
related to the new facility and should be provided in the· support budget equip­
ment allotment, and (3) expenses for moving books from the current storage 
facility to the new facility which are overstated. The total amount of funding these 
in categories is $70,000. We recommend that Item 644-301-146(4) be reduced by 
this amount. 

Los Angeles-Schoenberg Hall, Alterations 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-148(7), construct Schoenberg HaJJ alterations. 

The budget requests $888,000 to!tlter the music building-Schoenberg Hall~at 
Los Angeles. The alteration project is the secondary effect of constructing a 43,200 
square foot addition to Schoenberg Hall. This project will alter approximately 
25,000 square feet, and will make the older building and the addition compatible 
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and functional. This project was anticipated at the time the addition was approved. 
Thus, funds for preliminary plans and working drawings have been previously 
approved, enabling the alterations project to be designed concurrently with the 
new addition. The construction cost estimates are based on the architect's draw­
ings and the anticipated cost is reasonable. We recommend approval. 

Los Angeles-Schoenberg Hall, Addition 
We recommend that Item 644.301·146(8), equip Schoenberg Hall addition, be reducedby 

$27,000 which was requested for equipment unrelated to construction of new space. 

The 43,200 square foot addition to Schoenberg Hall music building is currently 
under construction and should be completed in the budget year. Consequently, 
equipment for the incremental increase in music teaching space will be required 
in the budget year. The proposed equipment, however, includes items unrelated 
to the construction of additional space. The need for the new addition was based 
on the overcrowded conditions of the existing building and the need for additional 
musiepractice rooms. The proposed equipment list includes several musical in­
struments, such as a marimba, tomtom, snare drum, bongos, etc. These items may 
be part of the music program but they are not related to the construction of new 
space. Items of this nature, if required, should be purchased through the univer­
sity) support budget equipment allotment. Consequently, we recommend that 
equipment for Schoenberg Hall addition be reduced by $27,000. 

Irvin ........ Social Ecology 
We withhold recommendation on Item 644-301·146(9), construct social ecology building, 

pending receipt of additional information. 

The budget requests $3,625,000 for construction of a building to house the De­
partment of Social Ecology on the Irvine campus. 

The Budget Act. of ·1980 contained $294,000 to develop preliminary plans and 
working drawings for a 28,820 assignable square foot building to house the social 
ecology program atlrvine. Social ecology is an interdisciplinary academic program 
-unique to the Irvine campus-which focuses on contemporary. problems of the 
physical and social environment. The faculty participating in the program are 
multidisciplinary and include psychologists, criminologists, planners, social ecolo-
gists, public health biologists and lawyers. . 

Although preliminary plans and working drawing funds were provided in the 
1980 Budget Act, preliminary plans have not been completed. The university has 
indicated that the plans should be available prior to budget hearings. Until the 
preliminary plans and specifications are available, we. cannot recommend ap­
proval of the amount requested for construction. 

Berkeley~Cory Hall, Microelectronics Fabrication Laboratory 
We withhold recommendation on Item 644-301·146(10), working drawings and construct 

Cory Hall alterations for microelectronics fabrication laboratory, pending receipt of addi­
tional information. 

The budget requests $1,136,000 for development of architectural working draw­
ings and construction to remodel approximately 8,700 assignable square feet on the 
fourth floor of Cory Hall to provide controlled environment laboratory space for 
microelectronics fabrication teaching and research activities. The 1980 Budget Act 
included $39,000 to ,prepare preliminary plans for this project. 

According to the university's project schedule, preliminary plans should have 
been coinpleted by November 1, 1980. However, the plans and associated specifi­
cations have not been completed. Until this information is available, we cannot 
recommend approval of the amount requested. 
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Berkeley-Cory Hall, Microelectronics Fabrication Laboratory, Equipment 
We recommend that Item 644-301-146(11); equip Cory Hall, alterations for microelectron­

ics fabrication laboratoJy, be reduced by $544,000 by deleting funds for replacement of 
existing equipment. 

The budget requests funds for equipment in connection with the construction 
project discussed above. According to the university's project schedule, construc­
tion of the alterations project should begin early in 1982, and would be completed 
prior to December 1982. Assuming the university develops the necessary planning 
specification information to allow funding construction of the project in 1981-82, 
equipment funds should be appropriated in the budget year. This will enable the 
university to order long lead~time equipment and occupy the laboratories at the 
earliest possible time . 
. The equipment list submitted by the university totals $2,477,000. Of this amount, 

the university proposes to obtain $1 million from nonstate sources and $1,477,000 
from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. The university's 
equipment list, however, includes $1,544,000 to replace existing equipment. Fund­
ing for replacement equipment and equipment unrelated to a construction/ altera­
tion project should be funded from other sources available to the univerSity-the 
support budget equipment allotment, Regents' funds, grants, gifts; etc. Conse­
quently, we recommend that this item be reduced to fund only that equipment 
related to the Cory Hall alterations project. This amounts to $933,000, or $544,000 
less than the amount requested. 

Berkeley-Cory Hall, Utility Systems/Handicapped Improvements 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-146(12), construct Cory Hall, utility systems imd 

handicapped improvements, (California Administrative Code Deficiencies). . .. 

This $917,000 proposal will improve the utility systems and correct code defi­
ciencies with respect to fire and life safety and for access by the physically hand­
icapped. The project has been coordinated with the proposed alteration of the 
fourth floor for the microelectronics fabrication laboratory. The work includes the 
installation of fire sprinklers in areas required by code, improved exiting,smoke/ 
heat detectors and other corrective measures required to meet fire and life safety 
code requirements. Corrections for access by the physically handicapped include 
toilet facility remodeling, ramps,· and handrails. Preliminary plans and working 
drawings have previously been approved for this project. The proposed work is 
appropriate and we recommend approval. 

Santa Cruz-Animal Quarters Addition 
We withhold recommendation on Item 644-301-146(15), working drawings and construct 

animal quarters addition at Santa Cruz, pending receipt of additional information. 

This$410,OOOproposal woUld alter 6,100 asfcoilsisting of 911 asf for animal rooms 
and 689 asf for cage washing facilities and storage, The animal rooms will be 
located in vacant space in the Thimann laboratory building, andJhe cage washing 
facilities, etc., will be located in the adjacent Thimann shop building. l.ocation of 
the cage washing facilities in the shop building requires relocation of the machine 
shop/stockroom to the basement of the applied science building. . . 

The proposed relocation of the machine shop and alteration of eXisting space for 
animal quarters, is based on the campus evaluation: of severalalte:matives for 
solving animal quarter problems. The existing animal facility is overpopulated and 
in violation of National Institute of Health guidelines. The most serious of these 
violations is the lack of space to receive and quarantine new animals, the lack of 
space for deceased animals or for the diagnosis and handling of such animals and 
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the lack of space to separate the storage of soiled equipment and accumulated 
waste from the cleaning and sanitizing operations. The proposed solution corrects 
these violations in the most economical manner. 

The university is. utilizing planning funds appropriated in the 1980 Budget Act 
to develop preliminary plans and specifications for this pr:oject. Until this informa­
tion is available, the adequacy of the requested amount cannot be substantiated. 
Consequently, we withhold recommendation, pending receipt of the university's 
data. 

Riverside-Nematode Isolation/Quarantine Facility 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-146(16), working drawings, construct and equip 

nematode isolation and quarantine facility, Riverside, for a savings oE$612,{)()(}. The university 
should reconsider assigning existing space to this program rather than constructing new 
space. 

This proposal is for the. development of architectural plans, construction, and 
equipment for a 4,700 assignable. square foot greenhouse facility for nematology 
research. The project includes a 3,400 asf glasshouse and 1,300 asf headhouse 
service. space. 

This proposal is for the development of architectural plans, construction, and 
equipment for a 4,700 assignable square foot greenhouse facility for nematology 
research. The project includes a 3,400 asf glasshouse and 1,300 asf headhouse 
service space. 
. Preliminary plans for this project have not been developed, and the estimated 

construction cost-$103 per asf-caimot be substantiated. The university has in­
dicated that planning funds included in the 1980 Budget Act will be used to 
develop the plans, but according to the university's project schedule, the plans will 
not be completed until July 1981. 

The proposed facility will be utilized for specific projects such as: 
• Research on quarantine nematode pests attacking subtropical and tropical 

crops. 
• Research on biological control of nematodes and other invertebrate pests. 
• Development of germ plasm tolerant or resistant to soil borne pathogens. 
The Riverside campus has 85,201 asf of glasshouse/headhouse space for carrying 

out its programs in instruction and research. Of this amount, 5,816 asf is specifically 
assigned to nematology activities. The university has not adequately addressed the 
alternatives of -on a priority basis-assigning a portion of existing campus space 
or the nematology space for the proposed research activities. Construction of 
glasshouse/headhouse space should not be required each time a research program 
is initiated or an existing program modified. Prior to requesting construction of 
new space, the university should thoroughly evaluate utilization of existing space 
and the priority of the programs assigned to that space. In view of the possibility 
that existing space can be assigned to this program, coupled· with the lack of 
adequate justification for construction of new space, we recommend deletion of 
the requested $612,000. 

Irvine-Organic Chemistry Laboratory Conversion 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-146(18), working drawings and construct organic 

chemistry laboratory conversion at Irvine, for a savings of $205,{)()(}. Under state space quide­
comes, the Physical Sciences at Irvine have excess space. The space to altered should be 
considered for assignment to other departments. 

This $205,000 project would alter 1,575 asfin the physical sciences unit I building. 
Space currently used as a physics research laboratory would be converted into a 
synthetic organic chemistry laboratory. .. 

The IrVine campus is constructing a new physical sciences research facility with 
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nonstate funds. Completion of the new building is scheduled for the spring of 1982, 
at which time the physics research activity will move from the physical sciences 
building. The university proposes to alter the vacated space to provide for the 
continued development of synthetic organic chemistry on the Irvine campus. 
According to the university, five professors in chemistry are involved in the syn­
thetic organic chemistry program and· a sixth professor was to be added in the 
summer of 1980. Currently there are four organic chemistry laboratories devoted 
to this research. 

Renovation of the vacated space includes demolition of partitions. fabrication/ 
installation of four ~hemical workbenches and the acquisition/installation of five 
fumehoods. The university is prepariilg preliminary plans and specifications to 
verify the adequacy of the requested amount. 

Our. analysis indicates that the Irvine campus has excess space in the physical 
sciences. Based on university space data, the physical sciences have excess capacity 
of approximately 3,500 asf in 1980-81, and are projected to sustain that excess 
capacity through 1983--84. On the other hand, space deficits exist in the area of 
mathematical sciences (-1,700 as£), computer sciences (-19,600 as£), and class­
room/ seminar space (-14;600 as£)o In view of the apparent space needs in disci­
plines other than the physical sciences, the university should reconsider assigning 
the vacated space to another discipline. 

Based on this discrepancy in space needs, we recommend deletion of the re­
quested $205,000 to alter the space for an organic chemistry laboratory~ . . 

San Diego-Seawall Extension, Step 2 
We withhold recommendation on Item 644-301-146{31), working drawings and construct 

seawall extension, step 2 at San Diego, pending receipt of additional information. 

This $335,000 proposal would provide 300 feet of extension to existing seawalls 
at Scripps Institute of Oceanography. The proposed reinforced concrete wall will 
range in height from approximately 8 feet to 12 feet and will match the existing 
walls. In order to minimize loss of beach area, the walls will be located as close as 
possible to the bluff. 

The need for this seawall has been substantiated by a detailed engineering and 
geologic sfudy of the University of California coastal property at Scripps Institute 
of Oceanography. The seawall will ensure that no additional land will be eroded, 
and will also eliminate the possibility of damage to existing buildings. The univer­
sity is in the process of developing preliminary plans for this project, and adequate 
information regarding project costs should be available prior to budget hearings. 
Consequently, we withhold recommendation on the proposed amount, pending 
receipt of the necessary information. 

C. Projects to Remove Architectural Barriers to the Handicapped 
This category contains five projects to remove architectural barriers to the 

handicapped at five campuses. A summary of the projects and our recommenda­
tions for each are provided in Table 6. 

Additional Project Cost Information Required 
We withhold recominendation on Items 644-301-146{19} through 644-301-146{23}, pending 

receipt of additional information. 

We withhold recommendation on the five requests in this category because the 
information needed to substantiate the requested amounts is being developed. 

The university is utilizing planning funds provided in the Budget Act of 1980 to 
prepare planning documents and develop adequate information regarding the 
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Table 6 

University of California 
Projects to Remove Architectural Barriers 

to the Handicapped 

Budget 
Item BiU 

644-301-148 Project Title Phase" Campus Amount 
(19) CAe" deficiencies-hand-

icapped, step 2 ............................ c Berkeley $202,000 
(21) CAC deficiencies-hand-

icapped, step 1 '............................ c San Diego 222,000 
(21) CAC deficiencies-hand-

(22) 
icapped, step 2 ............................ wc Davis 
Haridicapp~ access-altera-

410,000 

(23) 
tions, step 2 .................................. wc Riverside 
CAC deficiencies-hand-

~,OOO 

icapped, step 2· ............................ wc Santa Cruz 320,000 
Total ........................................... . $1,402,000 

"Phase symbols indicate: w-working drawings; c~onstruction. 
b University estimate. ' 
C California Administrative Code. 

Esbmated 
Analyst's Future 
Proposal Cost b 

pending 

pending 

pending 

pending 

pending 

pending 

cost of the projects at Davis,Riverside~ and Santa Cruz. This is the normal budget 
pro'cedure for new projects contained in the Governor's Budget, arid the necessary 
information should be available prior to budget hearings. 

Preliminary planning and working drawing funds were included in the 1980 
Budget Act for the projects at Berkeley and Sail Diego. Under this funding pI:oce- , 
dure, preliininary plans should be completed, workirig drawings should be under­
way and adequate cost information should be available before the Legislature is 
asked to appropriate ·funds for the projects themselves. The projeCts, however, 
have not proceeded in a timely manner and the necessary information has not 
been' developed. We hope the university will complete the ·information . prior to 
budget hearings. 

We withhold recommendation on this project, category pending receipt of the 
information. 

D. Projects to Correct Code Deficiencies 
This category includes four projects to correct building code deficiencies at 

. three campuses. A summary of the projects in this category and our recommenda­
tions for each is provided in Table 7. 

Berkeley Campus 
We withhold recommendation on $673,000 in Item 644-301-146(24), working drawings and 

construct, CAGdeficiencies--elevators, step$, Berkeley, pending receipt of additional infor-
matioR. . 

We recommend approval of the $42,000 in Item 644-301-146(2'/), preliminary plans and 
working drawings,. CACdeficiencies.-high-rise fire. and life safety, Berkeley. ' 

. GAG Deficiencies-Elevatprs, Step 2. This$673,OOOproppsal will correct code 
deficiencies related to fire and life safety, seismic protection and access for the 
physically handicapped, in 45.elev!ltorsin 28 Berkeley campus. bl.lildings., The 

. proposed work is required by. Ca)ifqrnia Administrative Code regulations and 
should pro~eed. The university isutiliziIIg planning fundsproyided in the Budget 
Act of 1980 to prepare preliminary documents to develop adequate information 
regarding the cost of this project. This is the normal budget procedure for new 
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University of California 
Projects to Remove Arctiitectural Barriers 

to the Handicapped 

Budget Estimated 
Item BiD Analyst's Future 

644-301-148 Project Title Phase· Campus Amount Propqsal Costb 

(24) CAce deficiencies-eleva-
tors, step 2 .............................. wc Berkeley $673,000 pending 

(25) CAC deficiencies-(Cal 
OSHA) , step 3 health 
sciences, UCIMC d 

•.••.•..•••••..• wc Irvine 318,000 pending 
(26) CAC deficiencies-(fume 

hoods) .................................. : ... Los Angeles 
23,000 $23,000 $596,000 

(27) CAC deficiences-high-rise 
fire/life safety ........................ pw Berkeley 42,000 42,000 400,000 

(28) CAC deficiencies-eleva-
tors (fire seismic, and hand-
icapped) .................................. wc San 528,000 pending 

Francisco 
. Totals .......... ; ..•. , .................. $1,584,000 $65,000 $996,000 

• Phase symbols indicate: c-construction; p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings . 
. ~ University estimate., ..' .. .. 

e California Administrative. Code. 
d University of California, Irvine Medical Center. 

projects contained in the Governor's budget, and the necessary information should 
be available prior to budget hearings. Consequently, we withhold recommenda­
tion pending receipt of the documents. 

GAG Deficiencies-High-Rise Fire/Life Safety. This $42,000 proposal would 
provide' funds to develop preliminary plans and working drawings to meet Califor­
nia Administrative Code regulations concerning high-rise buildings (over 75 feet 
in height) in five state-funded buildings on the Berkeley campus. The work in­
cludes providing an adequate number of exits, protection of exit corridors arid exit 
stair enclosures, emergency operation' of air Circulation systems and the instalIa­
tionofvarious fire alarm/protection items. The proposed work is required under 
California Code regulations, and we recommend approval of the requested 
amount for preliminary plans and working drawings. 

Irvine Campus 
We withhold recommendation on $318,000 in Item 644-301-146(25), CAC deficiencies (Cal 

OSHA), step 3, health sciences, UCIMC, Irvine, pending receipt of additional information. 

This request for $318,000 represents the third and final phase of a project to bring 
existing buildings'at the'University of California, Irvine Medical Center, into 
compliance with the California Administrative Code regulations~ The work in­
volves correction of various' electriCal, fire safety,andhealthcoderequireme:nts 

··in 11 buildings. The university is utilizing pl~gfundsprovidedin the Budget 
Act' of 1980 to 'prepare preliminary plans and . develop adeqqateinformation re­
garding' the' cost of this project.· We withhold recotlun,endatio'll' on the requested 
amount, pending receipt of this information. . 

eo; 
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Los Angeles Campus 
We recommend approvl of $23,000 in Item 644~301-146(26}, preliminary plans for GAG 

cieficiencies (fume hoods), Los Angeles. 
We further recommend adoption of Budget Bill language directing the. universitY to 

maximize the use of administrative procedures for the safe maintenance/use of fume hoods 
and to minimize alterations to the fume hoods. 

This $23,000 request would develop preliminary plans for a project which would 
modify approximately 760 fume hoods on the Los Angeles campus.Included within 
the proposed project is a proposal to provide 7 foot extensions on 646 fume hood 
exhaust stacks. 

The 7 foot extensions are costly, and are required by code only when therespon­
sible agency cannot, through administrative procedures, maintain a safe condition. 
The university's proposal does not include consideration of improvemerits in ad­
ministrative procedures which would avoid the need for costly capital improve­
ments; Thus, we recommend that during development of preliminary plans, the 
university reevaluate its administrative procedures, and establish appropriate 
measures in order to minimize the required capital expenditln'es. To llccomplish 
this, we recom):llend adoption of the following Budget Bill language. 

"Pt9vided that the funds appropriated under Item 644-301-146(26) shaUnot be 
allocated until the University of California, Los Angeles campus, has implement­
ed administrative procedures .to assure safe maintenance/operation of fume 
hoods and atthe same time reduce to a minimum the need to mod.ify / extend 
fume hood exhaust stacks." 

Table 8 

University of California 
Energy Conservation Proposals 

Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Equcation: 
Item 

644-301-146 
Project Title Phase' Campus 

(29) Natural gas service­
electrical cogeneration 
facility wc Davis 

(30) Energy conservation­
building retrofit, phase 
I . wc Riverside 

Subtotal 

Energy and Resources Fund· 
644-301-188 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Subtotal 

Total 

Energy conservation­
cogeneration 
Energy conservation­
cogeneration 
Energy Conservation­
cogeneration 

p Berkeley 

p San Diego 

p San Francisco. 

Budgetl. 
Bill 

Amount 

$540,000 

499,000 

$1,039,000 

$323,000 

192,000 

12,250 

$527,251 

$1,566,250 

Estimated 
Analysts Future 
Proposal Cosjb 

pending 

pending 

c 

c 

c 

c 

'pen:ding Unknown 

• Phase symbols indicate: p-prelirninary planning; w-workingdrawings; c-construction. 
b University estimate. . . '. ' 
C Not part of the universitys"budget request-estimate.unavailable. 
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San Francisco Campus 

We withhold recommendation on the $528,{)()() requested in Item 644-301-146(28), working 
drawings and construct CAC deficiencies, elevators (fire, seismic, and handicapped), San 
Francisco, pending receipt of additional infonnation. 

This $528,000 request will correct code deficiencies in 15 elevators in four build­
ing at the San Francisco campus. The work is related to code requirements for fire 
alld life safety, seismic protection and access for the physicall handicapped. The 
university is utilizing planning funds provided in the Budget Act bf 1980 to prepare 
preliminary plans to develop adequate information regarding the cost of this 
project. We withhold recommendation pending receipt of these documents. 

E. Energy C~nservation Proposals 
This category contains five projects reiated to energy conservation at four cam­

puses. A summary of this category and our recommendations for each project are 
shown in Table 8. 

Davis;""";'NaturalGas Service, Electrical Cogeneration Facility . 
We withhold recommendation on the $54o,{)()() under Item 644-301-146(29), working draw­

ings and construct natural gas service, electrical cogeneration facility, pending receipt of 
additional infoFmilb'on. . . 

.. The Davis campus recently completed the first electrical cogenerating facility 
installed at a state-owned institution. The facility, constructed at a cost of approxi­
mately $1.6 million, provides an electrical generating capacity of 2,500-3,000 kilo­
watts, and produces steam at the rate of 30,000 pounds per hour. This production 
will provide approximately 15-20 percent of the campus electric and steam utility 
requirements. . . 

The proposed $540,000 project would modify the new facility to allow the use 
of natural gas, rather than diesel oil, as the fuel for the generating equipment. 
Based on current and projected costs for natural gas and diesel fuel, the consersion 
to natural gas is economically justified. In fact, the university had originally 
planned to· use natural gas but was. prevented from doing so by Public Utility 
Commission regulations. Since then the Public Utility Commission has changed its 
rules and now encourages rather than discourages the use of natural gas for cogen­
eration facilities. 

Adequate Project Cost Information Needed We withhold recommendation 
on this proposal because adequate information to substantiate the requested 
amount is not available. The university is utilizing planning funds provided in the 
Budget Act of 1980 to prepare planning documents and develop adequate informa­
tion regarding this project. The 1980 Budget Act appropriation was provided 
specifically for development of the necessary cost information for legislative re­
view of projects included in the 1981-82 Governor's Budget. The information 
should be available prior to budget hearings. We withhold recommendation, pend­
ing receipt of this information. 

Riverside-Energy Conservation, Building Retrofit . 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-146(30), working drawingsand construct energy 

conservation-,-building retrofit, phase 1, for a savings of $499,{)()(). The Riverside campus hils 
a central control system for energy conservation measures and this project should not be 
needed. . 

This project would modify the heating, ventilating and air conditioning systems 
in an attempt to reduce energy consumption in 14 campus buildings. The proposed 
modification consists primarily of installing controls so that no heating or cooling 
will take place when outside air temperature is between 65°_75° F. 
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Turning off heating/ cooling· equipment in these temperature ranges should 
'save energy. The university, however, has not developed adequate information 
regarding either the cost of the project or the energy to be saved. Consequently, 
the cost-benefit of this proposal cannot be determined. Moreover, the Riverside 
campus has a central control system that is capable of automatically controlling the 
heating/ cooling equipment in each of the subject buildings. The university should 
maximize the utilization of this automated system-'-which was installed for the 
purpose of energy conservation-rather than undertake the proposed modifica­
tions. 

In view of the lack of cost/benefit information for the proposed project, and the 
availability of the central control system, we recommend deletion of the funds 
requested for working drawing and construction. 

Berkeley/San Diego/San Francisco-Energy Conservation 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-188(1), preliminary plans for a gas turbine gener­

ator at Berkeley, for a savings of $323;()(}(). No information is available on this project. 
We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-188(2), preliminary plans for a combustion tur­

bine cogeneration system, at San Diego, for a savings on $192,000. No information is available 
on this project. 

We recommend deletion of Item 644-301-188(3), preliminary plans for a cogeneration 
facility at San Francisco, for a savings of $12,250. No information is available on this project. 

The energy cogeneration proposals at Berkeley, San Diego and San Francisco 
were not included in the university's 1981-82 budget request. The university's 
1981-84 Capital Improvement program indicates a potential request for planning 
funds, in 1981-82, for an $8.9 million cogeneration project at Berkeley. The 1981-84 
program, however, does not indicate any such proposal for the San Diego or San 
Francisco campus. At the time this analysis was written, the Regents had not 
approved these projects for inclusion in the 1981-82 budget request. 

Further, the 1979 Budget Act appropriated funds to provide fora study of 
cogeneration feasibility within the universitywide system. These funds were to be 
matched by the State Energy Commission. The results of this study, if completed, 
have not been made available. Moreover, there is no information regarding the 
specific proposals at Berkeley and San Diego. 

For these reasons, we recommend deletion of planning funds for the· genera­
tion/ cogeneration projects at Berkeley, San Diego and San Francisco. 

Fund Source. These projects are proposed for funding from the Energey and 
Resources Fund (ERF). The university and the. other segments of higher educa­
tion have an exclusive fund-the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education 
(COFPHE)-from which all capital improvment projects should be funded. At 
the beginning of each fiscal year, the COFPHE has $125 million available to meet 
the high priority needs within the three segments of higher education. The Gover­
nor's Budget requests an appropriation in the General Fund, of $90.9 Illillion from 
the COFPHE plus a $22 million transfer to the Special Account for Capital Outlay, 
leaving a $12.1 million balance available for appropriation. Conseqllently, if these 
projects are approved, there is no apparent reason to USe funds from the ERF.to 
finance them. Funding these projects from theCOFPHE would maximize legisla­
tive flexibility. 

F. Health Science Projects 
This category contains five projects related to health sciences at three campuses. 

A S1.llllillary of the projects and our recommendation for each are contained. in 
Table 9: 
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Table 9 
University of California 

Health Science-Projects 

Capital Outlay Fund for 
Public Higher Education 
Item Project Title 

644-301-146 
(6) Purchase-Sacramento Me-

(13) 
dical Center ......................... . 
Veterinary Medicine ex­
pansion, San Joaquin Valley 

Subtotals ........................... . 

Bond Funds: 
644-301:718 

(1) Health science center altera-
tions ......................................... . 

(2) Library module, UCIMC C •• 

(3) Veterinary Medicine expan-
sion, San Joaquin Valley ..... . 

Subtotals ............................. . 
Hospital Reserve Funds: 

644-310-994 
(1) UCIMe-:.Medicai centerdiag-

nostic service module ................. . 
(2) UCIMC-Medical center diag-

nostic .service module ................. . 

Subtotals ....................................... ... 

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

Phast! 

a Davis 

c DaviS 

e Los 
Angeles 

c Irvine 

c Davis 

p Irvine 

w Irvine 

Budget 
BiD 

Amount 

$200,000 

1;310,000 
$1,510,000 

$51,000 

666,000 

1,901,000 
$2,618,000 

154,000 

90,000 
$244,000 

$4,372,000 

Analysts 
Proposal 

$200,000 

pending 

$200,000 

$43,000 

666,000 

pending 

$709,000 

154,000 

90,000 
$244,000 

$1,153,000 

Item 644 

Estimated. 
Future 
Costb 

$1,800,000 

289,000 

. $2,089,000 

$72,000 

$72,000 

$5,611,000 
$5,611,000 
$7,772,000 

• Phase syinbols indicate: a-acquisition; p-'-preliminary plans; w-working drawings; c-construction; 
. e-equipment. 

b University estimate. 
C University of California Irvine Medical Center. 

Davis Campus 
.... We recommendapproval of$2OO,000in Item 644-301-146(6},purchase Sacramento Medical 

Center • 
.. We Withhold recommendation on the $1,310,000 under Item 644-301-146(13}, and the 

$1,901,000·under Item 644-301"718(3}, construct veterinary medicine eXpansion, San Joaquin 
Valley clinic facility pending receipt of additional information. . 

The. proposal for the. Davis campus consists of two projects totaling $3,411,000. 
The fii-st proposal represents the fourth of teninstallmerits to purchase the Sacra­
mento Medical Center, and the second proposal is for construction of the veteri­
nary-rriedicine expansion facility iri the San Joaquin Valley. 

Purchast!-;-Sacramento Medical Center. . Item 644-301-146 (6) includes $200,000 
to provide the fourth installment to purchase the county's interest in the Sacra­
mento Medical Center (SMC) land and buildings. Th~ requested amount is in 
accord with the agreement between the County of Sacramento and the university, 
providing for the university's continued operation, ownership and control of the 
SMC. The agreement; which is effective July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1988, pro­
vides that the university must purchase the county's interest (base value of $10 
million) if the agreement is terminated on or before June 30, 1988. The agreement 
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also provides that the university may make prepayments to the county for the 
county's interest at the rate of $200,000 each fiscal year. If the university makes all 
10 annual prepayments; the value of the county's interest which the university 
would have to pay if the agreement is terminated June :30, 1988,. would. be 
$6,687,942. This amount is based on the value of the annual prepayments at·a rate 
of9 percent per year, compounded. The agreement also provides that if a new or 
amended agreement is entered into by June 30,1987, the county's interest would 
be decreased by 10 percent for each fiscal year between June 30, 1988 aIldthe 
termination date of the new or amended agreement. Consequently, the university 
could become the sole owner of the SMC by June 30, 1995 if all prepayments are 
made and a new agreement effective through 1995 is entered into by June 30,1987. 
Under these conditions the university, through.the state, would pay the county a 
total of $2. million for the county interest in the SMGland and buildings. 

We recommend approval of the fourth prepayment amount of $200,000. 
Veterinary Medicine Expansion, San Joaquin Valley Clinical Facility. The 

budget includes $3,211,000 for construction of a veterinary clinic in the San Joaquin 
Valley. This facility would serve as the main clinical tea~hing resource for the food 
animal health programs at the Davis School of Veterinary Medicine. The univer­
sityhas indicated that the volume of food animal medical cases currently present­
ed to the campus teaching hospital is below the levels required for the teaching 
program.According to the university the absence of adequate food animals inthe 
Davis area is one reason· few veterinary medicine graduates presently enter ca­
reers in food animal practice. The university estimates that with the San Joaquin 
facility, the number of graduates entering food animal practice will increase from 
the current 8 or 9 to 20 or more per year. This end result is desirable and the state 
should encourage the development of this program. . 

The Governor's 1980 Budget, as presented to the Legislature, contained $90,000 
for· preliminary plans for the proposed facility. The Legislature, in an. attempt to 
expedite this project, appropriated $200,000 in Health Science Bond funds in the 
1980 Budget Act to provide adequate funds to complete wQrking drawings in 
1980-81 so that construction could commence early in 1981-82. The univer!iity's 
project schedule indicates that construction should start in September 1981, with. 
completion scheduled for December 1982. Thus, addition of working drawing 
fun~s in 1980 appears to have had the desired effect of expediting completion of 
this project. 

The amount requested in the Budget Bill is not based on completed preliminary 
plans. Data recently submitted by the university indicates that the project. has 
increased by over 3,000 assignable square feet. This space increase has .not been 
justified. The university.is aware of the need to provide additional infoIVlation and 
is in the process of developing the data. Thus, adequate construction costinfonna­
tion based on preliminary plans and additional information regarding any change 
in space ne.eds should be available prior to budget hearings. Pending receipt of this 
data, we withhold recommendation on the requested construction funds for the 
San Joaquin Valley clinical facility. . 

Los Angeles Campus 
We recommend that Item 644-301-708(1), equip health science center alterations at Los 

Angeles, be reduced by $8,(}(}() by deleting excess equipment. 

Thisitem requests funds to equip biomedicallibraiy space which is to be vacated 
by the School of Nursing. The 1980 Budget Act contained construction funds to 
remodel this space to provide areas for reading I study Ityping· and it staff confer­
ence room. Toe construction phase of this project should be completed iri the 
budget year. Consequently, equipment funds for the new space will be required. 
The requested amount, however, should be reduced; Based on· the remodeling 
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project as approved by the Legislature, the proposed equipment is in excess of 
what is needed for the study room and staffconference room. We recommend 
deletion of $8,000 related to this excess. The reIhaining $43,000 will adequately 
equip the remodeled area. 

Irvine Campus 
We recommend approval of Item 644-301-718{2}, construct, library module, UCIMG, Ir­

vine. 
Werecommend approval of Item 644-301-994{1} and {2}, preliminary plans and working 

draWings. UCIMC medical center diagnostic service module. 
We further recommend adoption of budget language requiring that future funding re­

quirements for construction and equipment be provided from university Hospital Reserve 
F~~ . 

The budget program for the Irvine campus totals $910,000 for projects at the 
University of California, Irvine Medical Center. The proposal includes one con­
struction project and funds for development of architectural/ engineering draw­
ings and specifications for a diagnostic service module building, 

Library Module. The proposed library module is part of a 13,500 asf building 
planned for construction at the University of California, Irvine Medical Center 
(UCIMC), This building is the initial component of a modular facility which has 

}\been planned to accommodate future construction at the center, on a project-by­
,!project basis. The ,current estimated total project cost, including equipment for the 
. initial component, is $2,649,000. Of this amount, the university is proposing state 
ifunding of $769,000, with the remaining $1,880,000 to come from hospital reserves 
.. and nonstate sources. The state'sparticipatlon would provide a 7,000 asflibrary 
within the initial component. The 1980 Budget Act included $25,000 for the state's 
share of the cost to prepare preliminary plans and working drawings. The amount 
requested in the Budget Bill represents the state's share of the construction cost 
related to the library. 

The proposed amount of library space falls within the university's space guide­
lines for medical libraries. The library will be capable of housing the medical 
center's need for (1) 31,500 volumes and (2) reader stations necessary to serve 443 
students and 70 faculty. The proposal in the Budget Bill is reflective of the project 
as approved by the Legislature. in the 1980 Budget Act. Preliminary plans have 
been completed and working drawings are underway. According to the univer­
sity's project schedule construction should begin by October 1981. 

The proposed project scope is appropriate and the requested amount is reason­
able. We recommend approvlil. 

Medical Center Diagnostic SerVice Module. This proposal represents the sec­
ond phase in thedevelopmerit of the university's proposed modular facility sys­
tem. The second phase will provide 17;010 asffor three major functional areas: 

• Diagnostic laboratories on the first floor (7,290 as£) . 
• Patient service-related staff offices on the second floor (6,480 as£). 
• Departmental offices for clinical faculty on the third floor (3,240 as£) . 
The diagnostic laboratories to be accommodated in the module are (1) elec­

trodiagnostic,(2) non-invasive cardiology., (3) pulmonary function, (4) gastroen­
terology and (5) dermopathology~ The majority of patients served in this module 
are expected to be out-patients but the laboratories will also provide services to 
in~patierits. Construction ofthediagnostic service module will enable the UCIMC 
to: 

• Deintensify the utilization of the main hospital building and provide code 
. compliance space within the main hospital, by relocating out-patient func-
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tions currently located in the central court areas on in-patient floors. 
• Separate in-patient and out-patient service functions. 
• Consolidate patient service and related administrative offices in a centrally 

located accessible facility. 
• Provide faculty and departtnentalsupport space adjacent to clinical areas. 

Upon completion of the proposed diagnostic service modllle, the UCIMC should 
provide improved and more efficient service to both in-patients and out-patients. 

The Budget Bill proposes funding the development of preliminary plans ahd 
working drawings from hospital reserve funds. We believe this is an appropriate 
fund source for this purpose, and we recommend approval. The university budget, 
however, indicates that approximately $4.4 million in· future construction and 
equipment costs will be requested from state funds. other than hospitru. reserve 
funds. In our analysis of the university~s support/operations budget, we have 
recommended that the university's Hospital Reserve Fund be reduced from $46.5 
million to $21.5 million by transferring $25 million to the General Fund to repay 
a 1976 loan. The remaining $21.5 million should provide a "prudent" reserve plus 
funds necessary for equipment and capital Improvements. Included within the 
$21.5 million is approximately $2 million from the Irvine campus. We recommend 
that the university set aside sufficient hospital reserves from within the $21.5 
million amount and from additional amounts received in the future, to fund the 
construction and equipment related to this project. Accordingly,we recommend 
that the following language be included under Item 644-301-994: 

"Provided that future costs for construction and equipment for the medical 
center diagnostic service module at UCIMC shall be prOvided from UIlivE:)rsity 
Hospital Reserve Funds." 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-REAPPROPRIATION 

Item 644-490 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public High­
er Education 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Budget p. E 104 

We recommend deletion of Item 644-490, reappropriation of previously appropriated 
Funds For the University of CaliFomia. 

This item proposes reappropriation of the following planning funds which we:re 
included in the 1980 Budget Act: 

(1) Chapter 510, Statutes of 1980, Item 549 (3)..--general and advance planning 
studies of seismic safety in university facilities ($500,000); 

The subject appropriation, contained· in the 1980 .Budget Act was subject to 
Budget Act language which provided that: 

• A maximum of $90,000 would be available to the univerSity for participation 
in the Seismic. Safety Commission's Statewide Building Evaluation program· 
concerning building rehabilitation for seismic safety. 

• The remaining $410,000 would be available for allocation only upon submis­
sion of the Seismic Safety Commission's Statewide Evaluation Report and 
upon approval by the Department of Finance and 30"days written notification 
to the Chairman of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee or his designee, 
that the university buildings are of significant statewide priority-ranking to 
substantiate release of the $410,000. . 
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The university has utilized the $90,000 for participation in the Seismic Safety 
Commission's evaluation program. The remaining $410,000 has not been allocated 
because the commission's evaluation report has not been completed. Commission 
staff indicate that the report should be completed and transmitted to the Legisla­
ture by March 1981. Consequently, if any university buildings are of a significant 
statewide priority ranking, the $410,000 can be utilized in the current year. Onthe 
other hand, if university buildings are not of significant statewide priority, then the 
$410,000 should not be allocated. Consequently, reappropriation of the remaining 
amount is not riecessary. 

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW 

Item 660 from the General 
Fund and Federal Trust Fund Budget p. E 116 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ....... , .................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $638,743 (+9.4 percent) 

Total recommended change .................... ; .......................... ; ....... . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
660-001.()()I-Hastings College of Law 
669-001-890--Hastings College of Law 

Total 

Fund 
General 
Federal 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$7,438,485 
6,799,742 
5,251,234 

None 

Amount 
$7,438,485 

(980,921) 

$7,438,485 

Analysis 
page 

1. Affirmative Action. Recommend the Legislature direct Hastings to 
report on its faculty, staff, and student affirmative action programs 
during budget hearings. 

1339 

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 hoard of 
directors. Chapter 1155, Statutes of 1980, made several change to the governance 
of Hastings. Specifically, these changes: 

• increased the number of directors from 8 to 11, 
• provided that vacancies on the board of directors after January 1,1981, shall 

be filled by the Governor with the approval of the majority of the state Senate. 
Previously the board selected its own replacements. (The act, however, con­
tinues the requirement that at least one director be a heir or representative 
of S.C: Hastings.), 

• designated a term of 12 years for directors (previously the term on the board 
was for life), and 

• removed the requirement that the Chief Justice of the California Supreme 
Court be president of the board. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Table 1 shows proposed expenditut;es and funding sources for Hastings in the 

past, current,. and budget years. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $7,438,485 from the General Fund for 

support of the Hastings College of Law in 1981-82. This is an increase of $638,743, 
or 9.4 percent, above estimated current-year expenditures. The proposed increase 
in state General Fund support does not include an amount for salary or staff 
benefit increases. Currently, Hastings estimates that each 1 percent salary increase 
would cost $67,528. (See our analysis of salaries under Item 980.) The budget 
proposes total expenditures from all sources of $10.3 million, which is $753,919 (7.9 
percent) more than total expenditures in the current year. The proposed increase 
of $753,919 is budgeted from the following sources: 

• State General Fund-$638,743 (9.4 percent) 
• Federal funds-$83,751 (9.3 percent) 
• REiimbursements-$31,425 (1.7 percent) 
Reimbursements consist primarily of student charges for fees. Hastings stuents 

pay the same annual Registration Fee ($418) and Educational Fee ($360) as that 
paid by graduate students of the University of California. Table 1 shows that 
Hastings' budgeted enrollment for 1981-82 is 1,500 regular session students and 300 
summer session students. Due to renovations of facilities no summer session will 
beheld in 1981. 

Table 1 
Hastings Budget by Program and Student Enrollment 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Program 1979-8 1980-81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

1. Instruction .......................................... $2,581,974 $3,360,594 $3,400,495 $39,901 1.2% 
2. Public and professional services .. 144,704 199,689 169,689 -30,000 -15.0 
3. Academic support ............................ 968,420 1,259,807 1,757,784 497,977 39.5 
4. Student services ................................ 1,882,663 1,643,596 1,729,482 85,886 5.2 
5. InstitUtional support.. ...................... 2,614,233 2,393,171 2,521,336 128,165 5.4 
6. Provisions for allocation ........ , ....... 744,033 776,023 31,990 4.3 

Totals ......................... ; ........................ $8;131,994 $9,600,890 $10,354,809 $753,919 7.9% 
General Fund ........................................ $5,251,234 $6,799,742 $7,438,485 $638,743 9.4% 
Federal funds ........................................ i,038,822 897,170 980,921 83,751 9.3 
Reimbursements .................................... 1,841,938 1,903,978 1,935,403 31,425 1.7 
Student Enrollment 

Regular students ................................ 1,468 1,500 1,500 
Summer session ................................ 3(){} . 3(){} 

aNo summer session planned for Summer 1981 due to renovations of facilities. 

1981-82 Budget 

We recommend approval. 

Table 2 shows the individual components of the state General Fund increase of 
$638,743. The major increases include: 

• $158,871 for merit, promotion, and price increases to maintain the current­
year budget at the same level in 1981-82, 

• $372,059 for books and technical services for the new law library, which 
opened in January 1981, and 

• $65,471 to increase the security staff by four positions due to the expansion of 
the physical plant of the school. 

Hasting's law library request related to its recent expansion totaled $1,383,179. 
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Of the $372,059 for the law library included in the Governor's Budget, $306,463 is 
for acquisitions, $25,600 is for automated information systems, and $39,996 is for a 
staff increase of two positions. 

The major offest to these augmentations is a proposed increase in nonresident 
tuition of 20 percent ($2,400 to $2,880 per year) in 1981-82. The increased tuition 
will res1.Ilt in increased revenues of $36,000. This nonresident fee increase is the 
same as that proposed by the University of California. 

Table. 2 

Hastings College of Law 
Proposed 1981"'-82 General Fund Budget Changes 

1980-81 Base Budget ........................................................ , .................................. . 

Program Changes ................................................................................................. . 
A. To maintain existing budget 

1. Merit increases and promotions ............................................................ .. 
2. Price increases ..................................... ; ...................................................... .. 
3. Social security ................... : ........................................................................ .. 
4. Reduction for one-time expenses.: ........................................................ .. 

B. Budget change proposals .............................................................................. .. 
1. Law library ............................... : ................................................................... . 
2. Security ........................................................................................................ .. 
3. LEOP ............................................................................................................ .. 
4. Student health ............................................................................................ .. 
5. Faculty equipment .................................................................................... .. 
6. Reorganization-deletion of position .................................. ; ................ . 
7. Nonresident tuition .................................................................................. .. 
8. Library fee .................................................................................................. .. 

Total Change (amount/percent) ............................................................... . 

Total 1981-82 Support ............................................................... ; ........................ .. 

$77,553 
220,657 
25,340 

-164,679 

372,059 
65,471 
25,550 
42,185 
28,039 

-15,432 
-36,000 
-2,000 

$6,799,742 

158,871 

479,872 

$638,743 
(9.4%) 

$7,438,485 

Table 3 shows the Hastings faculty and staff totals for the past, current, and 
budget years. There are no proposed increases in faculty positions. ·There is. a 
proposed net increase of 6.9 positions composed of: 

• 4.0 positions for security, 
• 1.9 positions for the Legal Educational Opportunity Program (LEOP), 
• 2.0 for the new law library, and 
• -1.0 for scholarly publications. 

Table 3 
Hastings Faculty and Staff 

(FTE basis) 

Actual 
1979-80 

Faculty ..................................................... ,................................ 52.1 
Staff ........................................................................ :................... 126.3 
Salary savings ........................................................................ .. 

Totals ...................................................................................... 178.4 

Estimated 
1980-81 

62.1 
157.4 
-4.4 

215.1 

Proposed 
1981-82 Change 

62.1 
164.3 6.9 
-4.4 

222.0 6.9 
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Faculty and Student Affirmative Actiori 
We recommend that the Legislature direct Hastings to report during budget hearings on 

its fac:ulty, staff, and student affirmative action programs. 

Table 4 shows the current ethnic and sex composition of the Hastings faculty. 
Approximately 78 percent of the faculty are white males. Women hold 11 positions 
and ethnic minorities hold 7 positions. 

Table 4 
Ethnic and Sex Composition of Hastings Faculty 

1980-81 
(head·count basis) 

Men Women 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Ethnicity: 
White ................................................................................................ .. 
Black ......... ; ....................................................................................... . 

~~~:c .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totals ............................................................................................. . 

60 
1 
4 
1 

66 

78% 
1 
5 
1 

86% 

10 
1 

11 

13% 
1 

14% 

Table 5 shows the ethnicity and sex of Hastings students for the period 1975-76 
through 1980-81. Since 1975-76, Black enrollment has increased by 0.2 percent 
while Hispanic enrollment has declined by 0.6 percent. Black and Hispanic enroll· 
ment declined between 1979-80 and 1980-81 by· 1.0 percent and 1.7 percent, 
respectively. Enrollment of women has increased from 31.4 percent in 1975-76 to 
43.4 percent in the current year. 

Table 5 
Hastings Student, Composition 

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

Ethnic Composition: 
Black ..................................................... , ............... 4.7% 4.1% 5.0% 5.5% 5.9% 4.9% 
;~ispanic .............................................................. 5.3 5.1 5.3 6.3 6.4 4.7 
Asian .................................................................... 8.9 8.6 9.1 6.8 9.3 9.2 
American Indian .............................................. 0.7 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.7 
White/Other ...................................................... BO.4 81.0 79.3 BO.4 77.8 BO.6 

Women ........... : ........................................•............... 31.4% 32.0% 31.7% 35.5% 38.9% 43.4% 

Total number of students .............................. 1,540 1,536 1,501 1,513 1,470 1,519 

The 1980 Budget Act directs the University of California to report on the impact 
of its affirmative action programs. Because of the (1) overall lack of progress in 
student affirmative action and (2) decline in minority enrollment at Hastings in 
the current year, we recommend that Hastings report during hearings on its 
faculty, staff, and student affirmative action efforts. 

Public Interest Law Programs 
The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act expressed the Legislatur("s 

intent that Hastings conduct a comprehensive public interest law program. Hast­
ings was directed to provide information to the legislative budget committees by 
Mal,'ch 1, 1981, on its efforts to establish a legal clinic to serve the elderly, minority, 
and low-income residents of San Francisco's Tenderloin district. 

Hastings submitted an interim report on this program on January 1, as required 
by the Legislature, that describes a clinical program. The cost of the proposed 
program is estimated at $407,776. The program will be presented to the faculty for 
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its considerationinJanuary.Hastings will then submit its March 1 report to the 
Legislature. We will review that report and comment on it during budget hear­
ings. 

Hastings Tuition 
Earlier in this analysis, we indicate that a tUition charge at the graduate level 

is a viable policy option because. of: 
• the higher General Fund cost per student of graduate programs relative to the 

per-student costs of undergraduate programs, 
• the higher private benefits of graduate education relative to undergraduate 

education, 
• the incentives for inefficient over-investment in graduate education created 

by minimal student charges, and 
• the widespread practice at comparable institutions of charging higher tuition 

for graduate programs versus undergraduate programs. 
We recommend in Item 644 that the Regents of the University of California 

prepare aphm for tuition charges by December 1, 1981. The plan would propose 
a graduate tuition that would, at amiIiimum, place UC tuition at the same level 
as UC's comparison instutitions over a five-year period. Because the charges for 
Hastings students are set at the same level as UC's, this plan would also apply to 
the Hastings College of Law. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

Item 661 from the. General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. E 128 

Requested 1981-82· , ..................................................................... :. $936,622,095 
Estimated 1980-81 .............. ,............................................................. 936,521,673 
Actual 1979-80 ................................ :................................................. 814,453,008 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $100,422 (+0.01 percent) 

Total recommended increase ...................................................... $36;249 
• Salary increase funds are not included in the total. Provisions for salary increase are discussed in the 

Analysis under Item 980. 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description Fund 
661-OO1-OO1-Support General 
661-OO1-146--Instructional Equipment Replace- COFPHE 

ment, Special Repair and Maintenance 
661-OO1-188-Energy Conservation Energy and Resources 

Total 

Amount 
$928,670,026 

7,272,420 

679,649 

$936,622,095 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 
1. Joint Doctoral Programs. Recommend phase-out of programs by 

(1) allowing no new enrollments in 1981;..82 and (2) budgeting 
programs in a special Budget Act item so that resulting savings will 
accrue to the General Fund. 

1357 
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2. Campus Supplies and Services. Recommend that the Legislature 1359 ' 
direct the Chancellor's Office and Department of Finance to dis-
cuss consequences of an apparent $1.9 million underfunding of the 
supplies and services budget. 

3. Library Volume Acquisition Rate. Augment by $128,058 from the 1364 
General Fund Recommend augmentation to enable CSUC to ac-
quire 3,948 additional volumes, based on operation of a new library 
volume acquisition rate formula. 

4. Associated Clinics, CSULA. Reduce by $45,382 from . General 1369 
Fund Recommend deletion of one administrative position, one 
clerical support position, and related operating expenses and equip-
ment, because additional General Fund support for the clinics is not 
needed. 

5. Graduate Tuition. Recommend that the Board of Trustees be di- 1374 
rected to (1) charge graduate tuition in 1982-83 and (2) submit a 
plan for tuition charges and related financial aid needs to the legis-
lative budget committees by December 1, 1981. 

6. Chancellors Office Staff-Technical Adjustment. Reduce by $46,- 1382 
427 from General Fund. Recommend deletion of funding for va-
cant position, as specified in 1980 ~udget Act language. 

7. San Jose Public Safety. Recommend that (1) the proposed $223,- 1389 
291 augmentation be provided for one year only, to enhance ac­
countability and efficient use of funds and (2) because of the crime 
problem in areas surrounding the campus, the Chancellor's Office 
report on joint efforts between CSUC and the City of San Jose to 
reduce campus crime to the legislative budget committees by No­
vember 30, 1981. 

8. Contra Costa Campus Site. Recommend enactment of legislation to 1391 
sell the site of a proposed campus because it will hot be needed 
before the year 2000, if ever, for a General Fund revenue increase 
of $3,918,813. 

9. Utilities Costs. Recommend that the Legislature direct the Chan- 1394 
cellor's Office and Department of Finance to discuss consequences 
of an apparent $1.5 million underfunding of the utilities budget. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst Recommended 
Fiscal Changes to the 1981-82 CSUC Budget 

Program Changes 
Reductions Augmentations 

Library Volumes ........................................................... . $128,058 
Associated Clincis ......................................................... . -$45,382 
Chancellor's Office Staff ............................................. . -46,427 

Totals ....................................................................... . -$91,809 $128,058 

GENERAL PROGRAM STA YEMENT 

Funding 
Impact 

General Fund 
$128,058 
-45,382 
-46,427 

$36,249 

The California State University and Colleges (CSUC) provides instruction in the 
liberal arts and sciences, and in applied fields which require more than two years 
of collegiate education. In addition, CSUC may award the doctoral degree jointly 
with the University of California or private institutions. 

Governance 

The CSUC sysem is governed by a 23-member board of trustees. 
The trustees appoint the Chancellor. It is' the Chancellor's responsibility as the 

chief executive officer of the system to assist the trustees in making appropriate 
policy decisions and to provide for the administration of the system. 

The system currently includes 19 campuses with an estimated 1981--82 full-time 
equivalent (FTE) enrollment of 236;850. 
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Table 1 
Source of Funds by Subprogram 

(1981-82 Governor's Budget) 

General Fund 
Reimburse- Continuing 

Net ments Totals Education 
1. Instruction 

Regular Instruction .................... $576,059,209 $25,426,440 $601,485;649 
Special Session Instruction .... ;. $6,703,470 
Extension Instruction ................. 3,775,962 

Totals, Instruction .................. $576,059,209 $25,426,440 $601,485,649 $10,479,432 
. 2. Research 

Individual or Project Research $82,050 $82,050 
3. Public Service 

Campus Community Service .. $593,137 $593,137 
4. Academic Support 

Libraries ........................................ $58,645,629 $466,614 $59,112,243 $21,224 
Audiovisual Services ; .... ; ............ 11,868,560 11,868,560 41,469 
Computing Support .................. 32,340,442 . 32,340,442 32,009 
Ancillary Support.. ...................... 12,009,273 12,009,273 

Totals, Academic Support .... $114,863,904 $466,614 $115;330,518 $940,702 
5. Student Service 

Social and Cultural Develop-
ment ...................................... $297,155 $3,795,176 $4,092,331 

Supplemental Educational 
Services-EOP .................... 14,284,405 14,284,405 

Counseling and Career Guid-
ance ........................................ 3,889,108 17,994,465 21,883,573 36,906 

Financial Aid ................................ "':688,533 65,205,532 64,518,999 
Student Support .......................... 1,702,639 19,923,255 21,625,894 45,318 

Totals, Student Services ........ $19,486,774 $106,918,428 $126,405,202 $82,224 
6. Institutional Support 

Executive Management ............ $24,371,593 $1,157,273 $25,528,866 $4,978,254 
Financial Operations .................. 13,278,984 5,640,866 18,919,850 476,740 
General Administrative Serv-

ices .......................................... 29,571,716 7,989,123 37,560,839 213,249 
LogiStical Services ...................... 38,743,194 38,743,194 597,981 
Physical Plant Operations ... , .... 109,402,239 60,897 109,463,136 33,694 
Faculty and Staff Services ........ 9,509,027 9,509,027 
Community Relations ................ 3,383,386 357,296 3,740,682 552;434 

Totals, Institutional Support $228,260,139 $15,205,455 $243,465,594 $6,852,352 
7. Independent Operations 

Institutional Operations ............ $21,222,680 $21,222,680 
Outside Agencies ........................ 24,206,994 24,206,994 

Totals, Independent Opea-
tions ........................................ $228,260,139 $45,429,674 $45,429,674 

8. Foundations and Auxiliary Or-
ganizations .................................... 

9. "AU Pages Reduction ................ -$10,000,000 -$10,000,000 

Grand Totals ................................ $928,670,026 $194,121,798 $1,122,791,824 $17,508,710 
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Special Funds 
Energy & Totals Foundations 
Resources Special and Auxiliary Grand 

Dormitory Parking COFPHE Fund Funds Organizabons Totals 

$4,159,750 $4,159,750 $605,645,399 
6,703,470 6,703,470 
3,775,962 3,775,962 

$4,159,750 $14,639,182 $616,124,831 

$82,050 

$593,137 

$21,224 $59,133,467 
41,469 1l,91O,029 
32,009 32,372,451 

12,009,273 

$94,702 $1l5,425,220 

$4,092,331 

14,284,405 

$36,906 21,920,479 
64;518,999 

$3,026,363 3,071,681 24,697,575 

$3,026,363 $3,108,587 $129,513,789 

$4,978,254 $30,507,120 
$538,130 $442,071 1,556,941 20,476,791 

213,249 37,774,088 
1,293,194 2,886,798 4,777;973 43,521,167 
9,876,839 1,137,391 $3,1l2,670 $679,649 14,840,243 124,303,379 

9,509,027 
552,434 4,293,116 

$1l,BOB,163 $4,466,260 $3,1l2,670 $679,649 $26,919,094 $270,384,688 

·$693,710 $693,710 $21,916,390 
24,206,994 

$693,710 $693,710 $46,123,384 

$191,100,000 $191,100,000 
- $10,000,000 

$14,834,526 $5,159,970 $7,272,420 $679,649 $45,455,275 $191,100,000 $1,359,347,099 
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Admission 
To be admitted as a freshman, 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 under­
graduate admissions. 

Transfer students may be admitted from other four-year institutions or from 
coriununity 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 minimum requirement is a 
bachelor's degree from an accredited four-year institution. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1981-82 Budget Overview 
The pudget proposes an appropriation of $928,670,026 from the General Fund 

for support of the CSUC system in 1981-82, which is a decrease of $3,932,308 (0.4 
percent) from 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 $5;2 million for academic personnel and $3.4 million for nonacademic person­
nel (see discussion of faculty salaries under Item 980). 

Table 1 shows total expenditures proposed in the budget for theCSUC system 
in 1981-82, by program and source of funds. 

Table 2 provides a budget summary by program for the past, current, and 
budget years. This table indicates that, while General Fund support will amount 
to $928.7 million, total funds available to CSUC will be $1,221,495,731, which is an 
increase of $25,076,680 (2.0 percent) over total expenditures in the current year. 

Table 2 

The California State University and Colleges Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Summary of Program 1979-80 1980-81 1981.,.82 Amount Percent 
i. Instruction .............. $532,978,237 $603,764,038 . $616,124,831 $12,360,793 2.0% 
2. Research .................. 48,981 81,704 82,050 346 0.4 
3. fUblic Service ........ 739,669 476,614 593,137 116,523 24.4 
4. Academic Support 95,525,699 112,806,958 115,425,220 2,618,262 2.3 
5. Student Service .... 119,726,547 127,047,249 129,513,789 2,466,540 1.9 
6. Institutional Sup· 

port: .......................... 226,235,154 256,001,107 270,384,688 14,383,581 5.6 
7. Independent Op-

erations .................... 38,203,374 39,472,254 46,123,384 6,651,130 16.9 
8. Foundations and 

Auxiliary Or-
ganizatios ................ 168,630,539 180,300,000 191,100,000 10,800,000 6.0 

Totals, Programs .. $1,182,088,200 $1,319,949,924 $1,369,347,099 $49,397,175 3.7% 
1980-81 Enroll-

ment Adjust-
ment ................ 2,500,000 -2,500,000 NA 

Totals ...................... $1,182,088,200 $1,322,449,924 $1,369,347,099 $46,897,175 3.5% 
Reimbursements ........ -108,937,522 -116,030,873 -137,851,368 -21,550,495 18.6 
"N' Pages Reduction -10,000,000 -10,000,000 NA 

Net Tobus ................ $1,073,150,678 $1,206,419,051 $1,221,495,731 $15,076,680 1.2% 
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General Fund ............ $814,453,008 $932,602,334 $928,670,026 -$3,932,308 -0.4% 
Federal funds .............. 55,655,508 55,094,386 56,270,430 1,176,044 2.1 
Capital Outlay Fund 

for Public Higher 
Education ............ 3,272,054 7,222,420 4,000,366 122.3 

Energy and Re-
sources Fund ...... 647,285 679,649 32,364 5.0 

Parking Account; 
Dormitory Reve-

S,i59,970 nueFund ............ 4,685,578 4,970,822 189,148 3.8 
Dormitory Revenue 

Fund ..................... 11,996,887 13,208,977 14,834,526 1,625,549 12.3 
Continuing Educa-

tion Revenue 
Fund ..................... 17,729,158 16,323,193 17,508,710 1,185,517 7.3 

Foundations and Aux-
iliary Organiza-
tions: 

Federal .................... 34,000,{)()() 36,500,{)()() 36,500,{)()() 
Other ........................ 134,630,539 143,800,{)()() 154,600,{)()() 10,8OO,{)()() 7.5 

Personnel-years .......... 32,910.8 33,003.1 32,912.5 -90.6 -0.3% 

1981-82 Budget Changes 
As detailed in Table 3, CSUC's budget for 1981-82 contains several offsetting 

budget increases and decreases. Included in the $14.8 million increase for baseline 
adjustments are $13.4 million for inflation, $2.9 million for increased contributions 
to Social Security (OASDI), and $1.9 million for merit salary increases and faculty 
promotions. A decrease of $5.4 million reflects, in part, nonrecurring expenditures 
during the current year, such as the additional funding provided for unanticipated 
enrollment increases ($2.5 million) and the one-time reappropriation in 1980-81 
of funds provided in the 1979 Budget Act for the systemwide computer replace­
ment program ($1.7 million). 

Program maintenance proposals decrease by a net $9.4 million, reflecting, in 
part, the offsetting impacts of (1) an $11.4 million increase for projected enroll­
ment growth of 6,100 FIE students and (2) an increase of $14.2 million in reim­
bursements from the Student Services Fee and nonresident tuition. 

The third major category of budget changes, program change proposals (new 
programs), shows an increase of $614,582, with increases for the public safety 
program at San Jose State University ($223,000), enhanced student affirmative 
action retention programs ($200,000), and affirmative action programs for dis­
abled employees ($115;000). 

The fourth category shown in the table is a "special adjustment" reflecting a $10 
million reduction in General Fund support. As described in the "A" pages of the 
Governor's Budget, this adjustment includes: (1) increased nonresidentttiition ($5 
million), (2) unspecified reductions ($4.4 million), (3) increased late registration 
fees ($400,000), (4) reductions in employee specialized training ($103,000) and (5) 
elimination of external degree fee waivers ($97,000). 

Table 3 

Proposed 1981-82 General Fund Budget Changes 

1980-81 General Fund appropriations ................................................... . 
1. Baseline adjustments 

A. Increase of existing personnel cost 
1. Salary adjustments .......... , .......................................................... . 
2. Full-year funding ....................................................................... . 
3. Faculty promotions~ .................................................................... . 

~1685 

Cost 

$848,008 
1,653,244 
1,062,364 

"Total 
$932,602,334 
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4. Retirement ................................................................................... . -93,662 
5. OASDI ........................................................................................... . 2,884,054 
6. Disability compensation ........................................................... . 450,000 

Total, Increase of existing personnel costs ............................... . $6,804,008 . 
B. Nonrecurring items 

1. Computer replacement (Section 10.1B) ............................... . -$1,705,290 
2. Special appropriation (Chapter 884) ..................................... . -199,690 
3. School district staff development ........................................... . -214,504 
4. Unallocated salary increase ..................................................... . -137,967 
5. Office equipment ....................................................................... . -594,415 
6. 1980-81 enrollment adjustment ............................................... . -2,500,000 

Total, Nonrecurring items ............................................................. . -$5,351,866 
C. Price increase ................................................................................... . $13,382,567 

Total, Baseline adjustments ......................................................... . ($14,834,709) 
2. Program maintenance proposals 

A. Enrollment growth (6,100 FfE) ................................................. . $11,388,305 
B. Special cost 

Instruction 
1. Change in student mix ............................................................. . -$1,429,946 
2. Department chair conversions ............................................... . -97,790 
3. Sabbatical leave replacement ................................................. . -273,17B 
4. Master teacher contracts ............................................................ . -54,100 
5. Other ............................................................................................. . -17,029 

Academic Support 
6. Libraries ...................................................................................... .. -$5B,231 
7. Computing support ................................................................... . 627,910 
B. Ancillary support ......................................................................... . -73,212 
·9. Other ............................................................................................. . 26,888 

Student Services 
10. Supplementary educational services-Educational Op-

11. bj::~;~ s~3~~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $749,753 
-114,715 

12. Financial aid ............................................................................... . B1,665 
13. Other .......................................................................................... .. 1B,633 

Institutional Support 
14. Financial operations ................................................................ .. $152,487 
15. Space management ................................................................ .. ~1,77B 
16. Student admissions and records .......................................... .. 327,896 
17. Employee personnel and records ........................................ .. -53,034 
lB. Logistical service ...................................................................... .. -189,386 
19. Physical plant operations ...................................................... .. 1,230,133 
20. Faculty and staff services ...................................................... .. -73,309 
21. Other ........................................................................................... . B,21B 

Reimbursements 
22. General ...................................................................................... .. -$14,229,130 
23. Student financial aid .............................................................. .. -1,045,739 

Systemwide 
24. Systemwide offices ................................................................... . -$1,410,240 
25. Systemwide provisions ............................................................ .. -4,936,226 

Total, Special cost increases .................................................... .. -$20,769,904 

Total, Program maintenance proposals ................................. . ( -$9,381,599) 
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3. Program change proposals 
A. Augmentations 

1. Student affirmative action ...................................................... .. 
2. Disabled employees .................................. ; ................................ . 
3. Associated Clinics-Los Angeles ............................................ .. 
4. Mt. Laguna Observatory-San Diego .................................. .. 
5. Public safety-San Jose ............................................................. . 

Total, Program change proposals ................................................ .. 
4. Special adjustment.. ......................................... , ... ; ................................ .. 

Total, General Fund Budget Changes ............................................ .. 

Total 1981-82 General Fund budget ...... ; ................ : ........................ .. 

Budget Presentation 

$200,000 
115,000 
45,382 
30,909 

223,291 

$614,582 
-$10,000,000 

-$1,850,308 

$928,670,026 

The CSUC budget is separated into eight program classifications. The first three 
-Instruction, Organized Research, and Public Service-encompass the primary 
educationalfunctions. The remaining five-Academic Support, Student Services, 
Instructional Support, Independent Operations, and Foundations and Auxiliary 
Organizations-provide support services to the three primary programs (see Ta­
ble 1 for an overall outline). 

I. INSTRUCTION 
The Instruction program includes all major instructional activities in which 

students earn academic credit towards a. degree. The program is composed of (1) 
enrollment, (2) regular instruction, (3) special session instruction, and (4) exten-
sion instruction. . 

Proposed expenditures for Instruction in the past, current, and budget years are 
shown in Table 4. 

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 combina­
tion, the product of which equals 15 course units. 

As shown in Table 5, the revised current year enrollment in the CSUC (1980-81) 
is estimated to be 238,775 FTE students. This is an increase of 8,025 FTE (3.5 
percent) over the amount budgeted for 1980-81 and (2) an increase of 5,839 FTE 
(2.5 percent) over the actual 1979-80 enrollment. 

The Governor's Budget projects a 1981-82 enrollment of 236,850 FTE, a decrease 
of 1,925 FTE (0.8 percent) compared to the revised enrollment estimate for 
1980-81, but an increase of 6,100 FTE (2.6 percent) over the amount budgeted for 
1980-81. 



Actual 
1979-80 

1. Regular Instruction .................................... .. 17,933.7 
2. Special Session Instruction ......................... . 529.7 
3. Extension Instruction ................................... . 220.6 

Totals ........................................................... . 18,684.0 
GeneralFund ..................................................... . 17,933.7 
Reirnbursemenfs.......()ther .................................. . 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ......... . 750.3 
Capj~ Outlay Fund for Public Higher Edu-

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

Table 4 
Instruction Program Costs 

Personnel 
Estimated 

1980-81 
17,420.6 

405.8 
191.8 --

18,018.2 
17,4io.6 

597.6 

Proposed 
1981-82 
17,366.1 

425.6 
192.6 

17,984.3 
17,366.1 

618.2 

Actual 
1979-80 

$521,731,573 
7,194,337 
4,052,327 

$532,978,237 
$503, 712,586 

18,018,987 
11,246,664 

n .... ,. Co) 

r- t :;; 
0 ....... ,., 

'"C 
Z 0 ;; CJl 

>oj 
CJl 

CIt t'l -t n ,. 
0 -t Z m 
1::1 

C > Z = 
Expenditures 

<: ><: 
m t'l 
:;II:! 1::1 
CIt c:: 

Change =i n 
-< > 

Amount Percent >oj ,. -0 $11,835,239 2.0% Z Z 
354,490 5.6 Ie 

Estimated Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82 

$593,810,160 $605,645,399 
6,348,980 6,703,470 

171,064 4.7 n 
$12,360,793 

0 
2.0% ~ 

$2,576,809 0.4% m 
5,098,680 25.1 ~. 

525,554 5.3 CIt 

3,604,898 3,775,962 

$603,764,038 $616,124,831 
$573,482,400 $576,059,209 

20,327,760 25,426,440 
9,953,878 10,479,432 

4,.159,750 4,159,750 NA h 
0 ::s -So 
c 
CD 
a. 

..... 
8' 
:3 
0"; 
0"; -
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Table 5 

Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students 
1977-78 to 1981-82 

Actual 1980-81 1981-82 
Campus 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Budget (Revised)" Proposed 
Academic Year 

Bakersfield .................................. 2,322 2,239 2,219 2,220 (2,240) ·2,300 
Chico ............................................ 11,785 11,706 12,190 12,000 (12,474) 12,300 
Dominguez Hills ...................... 4,808 4,778 4,909 4,800 (5,372) 5,300 
Fresno .......................................... 12,405 11,968 12,114 12,000 (12,738) 12,700 
Fullerton .................................... 14,438 14,424 14,886 14,700 (15,369) 15,300 
Hayward .................................... 7,588 7,315 7,459 7,450 (7,543) 7,700 
Humboldt .................................. 6,573 6,475 6,587 6,530 (6,611) 6,600 
Long Beach ................................ 22,018 21,221 21,137 21,050 (21,462) 21,450 
Los Angeles .................. , ............. 15,277 14,344 13,757 14,300 (13,585) 13,800 
Northridge .............................•.... 19,106 18,856 19,405 19,000 (19,697) 19,100 
Pomona ............................. ; ........ 11,147 11,335 11,853 11,750 (12,620) 12,600 
Sacramento ................................ 15,919 15,682 16,217 16,000 (16,942) 16,600 
San Bernardino ........................ 3,222 3,038 3,030 2,950 (3,277) 3,250 
San Diego ............................ : ..... 22,697 22,567 23,896 23,450 (25,168) 24,500 
San Francisco ............................ 17,385 17,128 17,377 17,400 (17,529) 17,400 
San Jose ...................................... 19,623 18,875 18,417 18,000 (17,994) 18,000 
San Luis Obispo ........................ 14,248 14,213 14,500 14,200 (14,617) 14,200 
Sonoma ........................................ 4,605 4,362 4,276 4,100 (4,396) 4,500 
Stanislaus .................................... 2,513 2,474 2,564 2,550 (2,872) 2,900 

Totals ...................................... 227,679 223,000 226,793 224,450 (232,506) 230,500 
Summer Quarter 

Hayward .................................... 931 972 928 940 (941) 950 
Los Angeles ................................ 2,681 2,597 2,478 2,520 (2,494) 2,500 
Pomona ...................................... 1,059 1,043 1,096 1,150 (1,196) 1,220 
San Luis Obispo ........................ 1,349 1,327 1,257 1,270 (1,275) 1,300 

Totals ...................................... 6,020 5,939 5,759 5,880 (5,906) 5,970 
College Year Totals: ..................... 233,699 228,939 232,552 230,330 (238,412) 236,470 
International Programs .............. 375 432 384 420 (363) 380 

Grand Totals .............................. 234,074 229,371 232,936 230,750 (238,775) 236,850 
Change 

FTE .............................................. 2,470 -4,703 3,565 -2,186 (5,839) -1,925 
. Percent ........................................ 1.07% -2.01% 1.55% -0.94% (2.51%) -0.81% 

• Based on Fall 1980 Opening Term Enrollment Report. 

Enrollment Up In Current Year 
Each fall, CSUC surveys the 19 campuses to determine how actual enrollments 

compare to enrollment estimates on which the budget for the current year is 
based. Table 5 shows that CSUC systemwide enrollment for 1980-81 was budgeted 
at 230,750 FTE students. The revised estimate, based on the fall survey, indicates 
that actual enrollment will be 238,775, or 3.5 percent (8,025 FTE students) above 
the budgeted level. (UC enrollments are up an estimated 3.8 percent above the 
budgeted level.) . 

Control Section 28.9 of the annual Budget Act permits the Director of Finance 
to authorize the accelerated expenditure of budget funds by UC and CSUC (not 
to exceed $5 million total) when actual systemwide enrollments exceed budgeted 
enrollments by 2 percent. This may be donein anticipation of a General Fund 
deficiency appropriation. The Department of Finance has notified us that in 1980-
81 it will seek a deficiency appropriation of $5 million to cover the marginal costs 
related to the unbudgeted enrollment in excess of 2 percent in UC and CSUC. Of 
this amount, $2.5 million will go to UC and $2.5 million will go to CSUC.lf there 
were no limit on the accelerated expenditure of budget funds, UC and CSUC 
would have each qualified to seek authorization for accelerated expenditures of 
$6.4 million, or a total of $12.8 million. Both segments have agreed to absorb the 
excess costs over the $5 million authorized in Section 28.9. 



1350 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 661 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY A.ND COLLEGES -Continued 

B. Self-Support Enrollment 
Additional enrollment occurs in extension and special session courses, as shown 

in Table 6. The special session category is comprised of enrollment in self-support­
ingcourses which grant credit towards a degree, including external degree pro­
grams and summer sessions. Extension courses, also self-supporting, are 
predominantly non-credit. These funding policies, however, are being examined 
and changed pursuant to the Legislature's statement of intent last year that Gen­
eral Fund support be directed towards off-campus courses which are part of 
programs leading to a degree (see discussion of off-campus instruction, below). 

Table 6 
Special Session and Extension Program Enrollment 

1975-76 ............ : .............................................. . 
197&-77 ........................................................... . 
1977-78 ........................................................... . 
1978-79 .......................................................... :. 
1979-80 ......................................................... : .. 
1980-81 (est.) ............................................... . 
1981.:..82 (proj.) .............................................. . 

C. Student Composition 

Net EnroUment 
Special 
Session Extension 

64,235 
61,866 
61,611 
56,654 
73,762 
49,962 
67,225 

86,757 
94,609 
80,977 
73,526 
68,636 
61,038 
62,475 

Totals 

150,992 
156,475 
142,588 
130,180 
142,398 
1ll,000 
129,700 

AimualFTE 
Special 
Session Extension 

10,040 6,750 
9,519 6,680 
8,986 6,112 
8,389 5,693 . 
5,749 8,941 
4,942 7,398 
5,125 8,157 

Totals 

16,790 
16,199 
15,098 
14,082 
14,690 
12,340 
13,282 

The composition of the CSUC student body . changed Significantly during the 
1970's, as Table 7 shows. During the past decade, the proportion of undergraduates 
represented by students age 25. and over grew from 19.4 percent in 1970 to 29.2 
percent in 1976; the proportion has since declined slightly to 27.5 percent in 1979. 
Over the same period, the proportion of graduate students composed of those age 
25 or older grew steadily, from 69.0 percent in 1970 to 82.8 percent in 1979. Also 
during this period, the number of part-time students increased relative to the 
number of full-time students, partially reflecting this changing age composition. 
The ratio of full-time to part-time students fell from 2.23 in 1970 to 1.52 in 1976, 
where it has since remained. 

Table 7 

CSUC Comparative Student Data 
.1970. 1976. and 1979 

Students age 25 and over as a percent of all- undergradu-
ates ......... ~ ............................................................................. . 

Students age 25 and over as a percent of all graduate 
students .............................................................................. .. 

Students age 25 and over as a percent of all students .. .. 
Participation rates (Rate per 1,000 populati<.m) of under-

graduate students.25 and over ................................... .. 
Participation rates of all students 25 and over' .............. .. 
Ratio of full-time to part-time students, all levels .......... .. 

• Participation rates based on 25 to 39 year old population. 

Ethnic Composition 

1970 

19.4% 

69.0% 
34.2% . 

11.99 
21.5 

2.23 to 1 

1976 

29.2% 

79.3% 
40.7% 

13.86 
25.1 

1.52 to 1 

1979 

27.5% 

82.8% 
39.4% 

11.64 
22.1 

1.52 to 1 

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 Croup 1972 1974 1976 1978 1979 
Hispanic b .................................................................. 6.3% 6.5% 7.6% 8.6% 8.9% 
Black .......................................................................... 6.1 6.1 6.8 7.7 7.4 
Other minority ........................................................ 8.7 8.0 9.2 9.8 10.3 
White .......................................................................... 78.9 79.4 76.4 73.9 73.4 

Totals ...................................................................... 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

a 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 Hispanics, 
blacks, and other minority students has increased as the proportion of whites has 
declined. Hispanics accounted for 8.9 percent of CSUC's enrollment in fall 1979-
an increase of 2.6 percentage points over fall 1972. Similarly, the proportion of 
black students within the system increased from 6.1 percent to 7.4 percent during 
the 1972-1979 period. Two factors appear to explain this trend: (1) the increasing 
proportion of minority group members among those eligible to attend CSUC and 
(2) increased student affirmative action efforts on the part of CSUC (described 
later in this analysis). ' 

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 aca­
demic affairs are included in the instruction program. These positions are author­
ized according to specific formulas and include (1) deans, (2) coordinators of 
teacher education, (3) academic planners, (4) department chairmen, and (5) 
related clerical positions. Collegewide administration above the dean of' school 
level is reported under the institutional support program. 

A. Student Workload 
During most of the past decade, student workload in the CSUC system was 

declining. In 1978-79 and 1979-80, however, this trend reversed as the average 
student workload increased slightly. Simply put, students are beginning to take 
more course units per academic year. Table 9 shows the trend in student workload 
over the past 10 years. 

Table 9 

Average Student Workload 

1970--71 ............................................................................................. . 
1971-72 ............................................................................................ .. 
1972-73 ............................................................................................ ,. 
1973-74 ............................................................................................. . 
1974-75 ......... , ................................................................................... . 
1975-76 .; .......................................................................................... .. 
1976-77 ............................................................................................ .. 
1977-78 ............................................................................................ .. 
1978-79 ............................................................................................. . 
1979-80 ............................................................................................. . 

Annual 
FTE 

197,454 
204,224 
213,974 
218,075 
221,285 
229,642 
225,358 
227,679 
223,000 
226,793 

Student 
Average Workload 

Term Academic Per 
EnroUment Year" Term 

242,474 24.43 12.22 
259,185 23.64 11.82 
273,465 23.47 11.74 
281,678 23.23 11.62 
289,072 22.96 11.48 
303,429 22.70 11.35 
298,604 22.64 11.32 
303,946 22.47 11.24 
296,875 22.53 11.26 
299,987 22.68 11.34 

a Expressed in semester units. Annual FfE X 30 7 average term enrollments. 
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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 10 shows, from 1974-75 through 1976-77, CSUC faculty were budgeted 
on a student-faculty ratio ofl7.8:1. Since 1977-78, the student-faculty ratio has been 
adjusted to reflect shifts in student demand among academic disciplines (de­
scribed below). Thus, the 1979-80 budgeted student-faculty ratio of 17.72:1 reflects 
the impact of (1) an increase of 147.5 faculty positions resulting from shifts in 
student demand and (2) a net change of zero faculty positions resulting from (a) 
a decrease of 192.5 faculty positions due to mandated reductions and (b) a one­
time increase of an equal number of faculty positions through special legislation 
(Chapter 1176, Statutes of 1979). 

In 1980-81, the Legislature approved the Governor's Budget proposal to aug­
ment faculty resources, effectively restoring them to the student-faculty ratio 
prevailing prior to 1979-80 (17.8:1); this ratio was then adjusted for shifts in student 
demand, resulting in a budgeted student-faculty ratio, of 17.67:1 in 1980-81. The 
Governor's Budget for 1981-82 continues the practice of budgeting for shifts in 
student demand, which results in a student-faculty ratio of 17.75:1. 

Table 10 
CSUC Student-Faculty Ratios 

Faculty Positions Student-Faculty Ratio 
Budgeted Actual Budgeted Actual 

'1967~ .. ""." ... ""."."""" .... ""." .. "."."',, .. 8,842.9 8,545.8 16.38 17.21 
1968-69 .................... "' .......................... " .. . 10,001.3 9,592.7 16.21 17.35 
1969-70 ..................................................... . 11,333.1 11,176.1 15.98 16.67 
1970-71 ..................................................... . 12,343.5 11,749.0 16.26 17.34 
1971-72 ............................................ " ....... . 12,081.3 11,783.3 18.25 17.91 
1972-73 ..................................................... . 12,698.8 12,415.7 17.94 17.74 
1973-74 ...................................................... . 13,068.1 12,846.0 17.82 17.45 
1974-75 ................................................ "'." 12,973.3 12,770.8 17.80 17.78 
1975-76 ..................................................... . 12,900.6 12,902.3 17.80 18.27 
1976-77 ..................................................... . 13,427.0 13,157.9 17.80 17.58 
1977-78 ..................................................... . 13,364.5 13,211.2 17.66 17.23 
1978-79 ..................................................... . 13,431.0 13,090.2 17.63 17.49 
1979-80 ......... : ........................................... . 12,918.6 12,930.4 17.72 17.98 
1980-81 .................................................... " 13,034.2 17.67 
1981-82 a (proposed) ............................. . 13,320.3 17.75 

a The 1981-82 budget was prepared by a method utilizing the mode and level SeD distribution reported 
for the 197~ Academic Year. This yields a student-faculty ratio of 17.75:1. 

Shift in Student Demand 
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 lower cost 
liberal arts and social sciences areas to the more expensive technically- and occupa­
tionally-oriented disciplines. This was done because the latter disciplines require 
more faculty to teach a given number of students; consequently, a constant stu­
dent-faculty ratio would have resulted in a de facto drop in faculty resources 
relative to need. . 
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The Budget Acts of 1978 and 1979 continued the policy byproviding an addition­
a1129.1 and 147.2 faculty positions, respectively. The 1980 Budget Act, however, 
reflected the impact of a shift in student demand in the opposite direction, result­
ing in an increase of only 84.6 positions (62.6 positions less than the 1979-80 adjust­
ments). This shift back towards lower~cost disciplines is projected to continue in 
1981-82. The Governor's Budget therefore provides a student demand adjustment 
of only 27.4 positions (57.2 positions less than the 1980-81 adjustments). 

Table 11 shows the effects of these adjustments on faculty positions since 1979-
80. The table also shows that a total of 13,320.3 faculty positions are budgeted in 
1981-82. 

Table 11 
CSUC Faculty Positions, Showing 

Effects of Student Demand Adjustments 

Budgeted Budgeted 
1979-80 1980-81 

Prior .year base ............................................................................. . 
Enrollment change adjustment ............................................... . 
Shift in student demand adjustment ..................................... . 

Total requested ........................................................................... . 
Budget changes ........................................................................... . 
Total budgeted ............................................................................. . 

• Includes reduction of 192.5 from prior year allocation. 
b One year allocation. 

Table 12 

13,238.5 • 
-445.0 
+i8.l 

12,811.6 
107.5 b 

12,918.6 

Faculty Workload Indicators 

Indicator Fall 1977 Fall 1978 
1. General descriptors 

Faculty FrE a ••.•..•.•.••........•..........•..•..........••.••.••... 12,813.3 12,799.9 
. b 

234,704 229,697 Enrollment FrE ................................................ 
Lecture and Laboratory sections per faculty 

FrE ................................................................ 3.9 3.9 
Average lecture class size .................................. 27.4 27.0 
Average laboratory class size ............................ 20.1 19.7 
Percent of regular faculty with PhD .............. 69.6% 70.2% 

2. Faculty contact hours per week 
Lecture and laboratory contact hours per fac-

ulty ,FrE ............................. , .......................... 12.9 12.9 
Independent study contact hours per faculty 

FrE ................................................................ 4.3 4.1 
Total contact hours per faculty FrE .............. 17.2 17.0 

3. Weighted Teaching Units (WTU) 
Lecture and laboratory WTU per' faculty 

FrE ..................................................... , .......... 11.2 11.2 
Independent study WTU per faculty FrE .. 1.7 1.6 
Total WTU per faculty FrE ............................ 12.9 12.8 
seu C per WTU· .................................................... 21.24 21;02 
seu per faculty FrE ...................................... ; ... 274.8 269.5 

12,811.6 
+86.2 
-62.6 

12,835.2 
199.0 

13,034.2 

Fall 1979 

12,459.8 
231,395 

4.0 
27.6 
20.0 
71.3% 

12.8 

4.5 
17.3 

11.3 
1.7 

13.0 
21.47 

278.7 

Requested 
1981-82 
13,034.2 
+343.3 
-57.2 

13,320.3 

Change 

-340.1 
1,698 

0.1 
0.6 
0.3 
1.1% 

0.1 

0.4 
0.3 

0.1 
0.1 
0.2 
0.45 
9.5 

a Full-time-equivalent (FTE) faculty, the sum of instructional faculty positions reported used. 
b Full-time-equivalent(FTE) student equals 15 student credit units. 
C Student credit units. 
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Faculty Workload Data 
Some· of the basic measures of faculty workload are average class size, the 

number of student-faculty contact hours, the number of weighted teaching units 
(WTU) taught by faculty and the number of student credit units (SCU)gener­
ated. Table 12 shows these measures, which for the most part remained rather 
static during the 1977-1979 period. 

Part-Time and Temporary Faculty 
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 appointments comprising the majority of faculty 
positions, while full-time temporary and part-time appointments are used to meet 
limited, short-term needs. 

Since the early 1970s the mix of these four types of appointments has changed 
as shown in Table 13. 

Table 13 
Composition of CSUC Faculty 

By Type of Appointment, Fall 1972 to Fall 1979 

Tenured 
1972............................ 52.1% 
1973 ........... ;................ 55.4 
1974............................ 60.8 
1975 ............................ 61.5 
1976 ............................ 62.5 
1977 ............................ 62.5 
1978 .............................. 63.5 
1979 ............................ 65.7 

Subtotal 
Tenured and 

Probationary Probationary 
30.1 % (82.2% ) 
24.3 (79.7) 

. 17.9 (78.7) 
14.7 (76.2) 
12.7 (75.2) 
13.0 (75.5) 
12.0 (75.5) 
10.0 (75.7) 

Full-Time 
Temporary 

5.8% 
7.0 
7.1 
9.4 
9.1 
7.8 
8.0 
8.3 

Part-
1Yme 
11.9% 
13.3 
14.2 
14.4 
15.6 
16.7 
16.5 
16.0 

Subtotal 
Full-Time 

Temporary and 
Pillt-1Yme 

(17.8%) 
(20.3) 
(21.3) 
(23.8) 
(24.8) 
(24.5) 
(24.5) 
(24.3) 

In fall 1972, 17.8 percer.t of the positions were filled by either full-time or 
part-time faculty appointments. By fall 1976, this proportion had increased to 24.8 
percent. The full-time temporary and part-time percentage. has since declined 
slightly, to 24.3 in 1979. 

C. State Support of Off-Campus Instruction 
Prior to 1976, CSUC policy provided that off-campus instruction degree pro­

grams must be (1) separate and apart from the regular instruction programs and 
(2) . 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 Trust­
ees 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 197&-79 Governor's Budget;. as introduced, proposed to phase iIi this fund­
ing shift. The budget requested General Fund support for off~campusdegree 
programs So that fees for off-campus students ultimately would be no greater than 
those charged comparable students in regular, on-campus instruction programs. 
The Legislature, however, did not approve this request and instead directed 
CPEC to study various kinds of extended education all three higher education 
segments. 

The CPECreport, submitted in March 1980, recommended that, in providing 
funding for off-campus programs ofUC and CSUC, priority be given to: (1) degree 
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programs, in preference to courses not leading to a degree, (2) upper division 
courses, in preference to graduate courses, and (3) geographic areas and educa­
tional needs not currently served by accredited institutions. With respect to CSUC, 
the CPEC report specifically recommended that state support for external degree 
programs be phased in, with support limited to: 1,600 FTE students in 1980-81, 
2,100 FTE students in 1981-82, and 2,600 FTE students in 1982-83. 

The Legislature directed in the 1980 Budget Act that state support for off­
campus courses in CSUC be provided in accordance with these recommendations. 
The Legislature further directed that, beginning January 1981, CSUC report annu­
ally on the current and projected off-campus FTE students, according to the 
following categories: 

• Consortium 
• External degree programs 
• Miscellaneous courses 

(1) Those part of external degree programs 
(2) Those not part of-external degree programs 

• Major centers 
This information has been submitted to the Legislature. 
In addition, the Legislature directed that CSUC report by January 1, 1983 on 

progress made in directing General Fund support to off-campus programs, within 
the limitations and guidelines recommended by the CPEC report. The Chancel­
lor's Office indicates that it will be prepared to comment on such progress made 
to date during budget hearings. 

WRITING SKILLS 
By almost any measure, writing skills, both nationally and within CSUC, have 

shown a marked decline in recent years. In 1978, the Legislature took the following 
steps to help 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," and 

• provided $605,442 to support the differential cost of a reduced student-faculty 
ratio f0r the remedial writing program. 

The Legislature continued these policies in the 1980 Budget Act, appropriating 
$450,408 for the administration of the English Placement Test and $2,157,136 for 
the differential cost of remedial writing programs. The differential cost is based 
on the assumption that (1) all students scoring below 150 on the English Place­
ment Test will be placed in a remedial writing program and (2) the remedial 
programs will be staffed at an enriched student-faculty ratio of 12:1. . 

Because of campus problems in implementing the English Placement Test and 
remedial writing programs, noted in last year's Analysis of the Budget Bil~ the 
Legislature included the following language in the 1980 Budget Act: 

Provided further, that $1,967,068 appropriated by this item for the differential 
costs of the writing skills program shall not be expended until the Chancellor 
of the Californill State University and Colleges certifies to the Department of 
Finanqe that he has approved a plan for each campus which, commencing in 
1980-81, describes how such campus shall ensure that incoming students take 
the English Plaqement Test (EPT) and required such .students scoring below 
150 on the EPT to be placed in a remedial writing program. 
The 1981-82 Governor's Budget provides a total of $2,503,5lO to continue the 

writing skills program. Of this amount, $619,437 is for the administration of the 
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English Placement· Test and $1,884,073 is for the differential cost of remedial 
writing programs. 

We withhold recommendation, pending receipt of additional information from the Chan~ 
eel/or's Office,' 

English Placement Test (EPT) 
. The EPT was developed in 1976 by CSUG 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 freshmen, 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 written essay section requiring approxi­
mately 45 minutes. 

Unlike most standardized tests of writing skills, the EPT is specifically designed· 
to differentiate among students scoring in the lower levels. As a result, the stand­
ard distribution of scores on the EPT does not describe a normal (bell-shaped 
curve) distribution; instead, the distribution of test scores is skewed to the left, as 
Chart 1 shows. 

Chart 1 

Standard Distribution of Scores 
On the English Placement Test 

If ")}:?'l Students required to be placed in a remedial writing progrCim, under 
"""""" terms of 1980 Budget Act language. 

120 130 140 150 160 170 180 
Score Scale 

!:lOUr! !' ~ ducahonal T estrng Service Tht: California 5laft: UrllVerslly and .Colleges A Descnptlve Guide for the English Placement 
Tt~st. Post May Administration. Berkeley, 1978. p 2 

Chart 1 shows that, while the higher 55 percent are confined to less than a 20 
point range, the lower 45 percent of students tested encompass a 30 point range 
in scores (120 to 150). Thus, the score distribution facilitates finer distinction. 
among low-scoring students. The chart also shows those students who were re­
quired to be placed in remedial writing programs, under the terms of the 1980 
Budget Act language (shaded area). 
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Campus Implementation Inadequate 
As. of mid~January 1981, definitive information on the status of campus writing 

skills programs was not available. Preliminary information provided by the Chan­
cellor's Office, however, indicates that the majority of campuses are noUn compli­
ance with the Budget Act language. Specifically, the information shows that (1) 
up to 11 of the 19 CSUC campuses either use no specific cut-off score or use a 
cut-off score below 150 on the EPT f9r placing students in remedial writing pro­
grams and (2) up to 11 campuses fail to require students scoring below their 
respective cut-off scores to receive some form of remedial assistance. As a result, 
the Chancellor's Office had .not released to the campuses the funds appropriated 
in the 1980 Budget Act. We understand that the Chancellor's Office is considering 
two alternatives with regard to these funds: (1) release funds only to campuses in 
compliance with the Budget Act language, or (2) withhold funds from all cam­
puses pending certification of systemwide compliance, 

Based on the preliminary information provided by the Chancellor's Office, it is 
possible that the amount of funding requested for writing skills programs in the 
Governor's Budget may exceed justifiable campus needs. The funding provided 
in the Governor's Budget is based on two assumptions: (1) that campuses will use 
a score of 150 on the English Placement Test as the cut-off score for placement in 
remedial writing programs and (2) that all students scoring below the cut-off score 
of 150 will, in fact, receive remedial assistance at an enriched student-faculty ratio. 
As noted above, however, CSUC campuses apparently have not bee.n operating 
within these assumptions. Instead, many campuses (1) fail to require that low­
scoring students receive remedial assistance and (2) adopt cut-off scores below 
150.. .. 

Because of the distribution of scores on the EPT shown in Chart 1, a reduction 
of a few points in the cut-off score results in a substantial decrease in the number 
of students identified as in need of remedial assistance. Some campuses, in fact, 
have adopted cut-off scores as low as 140, thereby effectively denying 30 percent 
of the target group an opportunity to receive needed remedial assistance. 

The Chancellor's Office has indicated that more definitive information will be 
submitted to the Legislature sometime prior to budget hearings. We will advise 
the fiscal subcominittees of our recommendations once we have analyzed this 
information. In light of the apparent problems with the writing skills program, 
however, we withhold recommendation on this item at this time. 

JOINT DOCTORAL PROGRAMS 

Phase-Out Recommended 
We recommend that the CSUC joint doctoral programs be phased out by (1) allowing no 

new enrollments in 1981-82 and (2) budgeting the programs in a special budget act item so 
that related savings will accrue to the General Fund. Short-run savings in 1981-82 are indeter­
minable; long-run savings will equal approximately $825,()()(Jper year. 

At the time the Master Plan for Higher Education was being developed, repre­
sentatives of the California State Colleges (later CSUC) argued that, with the 
research function assigned to UC, the State Colleges needed the authority to 
award do.ctoral degrees. Otherwise, they maintained, the system would be relegat­
ed to second-rate status. Consequently, a compromise was struck wherein the 
Master Plan granted CSUC the authority to award the doctorate jointly with Uc. 
At present, sixjoint doctoral programs (chemistry, ecology, genetics, multicultural 
education, and two in special education) are supported at three CSUC campuses 
(Los Angeles, San Diego, and San Francisco). The Governor's Budget proposes 
$824,643 for support of the joint doctoral programs in 1981-82. 

The joint doctoral programs, however, have failed to live up to their promise of 
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becoming an integral part of CSUC's educational mission: In fact, in the 14 years 
since the first joint doctoral degree was conferred.in 1967 through 1980; only 77 
additional degrees have been awarded-an average off ewer than siX degrees per 
year . Given such a minimal output of degrees, we must seriously question whether 
CSUC's ability to grant the doctorate jointly with UC' serves any meaningful 
purpose iIi enhancing the system's .educational status. Our analysis indicates that 
the joint doctoral programs have remained a group of programs characterized by 
modest enrollments, low output of degrees, and extremely high costs. For these 
reasons, we recommend that funding for the joint doctoral programs be. phased 
out. 

High Cost, Low Output 
From 1974-75 through 1979-80 (the most recent year for which data are a:vail~ 

able) ,. CSUC expenditures for the joint doctoral programs totaled $3,900,156. Dur­
ing this same time period, 47 doctorates were awarded, resulting in a cost pet 
doctorate awarded of approximately $83,000. The total state cost per doctorate 
awarded, however, was higher because: . 

• This figure does not reflect support provided. for joint doctoral students in 
residence at UC. (Typically, the student spends halfofhis enrollment on a UC 

. campus and half on a CSUC campus.) Figures for UC expenditures associated 
, With the joint doctoral programs are not available. . 

• During this time period (1974-75 to 1979-80), joint doctoral students were 
routinely counted as being in residence simultaneously at UC and CSUC, 
effectively resulting in "double-funding". (This practice, noted in a recent 
CPECreport on the joint. doctoral programs, has since been terminated.) 

CPEC Examination of Joint Doctoral Programs-
Because of the perceived problems with the joint doctoral programs, in 1979 the 

Legislature directed CPEC to conduct a comprehensive ex!tmination of the pro­
gram. 

The CPEC report was submitted in February 1980. It concluded in part that: 
• Average enrollments in all programs, except those in SpecialEducation, have 

fallen short of the number projected when. the programs were initiated. 
• Enrollments and degree production in two of the six programs (Ecology and 

Genetics) have been minimal. 
• Although most students report satisfaction with their programs, there were 

frequent complaints regarding poor coordination between' UC and CSUc. 
• Only programs in Special Education are supplying a need that could not be 

met by existing, single campus programs: 
Thus; on the basis of this information,' there is little justification for' any jOint 
doctoral programs other than those in Special Education. 

Enrollments in the Special Education programs do,'in fact, indicate a moderate 
demand for these programs. In 1980-81,forexample, enrollments in the Special 
Education doctoral programs at· Los Angeles and San Francisco' total 43.3 FTE 
students, or 52 percent of total FTE enrollments in all joint doctoral programs. An 
examination of the productivity of the joint doctoral programs in Special Educa-' 
tion, however, indicates that these programs are also characterized by a high cost 
per doctorate awarded. .. 

Table 14 shows that, between the time each of the joint doctoral programs in 
Special Education were established and 1979-80,.47 doctoral degrees wereaward~ 
ed. Looking at the years for which cost data are available, 1974-75 to 1979-80, the 
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Table 14 
Productivity of Joint Doctoral Programs in Special Education 

1966-67 to 1979-80 
, Doctoral Degrees 

Awarded 
Los AngeJes' San Francisco b 

1966-67 to 1973-74 .............................................................. 5 7 
1974-75.................................................................................... 0 3 
1975-76.................................................................................... 2 3 
1976-77.................................................................................... 2 6 
1977-78 ........................................................................ ,........... 2 5 
1978-79.................................................................................... 5 5 
1979-80.................................................................................... 1 1 

Totals .................................................................................. 17 30 
Average cost per doctorate awarded, 1974-75 to 

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

• Established 1968. 
b Established 1967. 
C Data not available. 
d Total for 1974-75 to 1979--80. 

CSUC 
Expenditures 

NAc 

$262,607 
292,402 
333,869 
338,113 
346,640 
393,674 

$1,967,305d 

$56,209 

table shows that the CSUC expenditure per doctorate awarded averaged $56,209. 
Again, the total state cost was greater than this amount, for the two reasons noted 
above. 

Given the high cost and low output of the joint doctoral progrms, we conclude 
that the programs are not cost-effective and should be phased out by allowing no 
new enrollments in 1981-82. If a continuing need for doctoral programs in Special 
Education exists, it can be met through the Uriiversity of California. Finally, we 
recommend that the joint doctoral programs be budgeted in a special Budget Act 
item so that the savings resulting from phasing out these programs will accrue to 
the General Fund. 

CAMPUS SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 

Apparent Underfunding 
We recommend that the Legislature direct the Chancellor's Office and the Department 

of Finance to discuss the consequences of an apparent $1.9 million underfunding of the 
CSUC 1981~2 campus suppJies and services budget. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an expenditure of $34,417,378 for supplies and 
services in 1981-82. This amount was determined by applying a 5 percent price 
increase to the amount budgeted in the current year, as adjusted for such factors 
as changesin enrollments and in the sizeofthe physical plant. The increase in the 
supplies and services budget thus calculated totals $2,615;907 (5.8 percent) 'over 
the amount budgeted in the current year. ,. ' 

The Chancellor's Office-maintains that the 5 percent price increase provided by 
the Governor's Budget does not adequately compensate for the impacts of infla­
tion on the supplies and services budget. In support of this argument, the Chancel­
lor's Office cites the performance of the supplies and materials component ofthe 
Higher Education Price Index (HEPI), which shows an annual price increase of 
18.1 percent in1979-80. HEPI data for 1980-81 and 1981-82 are not yet available; 
however, the Chancellor's Office estimates inflation in the supplies and services 
budget to be 12 percent for these two years. The costs of petroleum-based chemi­
cals and other supplies used in CSUC laboratories have risen especially rapidly in 
recent years., In recognition of the extraordinary impact that inflation has had on 
the purchasing power of the supplies and services budget, the Governor's Budget 
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last year provided a special 10 percent price increase for 1980-81. 

Item 661 

If the price increases cited by the Chancellor's Office are representative of 
CSUC's experience, what the Governor's Budget characterizes as "program main­
tenance" may in fact be a substantial program cut. Our analysis indicates that, if 
the 12 percent price increase estimated by the Chancellor's Office is correct, the 
Governor's Budget falls short of maintaining existing program levels by approxi­
mately$1.9 million. In view of this possibility, we recommend that the Legislature 
direct the Chancellor's Office and the Department of Finance to comment on (1) 
the amount of the apparent underfunding in the supplies and services budget and 
(2) how any deficit in this budget will be met. 

II. RESEARCH 
The CSUC faculty is authorized to perform research activities consistent with 

the system's primary instructional function. Research is funded by many groups, 
including business, industry and federal and state agencies. No General Fund 
support is provided. 

Table 15 shows the estimated research expenditures in the prior, current, and 
budget years. This table covers only those projects awarded directly to individual 
campuses. Research projects awarded to campus foundations (estimated to be 
$10.5 million in 1981-82) are not included. 

Table 15 
Organized Research Expenditures' 

Actual Estimated Proposed· Change 
1~ 1980-81 1981-82 Amoimt Percent 

Expenditures .............................................................. $48,981 $81,704 $82,050 $346. 0.4% 
Personnel.................................................................... 2.9 . 5.1 5.1 

a Does not include approximately $10.5 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 educa­
tional service to members of the community. Mini-courses are offered in a variety 
of general interest and professional growth subjects. 

General public service involves making availale to the community various re­
sources which exist within the CSUc. Examples are conferences and institutes on 
subjects such as urban and international affairs, general advis()ryservices, and 
reference bureaus. Oftentimes, individual events enhance the public service pro­
gram, 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 16 shows Public Service expenditures in the prior, current, and budget 
years. 

Table. 16 
Public Service Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1~ 1980-81 1981-82 

Expenditures .............................................. $739,669 $476;614 
16 

$593,137· 
16 Personnel ................................................... . 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$116,523 24.4% 



Actual 
Elements 1979-80 

1. Libraries ............................................ 1,639.6 
2. Audio-visual services ...................... 389.6 
3. Computing support ........................ 553.8 
4. Ancillary supporL ........................... 478.8 

Totals ................................................. 3,061.8 
General Fund .......................... ; ............. 3,055.7 
Reimbursements ............. : ...................... 
Continuing Education Revenue 

Fund, ............................................... 6.1 

Table 17 
Academic·Support Program Expenditures 

Personnel 
Estimated Proposed Actual Estimated 

1980-81 1981-82 1979-80 1980-81 
1,655.0 1,624.9 $47,944,767 $57,815,055 

390.1 387.2 10,565,586 11,594,172 
564.9 576.2 24,515,220 31,402,348 
383.7 365.3 12,500,126 11,995,383 

2,993.7 2,953.6 $95,525,699 $112,806,958 
2,987.5 2,947.7 ~878,404 $112;239,970 

587,298 471,111 

6.2 5.9 79,997 95,877 

Expenditures 
Proposed 
1981-82 
$59,133,467 
11,910,029 
32,372,451 
12,009,273 

$115,425,220 
$114,863,904 

466,614 

94,702 

Chan/!e 
Amount Percent 
$1,318,412 . 2.3% 

315,857 2.7 
970,1033.1 

13,890 0.1 

$2,618,262 2.3% 
$2,623,934 2.3% 

-4,497 -1.0 

~1,175 -1.2 
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IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

Item 661 

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) audiovisual services and television services, (3) 
computing support and (4) ancillary support. 

Expenditures for the Academic Support program: in the past, current, and 
budget years are shown in Table 17. 

LIBRARIES 
The library function includes (1) the acquisition and processing of books, pam­

phlets, periodicals and documents, (2) the maintenance of the catalog and index­
ing systems, (3) the provision of reference services to students and faculty, and (4) 
campus libraries. 

A. Library Development 
The Governor's Budget provides $2,385,854 for the continuation of a library 

improvement plan in 1981-82. This plan, which was begun in 1973-74,seeks to 
improve campus library utilization through interlibrary cooperation and automa­
tion .. 

Two major improvement projects have been designed 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, auto­
mated 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 academic and public 
libraries to assist in the cataloging and classification of books. 

Circulation Control Transactors 
We recommend approval. 

In 1978-79, the implementation plan for library development was significantly 
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 circu­
lation control transactors. These transactors will improve service to patrons by 
automating many routine library functions such .as logging books in and out and 
placing holds on books out on loan. More importantly, from a system viewpoint 
the circulation control transactors will provide a readily accessible accounting of 
the libraries'complete inventory, including the status of each book. This will 
enhance interlibrary loans and provide a basis for more effective book purchasing. 

The installation of circulation control transactors on all CSUCcampuses is sched­
uled to be completed in 1981-82. The Governor's Budget provides $1,611,881 to 
complete these installations. 

B~ Library Staffing Report Delayed 
Inlast year's Analysis. we noted that the installation of the OCLC automated 

cataloging support system on all CSUC campuses had resulted in a major improve­
ment in the libraries' capabilities to process n~wly acquired volumes. This in­
creased capability, however, had not been reflected in the CSUC formula relating 
library staffing needs to the number of volumes acquired. Accordingly, the 1980 
Budget Act directed that the Chancellor's Office report (1) by November 1, 1980, 
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on recommended changes in the alloca:tion of library technical procssing positions 
and (2) by December 1, 1981, on recommended changes in library staffing for-
mulas resulting from automation. .. . ..... . 

As of mid-January lQ81,only a prelimina:ryreport had be.en submitted. We have 
been informed that the Chancellor's Office Will combine the first report with the 
second and submit both in final form by February 1. Accqrdingly, we Will review 
both reports prior t.o budget hearings and.make comments as appropriate. 

C. Library Acquisitions 
The 1972-73 Legislaturetook the following two interrelated actions affecting the 

CSUC library system: (1) it approved a modified Jorm of the Trustees' Library 
Dev-elopmentPlan (described above) and (2) itestablished-a total holdings goal 
equal to 40 volumes per FTE stUdent by 1985. To achieve this goal, the Legislature 
approved funding for a volume acquisition 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 expected. Consequent~ 
ly, the acquisition rate was reduced to 439,000 volumes per year, where it remained 
until 1979, when the Legislature approved an increase in the acquisition rate to 
465,200 volumes per year. Last year, the Legislature approved a further increase 
in the acquisition rate of20,OOO volumes per year, thereby bringing the total annual 
volume acquisition rate to 485,200. 

Whether CSUC Will achieve the objective of 40 volumes per FTE in 1985 de­
pends on (1) the annual number of volumes acquired and (2) the total number 
of FTE students in 1984--85. In fact, CSUC met the goal in 1978-79 when estimated 
holdings reached 40.7 volumes per FTE student. Since all projections point to a 
decreased systemwide enrollment in 1985, it is virtually certain that the goal will 
be exceeded in that year, even if nomoreyoltimes are acquired. 

Table 18 shows the current systemwide holdings, by campus. As the table shows, 
systemwide holdings currently average 42.1 volumes per FTEstudent. 

Table 18 

CSUC Library Holdings 

Campus 
Bakersfield ............................................. ... 
Chico ......................................................... . 
Dominguez _ Hills ..................................... . 
Fresno· ........ : .................................... : ......... . 
Fullerton ...... ; ............................................ . 
Hayward : ............................. : ......... ; .......... . 
Humboldt ................................................. . 
Long Beach .................. ; .......................... . 
Los Angeles ............................................. . 
Northridge ............................................... . 
Pomona ..................................................... . 
Sacramento ............................................. . 
San Bernardino ....................................... . 
San Diego ................. ; ............................... . 
San Francisco ....................................... ... 
San Jose ....................................................... . 
San Luis Obispo ..................................... . 
Sonoma ..................................................... . 
Stanislaus ...... , .......................................... . 

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

Countable 
Holdings 

as 01 
6/30/80 

206,425 
536,447 
247,006 
608,051 
492,376 
603,887 
265,906 
738,(m 
746;794 
723,340 
350,199 
668,583 
319,194 
761,257 
580,907 
683,793 
539,962 
303,893 
202;426 

9,578,523 

Volumes 
Budgeted 

to be 
Purchased 

1980/81 
12,649 
25,116 
16,203 
25,6(i2 
29!)Rl 
19,961 
18;082 
37,799 
29,280 
34,981 . 
24,976 
32,048 
13,652 
41,367 
34,041 
34,257 
27,820 
15,073 
12,966 

485,200 

Estimated 
Countable 
Holdings 
-6/30/81 

219,074 
561,563 
263,209 
633,713 
521,643 
623;848 
283,988 
775,876 
776,074 
758,321 
375,175 
700,631 
332;846 
802,624 
614,948 
718,050 
567,782 
318,966 
215,392 

10,063,723 

Estimated 
Estimated Holdings 

FTE perFTE 
1980/81 1980/81 

2,240 97.8 
12,474 45.0 
5,372 48.9 

12,738 49.7 
15,369 33.9 
8,484 73.5 
6,611 . 42.9 

21,462 36.1 
16,079 _ 48.2 
19,697 . 38.4 
13,816 27.1 
16,942 41.3 
3,277 101.5 

25,168 31.8 
17,529 35.0 
17,994 39.9 
15,892 35.7 
4,396 72.5 
2,872 74.9 

238,775 42.1 
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D. Volume Acquisition Rate Formula 
We recommend an augmentation of$128,058 to enable CSUC to acquire an additional 

3,948 library volumes in 1981-82, based on the operation of a new library volume acquisition 
rate formula .. (Augment Item G61·(}()1-(}()1 by $128,058.) 

As noted above, the acquisition rate of 500,000 volumes per year approved in 
1972-73 was established to enable CSUC to achieve a holdings goal of 40 volumes 
per FTE student in 1985. Now that the objective has, for all practical purposes, 
been achieved, the question becomes: What is an appropriate annual acquisition 
rat~ needed to maintain the collection and keep up with expansions in knowledge? 
Recognizing last year that sufficient information was not available to justify a 
particular acquisition .rate, the Legislature directed that a committee be convened 
to examine the issue of an appropriate library volume acquisition rate for CSUc. 

AltemativeApproaches. The report of the library volumes task force, which 
was submitted in January 1981, discusses three alternative approaches to library 
volume acquisition, each of which is based on an examination of library volume 
budgeting practices at 191 public, nondoctoral-granting institutions nationwide. 
These alternative approaches are as f<;>llows: 

Altemative#l (Regression Line): This formula describes the line which best 
relates the budgeting practices of the 191 comparison institutions. to their re­
spective student enrollments. The formula is: 

V = 3,065 + 1.73 S 
where V represents the annual number of volumes acquired and S represents 
the enrollment offull-time equivalent (FTE) students. Using CSUC's budgeted 
1981-82 campus enrollments. This formula generates an annual acquisition rate 
of 467,330 volumes, which is 17,870 volumes fewer than the current rate of 
485,200 volumes. . 

Altemative #2 (CSUC Proposal): This formula describes a line which pro­
vides an enhanced library volume acquisition rate at all levels of enrollment, in 
comparison to the regression line. In addition, special enrichment is provided 
for smaller campuses with enrollments below 10,000 FTE students. Theformula 
is: 

For campuses with. fewer 
than 10,000 FTE students: V = 13,500 + 1.0 S 

For campuses with 10,000 
to 14,999 FTE students: V = 23,500 + 1.5 (S over 10,000) 

For campuses with ·15,000 
or more FTE students: V = 31,500 + l.5 (S over 15,000) 

Based on 1981-82 budgeted enrollments, this formula generates an annual acqui­
sition rate of 538,955 volumes, which is 53,755 volumes greater than the current 
rate. 

Altemative #3 (Legislative Analyst's Proposal): This formula describes a line 
which closely follows the regression line in the enrollment range of 10,000 or 
more FTE students. In addition, some enrichment is provided for smaller cam­
puses with enrollments below 10,000 FTE students. The formula is: 

For campuses with fewer than 
10,000 FTE students: V = 10,000 + l.0 S 

For campuses with ·10,000 or 
more FTE students: V = 20,000 + l.75 (S over 10,000) 
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Based on 1981,.,82 budgeted enrollments, this formula generates an annualacqui­
sition rateof489,148yolumes; which is 3,948 volumes greater than the current 
rate. 
From a purely statistical standpoint, it might be argued that the regressipn line 

represents the "best" formula. This approach,. however; makesI).o allowance for 
the fact that the smaller CSUC campuses have historically been. budgeted at a 
richer level than their counterparts nationwide. Thus, .atotal reliance on the 
regression approach could lead to significant reductions in the library volume 
acquisition rates of these smaller CSUG campuses. As noted, both CSUC's 
proposed formula and the Analyst's proposal provide an enriched level of funding 
for the smaller campuses-:-the difference between the two is the degree of enrich­
ment. 

Chart 2 presents a graphic comparison- of the regression line of best fit, CSUC's 
proposed formula, and the Legislative Analyst's proposal. As the chart shows, our 
(Legislative Analyst) formula closely follows the regression line of best fit in the 
range of 10,000 FTE students and above. Below this level, the formula provides 
adequate support for the smaller campuses to continue to maintain their previous, 
enriched level of acquisitions. In addition, the Legislative Analyst's proposal pro­
vides some enrichment for the larger campuses in comparison to. their 1980-81 
budgetedvohime acquisitions (the most. recent Yl:lar for which data are aVailable ). 
In contrast, the line described by theCSUC formula· lies consistently above botll 
the regression line arid the data points. for the 19 CSUC campuses . 
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Our analysis does not identify any reason why funding for volume acquisitions 
should be higher for CSUC than Forother nondoctoral-grantinginstitutions of 
public higher education: At the same.timej our analysis suggests that the formula 
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described by the regression line would require a reduction in the rate of growth 
of library collections systemwide, until such time as enrollments at all of the small 
campuses were to exceed 10,000 FTE. Our proposal avoids both of these conse­
quences-it closely conforms to the budgeting practices of the 191 public, nondoc­
toral-grantinginstitutions, while providing an enriched level of fundihg for the 
smaller CSUC campuses. 

Accordingly, we recomniendan augmentation of $128,058 to enable CSUC to 
implement our proposed formula by acquiring 3,948 additional volumes in 1981-82. 
This amount does not include support for technical processing staff. Last year, the 
Legislture directedCSUC to report by November 1, 1980, on the impact of library 
automation on technical processing staffing needs. At the time this analysis was 
written, this report had not been submitted to final form. Consequently! we are 
unable to recommend an augmentation for additional technical processing staff at 
this time. 

COMPUTING SUPPORT 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's Budget requests $33~2 million for computing support in the 
budget year. Table 19 shows that $12:2 million (36.7 percent) of this amount is for 
instructional computing. Administrative computing is allocated $16.4 million (49.5 
percent), and the remaining $4.6 million is budgeted to continue a computer 
replacement program authorized in 1979-80. The replacement program will result 
in the acquisition over a four-year period of (1) a modern computer for each 
campus and (2) a majorcomputerat the State University Data Center (SUDC). 

The $33.2 million is an increase of $0.7 million over estimated current year 
expenditures. This increase consists primarily of funds to procure new computers 
and adjustments for workload. 

Table 19 

1981-82 Cost of Computing Support in the CSUC· 
(in thousands) 

Equipment 
Personnel Personnel and 

Function Years Costs Maintenance Other Total 
192.8 $5,118 $3,750 
401.1 . 10,629 3,069 

3,644b 

Instructional Computing .................. .. 
Administrative Computing ............. ~ .. 
Batch rebid .......................................... .. 

$3,298 $12,166 
2,698 16,396 

944 4,588 --
Totals ................................................. . 593.9 $15,747 $10,463 $6,940 $33,150 
Percent .............................................. .. 47.5% 31.6% 20.9% 

Percent 
36.7% 
49.5% 
13.8% 

100% 
a As current cost accounting practice does not distinguish between adffim.;strative and instructional com­

puting costs, estimated 1980-81 expenditures were prorated based upon computer utilization per-
centages when the items encompassed both areas. . 

b Technical and training support are prOvided within the framework of vendor contract. 

A. Continuing Program to Replace Obsolete Computers 
The CSUC computer replacement program was implemented last year with the 

award ofa $47.5 million, seven-year contract to ControlData Corporation (CDC). 
The terms of the contract specify the lease (with option to purchase) of modern, 
small-sized computers on each of the five smaller campuses, medium-sized com­
puters on the remaining14 campuses, and a large computer at the State University 
DataCenter in Los Angeles~ As a result of the carefully planned Request for 
Proposal process developed by CSUC, the system achieved an overall discount of 
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64 percent below the cost of procuring the computers individually. 
The CSUC conversion plan calls for the installation of two conversion centers, 

one located at the State University Data Center in Los Angeles and the other 
located at CSU Sacramento. Each campus will be connected to one of the conver­
sion centers by dedicated, leased lines to facilitate conversion of existing computer 
programs and to provide parallel processing to the extent needed. As of mid­
January, the first campus installation (at Bakersfield) hadbeen completed. Cam­
pus installations are to be phased in over the next year with the last campus 
scheduled for installation in July 1982. 

The requested appropriation ($4,588,293) is to support the conversion centers 
and the increased equipment rental costs for the new equipment. 

B.Computer Staffing Formula 
In our Analysis of the 1975 Budget Bill, we recommended the joint development 

of a staffing formula by CSUC and the Department of Finance for campus comput­
ing staff. This formula was completed last year. The CSUC Trustees' Budget for 
1981--82 requested 28 new positions, based on the application of the computer 
staffing formula •. While acknowledging the validity of the formula-based staffing 
requirement, the Governor's Budget includes funding for only 14 positions ($358,-
684) due to fiscal constraints; it is anticipated that the staffing formula will be fully 
phased in as fiscal conditions permit. 

C. Integrated Business System 
Last year the Legislature approved $134,670 to enable CSUC to begin the proc­

ess of acquiring a modern accountfug system. The Governor's Budget proposes 
$234,000 to contfuue the acquisition of the new accounting system. (Integrated 
Business System) in 1981--82; A feasibility study has been approved by the Depart­
ment of Finance, and the schedule calls for a contract for purchasing the necessary 
computer programs to be signed by the end of the current fiscal year. After the 
new system is installed on a pilot campus and favorably evaluated in 1981--82, it 
will be installed on the remaining 18 campuses. Ongoing maintenance responsibi­
lites will then be absorbed by existing staff. 

RURAL NURSING PROGRAM 
In March 1976, the Rural Clinical Nurse Placement (RCNP) program was estab­

lished at the Chico campus using funds provided by. the U.S. Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare. Under the terms of the federal funding, the RCNP 
program was charged with developing, implementing, evaluating and disseminat­
ing a model of a rural nursing internship program, in an effort to attract nurses 
to rural communities. 

From March 1976 through June 1980, the RCNP program placed 239 nursing 
students in rural clinical settings. at 60 northern California medical facilities; of 
these students, 58 were placed in the most recent academic year (1979--80). The 
students are drawn from some 28 California nursing programs, 10 of which are 
operated by CSUC. 

Because federal funding was due to expire in June 1980, CSUC last year request­
ed that the RCNP program be contiImed with state General Fund support. Due 
to a lack of information on the effectiveness of the RCNP program in encouraging 
students who would not have otherwise done so to practice nursing in a rural area, 
we recommended in last year's Analysis that funding be provided for a limited 
time only, pending the results of an evaluation. Accordingly, the Legislature di~ 
rected that (1) funding be provided for the RCNP program during 1980--81 only, 
and (2) the Chancellor's Office present to the budget committees an evaluation 
of the RCNP program by March 1, 1981. 
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The Governor;s Budget proposes $119,646 for the continuation of the program 
in 1981-82. 

Data Needed 
We withhold recommendation on the Rural Clinical Nurse Placement program, pending 

receipt of additional information from the Chancellor's Office. 

As noted above, the final report of the Chancellor's Office on the Rural Clinical 
Nursing Placement program is not due until March 1, 1981. Our examination of 
preliminary information provided by the Chancellor's Office, however, indicates 
three potential problems with the request for additional funds to continue the 
program in 1981-82: . 

1. Effectiveness of program has not been conclusively demonstrated In last 
year's Analysis, we noted that the primary criterion for evaluating the effective­
ness of the RCNP program is the number of participants who decide to practice 
nursing in a rural area and would not have done so otherwise. 

Unfortunately, the data collected by the Chancellor's Office regarding the pro­
gram's effectiveriess are not conclusive. The Chancellor's Office cites the results 
of a survey of program participants showing that, of those participants responding 
to the survey, 93 percent are practicing health professionals; of these health profes­
sionals, 32 percent are practicing in rural areas. The data also show that 40 percent 
of all participants in the RCNP program originally come from rural areas and, 
presumably, are predisposed to return to such communities. 

What is needed to evaluate this program-but has not been provided by CSUC 
-are data for both RCNP participants and the nursing population in general 
showing their respective rates of practice in rural communities, broken down by 
(1) those who originally come from rural areas, and (2) those who do not. If the 
rates of practice in rural areas for both types of RCNP participants were higher 
than the rates for their counterparts in the nursing profession in general,this 
would be an indication of the RCNP program's success. Without such comparative 
data, however, a meaningful evaluation of the RCNP program is not possible. 

2. RCNP program budget overstates program's justifiable needs. As noted, 
federal funding for the RCNP program from 1976 through 1980 was predicated on 
the accomplishment of several tasks: development, implementation, evaluation 
and dissemination of the rural nursing internship model. In contrast, the continu­
ing state· General Fund support sought last year was to sustain the ongoing costs 
of the program's operation-which primarily consists of fieldwork placement-c' 
only. Yet the amount proposed by the Governor's Budget has not been adjusted 
to reflect these reduced needs. 

As noted, the RCNP program is primarily a fieldwork coordination function 
(students receive credit only through their home campuses; no credit is provided 
by CSU Chico). Last year, CSUC requested state support for fieldwork coordina­
tors, requesting $712;762 (which was later reduced by the Governor arid denied 
by the Legislature) to assist in the placement of some 20,000 students-c'0ran 
average cost of $36 per student. Based on the amount provided in the Governor's 
Budget for the Rural Clinical Nurse Placement Program and assuming that 60 
students will be placed in internships during 1981-82, our analysis indicates that 
the cost per student for this fieldwork placement program will average $1,994. 
Even allowing for the RCNP program's smaller scale of operations, we must ques­
tion whether such a high cost per student placed is reasonable. 

3. Appropriateness of budgeting program within CSUC is . unclear. Finally, 
even if the Legislature should decide to continue funding for the RCNP program, 
it is not clear that such funding should be provided within the CSUCbudget as 
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a separate line item. As noted above, the RCNP program primarily involves coor­
dinating fieldwork placements; as such, it generates no support of its own through 
student enrollments. 

As expressed in the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature's general policy has been 
that special funding for the fieldwork coordination function should not be pro­
vided. CSUC, however, requests that an exception to the general policy be made 
iIi this one instance, and that special funding for these coordination activities be 
provided. W eknow of no special circumstances to justify an exception from this 
policy, which is applied uniformly to other academic departments within CSUC, 
for the RCNP program. 

Further complicating the issue is the fact that partiCipation in the RCNP pro­
gram is not limited to students enrolled at CSU Chico or even at a CSUC campus. 
In fact, of the 239 students placed since the program's inception, III (46.4 percent) 
have come from institutions outside the CSUC system; of these, 57 (234.8 percent 
of the total) were students at private colleges or universities. Because these stu­
dents earn course credit at their home campuses for participating in RCNP, it may 
be argued that funding provided CSUC is being used, in part, to subsidize the costs 
of education for students at private colleges and universities. Conceivably, such 
subsidization of students in various California higher education segments could be 
justified in terms of meeting statewide health needs, and therefore could be 
funded through the Department of Health Services or the Office of Statewide 
Health Planning and Development. The current funding mechanism, however, is 
awkward at best and probably unjustifiable. 

In summary, our examination of preliminary information provided by the Chan­
cellor's Office raises serious concerns regarding the advisability of continuing the 
current funding practices, either in amount or in method. Because the final report 
is not due until March 1, 1981, however, it is inappropriate for us to make specific 
recommendations at this time. Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on this 
item, pending analysis of the final report. 

ASSOCIATED CLINICS, CSULA 

Administrative Costs 
We recommend that the proposed augmentation for one administrative position, one 

clerical support position, and related operating expenses and equipment at the Associated 
Clinics, CSU Los Angeles, be denied because additional General Fund support is not needed, 
for a General Fund savings of $45,382. (Reduce Item 661-001-001 by $45,382.) 

The Associated Clinics of California State University, Los Angeles (CSULA) 
provide diagnostic, therapeutic and remedial services to the public, both adults 
and children; these clinics are composed of seven separate facilities: (1) Guidance 
Clinic, (2) Hearing Clinic, (3) Psychology Clinic, (4) Reading Clinic, (5) Speech 
Clinic, (6) Social Service Clinic, and (7) Early Childhood Projects. 

Funding Problem 
The clinics are a nonprofit facility, funded in part by nominal user charges, 

federal grants, and a limited amount of funding from charitable organizations. The 
bulk of the clinics' funding, however, has been provided in the past by academic 
departments within CSULA whose students use the clinics for internships. The 
participating departments have provided this support by assigning to the Associat­
ed Clinics some of the resources generated by student enrollments. The Associated 
Clinics' total budget for 1980-81 is $198,969, of which $148,330 (74.5 percent) is 
derived from resources contributed by academic departments and $50,639 (25.5 
percent) is from reimbursements (mostly client fees). 

With CSULA experiencing declining enrollments and a concomitant decline in 
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funding for faculty positions, the participating departments have been less willing 
to allocate scarce resources to the clinics' operation. Most vulnerable, according 
to the Chancellor's Office, are the positions of the' Clinic Director and associated 
administrative support staff. For this reason, the Governor's Budget requests $45,-
382 to fuild directly these positions and related operating expenses and equipment. 
By providing explicit state support for the clinics' administrative costs, the Gover­
nor's Budget proposal would return to the participating academic departments 
$45,382 in funds which would otherwise have been assigned by them to the clinics. 
Thus, the Governor's Budget proposal would, in effect, continue the current level 
of support for the Associated Clinics while at the same time enriching the budgets 
of the participating departments. The balance of the clinics' 1981-82 budget of 
$209,763 would be -supported by other state-funded, departmental resources 
($114,381) and income from client fees ($50,000). 

Value of the Clinics Not an Issue 
Our examination of the clinics' operation indicates that they provide important 

benefits to three groups: 
• Clients from the community surrounding CSULA are the primary beneficiar­

ies, receiving clinic services at a very modest cost. 
• Students enrolled in participating academic departments at CSULA use the 

clinics as an internship setting for their professional training. 
• Faculty from participating academic departments maintain their skills 

through contacts with real clients; in addition, the interdisciplinary nature of 
the clinics facilitates sharing of knowledge. -

Thus, our analysis indicates that the value of the clinics is not at issue. Rather, 
the issue is: How should the costs of operating the clinics be distributed among 
these benefiting groups? 

Additional General Fund Support Not Justified 
As noted above, the primary burden of supporting the Associated Clinics' opera­

tion has, in the past, been sustained by the General Fund, through its support of 
faculty positions in participating academic departments. Now that enrollments­
and faculty funding-at CSULA are beginning to decline, the question is: Should 
the General Fund (and state taxpayers) be asked to shoulder more of CSULA's 
costs by (1) providing explicit General Fund support for the clinics' administra­
tion, and (2) indirectly providing an enrichment of support for the participating 
academic departments? Our analysis indicates that additional General Fund sup­
port is not justified, for three reasons: 

1. Because problems of declining enrollment are not unique to CSULA, provid­
ing direct state support for special programs will lead to similar demands from 
other campuses. WhileCSU Los Angeles was one of only two CSUC campuses 
to experience enrollment declines during the current (1980-81) year, enrollments 
at· most other institutions of higher education in California will show declining 
trends within the next few years as the traditional, college-age population shrinks. 
At that time, other campuses with special programs whose funding is tied to 
enrollment levels will also approach the Legislature for special consideration. If 
the Legislature grants special budgetary recognition to the Associated Clinics on 
the basis of enrollment-related stringencies, it will be hard not to do the same for 
all other special programs. This will place even greater demands on limited Gen­
eral Fund resources. 

2. Legislative policy has been to deny special funding for administrative posi­
tions. The Legislature generally has refused to grant special budgetary recogni-
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tion of administrative positioris beyond the amounts generated by student enroll­
ments. Last year, for example, the Legislature turned down a request byCSUC 
to fund administrative positions for fieldwork coordinators, directing instead that 
this ·function be funded from existing resources provided to departments using 
fieldwork as part of th,eir curriculum. 

3. Incre~sed client fees or reduced administrative (losts are justified Most im­
portantly, our analysis indicates that the Associated Clinics have not given ade­
quate consideration to the possibility of adjusting to . the realities of declining 
enrollments by either reducing administrative costs,increasing client fees, or both. 

As noted, the primary beneficiariesofthe clinics' services are the clients. And, 
while many clients appear to have relatively low incomes, it is not the case that 
all of the clinics' clients are poor. In fact, a survey conducted by the clinics indi­
cates. that, while 34 percent of those responding reported incomes of less than 
$10,000,43 percent reported incomes in excess of$14,000 (the highest cut-off point 
in the survey) . 

An examination of the Associated Clinics'fee structure, presented in Table 20, 
shows that the fees charged clients are consistently Iowet than fees charged for 
similar services provided by private practitioners. 

Table.20 

Comparison of Associated Clinics' and Private 
Practitioners' Fees for Comparable Services 

Associated 
Cllnics' Fees 

1. Guidance Clinic 
a. Counseling-personal and family ......................... , ......... ... 
b.Career counseling and testing : ...................................... . 
c; Diagnostic ..... , .................... :: ...................................... ,., ..... :. 

Average, clinic fees as percent of private fees ......... ; ..... , 
2. Hearing Clinic 

~'. ~:~~~i~;~~~~~ti~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
c. Aural rehabilitation ........................................................... . 

Average, clinic fees as percent: of private fees ............... . 
3. Psychology Clinic 

a. Counseling.personaland family ..................................... . 
·b. Psy,chological testing ......................................................... . 

Average, clinic fees as percent of private fees ............... . 
4. Readirig Clinic 

a. Diagnostic ........................................................................... . 
b. ·Therapy .: .............................................................................. . 

Average, clinic fees as percent of private fees ............... . 
5. Social Service Clinic 

a. Biofeedback .............................................................. : .......... . 
b. Psychotherapy ................................................................... . 
c. Enuresis (bed-wetting) ............... ; .................................. .. 

Average, clinic fees as percent of private fees ............ : .. . 
6. Speech Clinic 

a. Therapy .............................................................................. .. 
b. Evaluation .......................................................................... .. 

Average, clinic fees as percent of private fees .... . 
Grand Average, clinic fees as percent of private fces .. 

$7 
7 

40 

$40 
40 
40 

$7 
40 

$40 
40 

$!j.:-2O 
5-20 
5-20 

$40 
25-35 

Private 
Practitioners' 

Fees 

$50 
25 

150-200 

$160 
160 
200 

$35-50 
150-200 

$100 
90 

$25-100 
25-60 
25- 75 

$720-900 
100 

ASsociated 
Clinics' Fees 
AsaPercent 

of Private 
Practitioners' 

Fees 

14% 
28 
20-27 

22% 

25% 
25 
20 

23% 

14-20% 
20-27 

20% 

40% 
44 

42% 

5-80% 
8-80 
7-80 

43% 

4- 6% 
13--18 

10% 
27% 



13~2 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 661 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES -Continued 

Table 20 shows that the fees charged by the Associated Clinics average only 27 
percent of the fees charged by private practitioners, ranging from 4 percent to 80 
percent of private fees. As noted,· total income from client fees in 1981-82 is 
projected to be $50,000 or 23.8 percent of the clinics' total 1981-82 budget. 

The Chancellor's Office cautions against comparing directly the services pro­
vided by the clinics with those provided by private practitioners because the 
services of the former are mostly provided by students in training while those of 
the latter are provided by experienced professionals. Nevertheless, our analysis 
indicates that students in the Associated Clinics provide services under the direct 
guidance and supervision of certified professionals who are in turn responsible for 
maintaining high quality standards. Under such circumstances, we must question 
whether clinic fees averaging 27 percent of charges for comparable, privatelyc 
provided, services are reasonable. 

The Chancellor's Office also maintains that any fee increase would necessarily 
lead to an increase in the use of fee waivers, thereby resulting in no net increase 
in revenues. This is. not a persuasive argument. While it is true that, in order to 
maintain access to the clinics for low-income persons, a certain increase in fee 
waivers might be necessary, it does not thereby follow that the clinics would 
generate no new revenue. In fact, the data on clients' incomes, cited above, 
indicate that a substantial number of the clinics' clients could afford to pay higher 
fees. In order to minimize the impact of fee increases on low-income clients, the 
clinics could adopt a sliding fee scale based on income (at present, waivers of clinic 
fees are granted on an ad hoc basis). Finally, while an increase in fees accompanied 
by the adoption of an income-based, sliding fee scale will probably result in some 
reduction in the numbers of higher-income clients served, it should be noted that 
three of the six clinics currently have waiting lists of from 75 to 150 persons 
each-an indication that fees could be raised for higher~income clients without 
reducing the total number of clients served by the Associated Clinics. 

In sum, our analysis indicates that, by increasing client fees' and •. adopting a 
sliding fee scale based on income, the Associated Clinics could raise additional 
revenues without adversely affecting the number or types of clients served. With 
these additional revenues, the clinics could fund the administrative positions cur­
rently included in the Governor's Budget. 

For the reasons given above,we recommend that funding for these positions be 
deleted, for a General Fund savings of $45,382. . 

MT. LAGUNA OBSERVATORY 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $30,909 to provide General 
Fund support for a permanent director of the Mt. Laguna Observatory.' 

The Mt. Laguna Observatory is a unique educational facility of San Diego State 
University and the CSUC system. Located 50 miles east of the San. Diego campus 
in the Cleveland National Forest, the observatory occupies one of the best sites for 
astronomical observation in the country and was recently rated as one of the top 
five such sites in the nation by the National Science Foundation. It is used exten­
sively by CSUC students and faculty (primarily from San Diego State University) 
and the general public. In return for free use of National Forest land, the observa­
tory conducts a summer visitors program which recently served 1,500 people. The 
Chancellor's Office estimates that the observatory represents a total investment 
of $2 million. 

At present, the functions of the observatory director are discharged on an ad 
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hoc, voluntary basis by a member of the San Diego State University faculty. The 
current arrangement is unsatisfactory for two reasons. First, because of the faculty 
member's duties at the San Diego campus, he is unable to provide the kind of 
extensive supervision necessary to adequately protect and maintain the facility. 
Second, the faculty member has indicated that he will be unable to continue the 
current arrangement of providing supervision in his spare time. 

Our analysis indicates that a permanent director is warranted for the observa­
tory. Give (1) the unique nature of the facility, (2) the value of the observatory 
to CSUC students and faculty and to the people of California, and (3) the lack of 
other suitable sources of support for the position, General fund support is appropri­
ate. 

V. STUDENT SERVICES 
The Student Services program is funded partially from revenues generated by 

the Student Services Fee (formerly titled the Materials and Services Fee). Addi­
tional support is furnished by reimbursements and the General Fund. Several 
elements of the program are tied to special funds and are wholly supported by 
revenues produced by those funds. Program services include social and cultural 
development, supplementary educational services, counseling and career guid­
ance, financial aid and student support. Table 21 shows the estimated expenditures 
and personnel for the past, current,and budget years. 

STUDENT SERVICES FEE 
We recommend approval. 

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 instruc­
tional supplies and replace it with General Fund support. This phase-out has now 
been completed . 

. The maximum Student Services Fee remained constant at $144 from 1973-74 
through 1977-78 (during. the phase-out of support for instructional supplies and 
services). The fee was increased to $146 for 1978-79 to provide additional pharma­
cy services on CSUC campuses. In 1979-80, the fee was decreased slightly to $144, 
reflecting a surplus of revenues over expenditures. 

In 1980-81, the fee was increased to $160. The Chancellor's Office is proposing 
to increase the Student Services Fee by $29, based on the methodology approved 
by CSUC, the Department of Finance, the Legislature and the student organiza­
tion, thereby raising the fee to $189. 

GRADUATE TUITION 

Plan Needed 
We recommend that the Legislature direct the Board of Trustees to charge tuitioll in 

1982-83 to all post-baccalaureate and graduate students. We further recommend that the 
Legislature direct the Trustees to prepare a plan for tuition charges and related financial aid 
needs and submit such plan to the legislatiJ'e budget committees by December 1, 1981. 

Earlier in this analysis, we indicated that a tuition charge at the graduate level 
may be justified. because of: 

• the higher General Fund cost per student of graduate programs relative to the 
per-student costs of undergraduate programs, 
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Student Services Program Expenditures 

Personnel ExTJenditures 
Actual Estimated Projected Actual Estimated Projected 

Elements 1979-80 1980-81 1981~ 1979-80 1980-81 1981~ 

1. Social and cultural develop-
ment .......................................... 159.5 145.5 143.9 $3,830,441 $4,108,483 $4,092,331 

2. Supplemental educational 
services-EOP ........................ 311.6 351.6 365.8 11,831,399 13,460,955 14,284,405 

3. Counseling and career guid-
ance .................................. : ......... 739.5 746.2 758.6 19,289,921 21,352,382 ·21,920,479 
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5. Student support ...................... 868.7 928.1 944.3 20,788,269 23,848,951 24,697,575 

Totals ...................................... 2,391.9 2,539.6 2,602:5 $119,726,547 $127,047,249 $129,513,789 
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• the higher private benefits of graduate education in relation to undergraduate 
education, 

• the incentives for inefficient over-investment in graduate education created 
by minimal student charges, and 

• the widespread practice at comparable public institutions of charging higher 
tuition for graduate programs versus undergraduate programs. 

Our analysis indicates that in 1979-80, CSUC's public comparison institutions 
charged an average of $191 (22 percent) more for graduate instruction than for 
undergraduate instruction. Further, our analysis shows that, in order to raise 
graduate charges to a level commensurate with those of the public comparison 
institutions, total student charges equal to 40 percent of the state marginal cost per 
student are justified. Setting charges at this level would imply a CSUC graduate 
tuition of $531 in 1981-82. 

Because of the lead time necessary to plan for tuition, we recommend that 
tuition not be charged until 1982-83. We furtherrecommend that the Legislature 
direct the Board of Trustees to prepare a plan for implementing tuition and submit 
it by December 1, 1981. The plan should propose specific recommendations for 
phasing in graduate tuition over a five-year period; at the end of the phase-in 
period, total charges to graduate students should be commensurate with those of 
CSUC's public comparison institutions. Finally, the plan should address financial 
aid needs related to graduate tuition, specifying the type of aid needed (grants, 
loans, or tuition deferrals) and the available funding sources (federal or state). 

STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 
The Governor's Budget provides $19,162,330 for the support of four programs 

related to student affirmative action: (1) Core Student Affirmative Action ($2,131,-
366), (2) Educational Opportunity Program ($14,284,405), (3) Mathematics, Engi­
neering, Science Achievement (MESA) program ($249,953), and (4) a program 
for Disabled Students ($2,496,606). Expenditures for these items in the past, cur­
rent, and budget years are shown in Table 22. 

In.addition, many programs within CSUC, such as the campus offices of relations 
with:schools and campus counseling centers, provide services which contribute to 
student affirmative action efforts; figures on the expenditures of these offices for 
affirmative action-related activities are unavailable. 

Table 22 
Student Affirmative Action Expenditures 

Core Student Affirmative Action .... 
Educational Opportunity Program .. 
MESA ..................................................... . 
Disabled Students ............................... . 

Actual 
1979-80 

$386,220 
11,831,399 

120,000 
1,578,826 

Estimated 
1980-81 
$1,875,878 
13,460,955 

238,050 
2,460,135 

Budgeted 
1981-82 
$2,131,366 
14,284,405 

249,953 
2,496,606 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$255,488 13.6% 
823,450 6.1 

11,903 5.0 
36,471 1.5 

Totals .................................................. $13,916,445 $18,035,018 $19,162,330 $1,127,312 6.3% 

A. Core Student Affirmative Action 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's budget proposes $2,131,366 for Core Student Affirmative Action 
programs aimed at increasing the representation of ethnic minorities within 
CSUc. Of this total, $1,931,366 is to continue core programs approved by the 
Legislature last year; the remainder, $200,000, is to support enhanced efforts to 
retain minority students on CSUC campuses once enrolled. 
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8ackground: ACR 15.1 
In 1974, the Legislature passed ACR 151, directing all public segments of Califor­

nia postse(!ondary 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 Californi!l 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 increas­
ing the. representation of minority students. Hispanics, however, continue tp be 
underrepresented relative to their proportion of 1978-79 high school graduates. 
Ethnic group representation Within CSUC, both systemwide and by campus, is 
shown inTable 23. . 

Table 23 

CSUC Ethnic Group Distribution a 

Fall 1979 

Campus 
Bakersfield ......................................................... . 
Chico .; ................................................................. . 
Doriringtiez Hills ............................................... . 
Fremo .. : .................. , ..................................... , ..... . 
Fullerton .... ~ ........................................................ . 

~:~~t·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: 
Long Beach ...................................................... .. 
Los Angeles ......... ; ............................................. . 
Northridge ........................................................ .. 
POIrtona .... ; .... ; ..................................................... . 
Sacramento ........................................................ .. 
San Bernardino ................................................ .. 

~ ~::!~i~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~: t:'obi;;":::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sonoma ................................................................ . 
Stanislaus ............ ; ...................... ; ......................... . 

Systemwide ....................................................... . 
High school graduates, statewide (1978-79) 

Difference ...... , ................................................... .. 

Asian 
1.7% 
1:5. 
6.8 
5.4 
4.3 
7.4 
1.8 
9.2 

17.2 
5.7 
7.8. 
7.6 
2.1 
3.0 

14.4 
10.6 
3.6 
1.4 
2.2 

7.1% 
4.6 

2.5% 

• Percentage· distribution based on students responding. 

Black 
7.3% 
2.4 

37.8 
4.0 
3.4 

13.7 
0.8 
8.9 

14.8 
6.2 
3.5 
6.1 

12.4 
4.0 
9.6 
7.4 
1.7 
3.5 
6.1 
7.4% 
9.3 

-1.9% 

Hispanic 
11.3% 
3.8 
8.0 

12.6 
8.6 
6.1 
2.6 
8.2 

22.1 
9.0 

11.6 
5.7 

17.8 
8.4 
6.1· 
9.0 
3.4 
4.7 
9.3 
8.9% 

15.0 
-6.1% 

Other 
Minority 

7.8% 
1.5 
3.7 
2.3 
1.7 
3.8 
2.4 
3.4 
4.3 
2.4 
2.7 
2.7 
3.2 
3.6 
5.4 
4.5 
2.5 
3.0 
2.8 
3.2% 
1.6 
1.6% 

White 
71.9% 
90.8 
43.7 
75.7 
82.0 
69.0 
92.4 
70.3 
41.6 
76.7 
74.4 
77.9 
64.5 
81.0 
64.5 
68.5 
88.8 
87.4 
79.6 

73.4% 
69.5 

3.9% 

Table 23 shows two important facts: (1) CSUC ethnic group enrollments vary 
widely by campus and (2) the degree of systemwide under- or over-representation 
varies by ethnic group. Thus, the representation of whites as a proportion of total 
campus entpllment varies from a high of 92.4 percent at Humboldt to a low of 41.6 
percent at Los Angeles. Hispanics, who are under-represented systemwide, 
nonetheless account for 22.1 percent of total enrollment at Los Angeles and 17.8 
percent at San Bernardino. Asians, in contrast, are over-represented in comparison 
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to their proportion ofthe twelfth grade population,accounting'for 7.1 percent of 
total systemwide enrollment. Because of the continuing systemwide under-repre­
sentation of Hispanics and, to a lesser extent, blacks, the Chancellor's Office pro­
poses the student affirmative action programs described below. 

Continuation of Present Programs 
Last year, the Legislature ~pproveda major augmentation of $1,000,000 to pro­

vide funding for new, "core" student affirmative action programs on all 19 CSUC 
campuses. In addition, the Legislature provided funding for pilot programs ap­
proved in the Budget Acts of 1978 and 1979 which were to be continued as part 
of the core approach, thereby bringing total funding for Core Student Affirmative 
Action programs to $1,757,456 (prior to salary increases). After adjusting for salary 
increases, estimated expenditures for Core Student Affirmative Action in 19~1 
are $1,875,878. . 

As approved by the Legislature last year, Core Student Affirmative·Action 
programs on each campus include' the following major components: 

(1) Intensive outreacp at the undergraduate and graduate levels, including: 
a. student/ parenti family .. outreach, 
b. community/university relations, and 
c. counselor / staff intersegmental cooperation between high schools, com­

munity colleges and the University of California. 
(2) Retention including: 

a. reconfiguration of existing.,retention resources to make them more appli­
cable to minority students, and 

b. in-service training for CSUC faculty and staff. 
(3) Improved ,counselor and teacher preparation including: 

a. preparation of current CSUC students, and 
b.in"service training of practicing professionals. 

Because the Core Student Affirmative Action programs were first· funded in 
1980-81, it is too early for meaningful evaluation 'of their accomplishments. The 
results of outreach projects undertaken in 197~79 on eight CSUC campuses, . 
however, appear to indicate that they assisted in generating a substantial number 
of new applications from ethnic minority students. Information provided by the 
Chancellor's Office shows that the nine projects on eight campuses were responsi­
ble for generating approximately 4,160 new applications to. higher education 
institutions, of which 3,261 (78.4 percent) resulted in offers ofadIIlission. Approxi­
mately 47.8 percent of the 4,160 applications were for admission tq CSUC, while 
the remainder were distributed among community colleges (36.6 percent) and 
UC or other higher education institutions (15.6 percent). Finally, reflecting the 
projects' focus on helping to eliminate the under-representation of Mexican­
Americans in higher education, 70 percent of the applications were from this 
group. 

The Legislature last year appropriated $50,000 for CPEG to conducfanin-depth 
evaluatiort of the CSUC Core Student Affirmative Action programs. The final 
report will not be completed until 1982; powever, CPEC representatives have 
indicated that they will be prepared to present to the legislative budget commit-
tees a preliminary report covering the following areas: . . . 

• an examination ofthe CSUC pilot affirmative action projects undertaken in 
1979-80, 

• a report on the status of Core Student AffirmativeAction programs on all 19 
. campuses, and . 

• a case study of selected components of the. core programs. 

47-81685 
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Enha"ced Retention Efforts 
We recommend approval. 

Item 661 

The Trustees' Budget for 1981-82 requested an augmentation of $2,010,369 for 
(1) expanded retention efforts directed at low income students and students from 
etluiic minorities ($1,580,517), (2) community college-based "upreach centers" to 
increase the transfer of ethnic minority students to four-year institutions ($190,-
542), (3) enltanced affirmative action efforts directed at graduate students ($142,-
013), and (4) systemWide coordination and.research ($97,297). As noted, the 
Governor's audget provides only $200,000 in funding for expanded retention ef­
forts. 

Civen the $1 million augmentation granted CSUC affirmative action programs 
last year, we believe that it is reasonable to await the findings of the CPEC 
evaluation~whichWill be submitted in 1982-before approving a second augmen­
tation in excess of $2 million, as requested by the Trustees. At the same time, our 
analysis iridicates that a modest enhancement of current retention efforts, such as 
that provided by the Governor's Budget, is justified, given the apparent success 
of the pilot projects in recruiting additional students. Accordingly, we recommend 
approval as budgeted. 

It should be noted, however,· that the Legislature last year approved the total 
$1.9 million appropriation for Core Student Affirmative Action with the under­
standing that CSUC would implement abalancedprogram, addressing the areas 
of (1) outreach, (2) retention, and (3) improved counselor and teacher prepara­
tion. Implicit in this approval was the further understanding that CSUC would 
budget its resources responsibly~ so that students recruited through the outreach 
component could be reasonably assureq of receiving adequate retention services. 
If these obligations cannot be met within the portion of total Core Student Affirm­
ative Action funds currently allocated by CSUC for retention efforts, then the 
system should reallocate its resources in 1981-82, as augmented by the $200,000, 
to provide rehttively more emphasis on retention and lesson outreach. 

B. Educational Opportunity Programs 
We recommend approval. . 
The 1981-82 Governor's Budget provides a total of$14,284,405 for the Education­

al Opportunity Program (EOP). This level of funding represents a continuation 
of the level authorized for 198Q-81. Staffing in the EOP is based upon the projected 
number of first-Yl:lar students. Table .24 shows a detailed display of EOP grants, 
number of students served in tutorials, and support costs forthepast, current, and 
budget years. 

C. MESA 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's Budget provides $249,953 for support of the Mathematics, Engi­
neering, Science Achievement (MESA) program in 1981-82. This level of funding 
will support approximately 2,750 students in local MESA centers-the same num­
ber authorized for support in the current year. 

The MESA program, whose headquarters are in Berkeley at the UC Lawrence 
Hall of Science, is a statewide program to encourage high school students from 
ethnic minorities to prepare for college careers in the sciences. Under the terms 
of language contained in the Supplemental Reports of the 1979 and 1980 Budget 
Acts, state funding provjded MESA in the UC and CSlTC budgE"ts is to bE" matched 
by an equivalent amount from nonstate funds. 



1st year ..................... . 
2nd year ................... . 
3rd Year .................. .. 
4th Year .................. .. 
5th Year .................. .. 

Totals, grants ...... .. 

Administration and 
counseling ...... .. 

Grand Totals ...... .. 

Number 
of 

Grants 
3,394 
2,460 
1,896 
1,366 

480 

9,596 

-:-

Actuall979-80 
Total 

DoUar 
Amounts 
$2,511,898 
1,820,320 
1,213,540 

724,209 
254,452 

$6,524,419 

$5,306,980 

$11,831,399 

Table 24 
Educational Opportunity Program Expenditures 

BudJieted i980-81 'Budli!eted 1981-82 

Students 
Served 

6,392 
3,804 
2,485 
1,297 

819 

14,797 

Number 
of 

Grants 
4,660 
2,118 
1,654 

947 
427 

9,806 

Total 
DoUar 

Amounts 
$3,448,400 
1,567,320 
1,058,560 

501,910 
266,310 

$6,802,500 

$6,658,455 

$13,460,955 

Students 
Served 

6,369 
3,963 
2,063 

784 

13,179 

Number Total 
of DoUar 

Grants Amounts 
4,958 $3,668,920 
2,255 1,668,700 
1,762 1,127,680 

942 499,260 
471 249,630 

10;388 $7,21990 

$7,070,215 

$14,284,405 

Students 
Served 

6,779 
4,220 
2,197 

781 

13,977 

Average 
DoUar 
Grant 
$740 
740 
640 
530 
530 

~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

'"t:I o 
~ 
t%J 
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~ 
t%J o 

~ 
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The Trustees' Budget requested $301,400 for support of MESA in 1981-82, which 
is an increase of $63,350 (26.6 percent) over the 1980-81 budgeted amount of 
$238,050. The augmentation was requested to provide partial suport of local MESA 
centers serving CSUC campuses. MESA administrat.ors indicate that, with in­
creased funding from UC and CSUC, they will be able to serve 3,000 students in 
1981-82 at a cost of approximately $350 per student; because MESA expects to 
serve 2,750 students in 1980-81, the requested augmentation would partially fund 
an increase of 250 students (19.1 percent) over the current-year level. 

Our analysis of CSUC's MESA budget raises three concerns regarding the pro­
gram. First, the $350 cost per student cited by MESA is misleading. This cost is 
based only on funds handled by MESA's statewide administration in Berkeley, 
which total $962,500 in 1980-81. It does not reflect an approximately equal amount 
of funds, provided by various foundations directly to MESA centers, which are 
used for various center expenses and "incentive awards." (All MESA students who 
have completed two years of college preparatory mathematics are eligible to earn 
up to $400 per academic year through these cash awards, which are based on 
academic performance.) When the direct contributions (approximately $1 mil­
lion) to MESA centers are included, the total cost per student doubles, to about 
$700. 

Second, although the MESA program has been in existence since 1968, no rigor­
ous evaluation of its results has been undertaken. At present, for example, the 
program has no empirical evidence to refute charges that the successes reported 
by MESA are the results of self-selection. That is, it may be. argued that MESA 
programs simply provide additional sources for minority students with demon­
strated aptitudes in science and mathematics, a substantial number of whom 
would have continued their study of these fields, even without MESA. To the 
extent this occurs, MESA gets credit for "successes" which it did not cause. Be­
cause the MESA programs have not been evaluated in a rigorous manner, the 
validity of the argument is unresolved. 

Our third concern is addressed to the MESA program's longer-range budgeting 
practices. Our analysis indicates that in 1980-81, total funds from all sources avail­
able to MESA will amount to $1,020,550. Of this amount, only $962,500 will be used 
for MESA operations in 1980-81. The balance, $58,050, will be carried forward for 
support of MESA in 1981-82. MESA administrators maintain that such a practice 
is necessary because of the expected loss of a major source of support from a 
non-profit foundation (per prior agreement) in 1981-82. In order to compensate 
for the reduction in foundation support, the MESA program again plans to carry 
forward to 1982-83 approximately $246,650 in funds raised for the 1981-82 budget 
year. 

While the practice of setting aside funds now in anticipation of future budgetary 
constraints is unarguably a prudent one from the point of view of MESA adminis­
trators, we must question whether the financial support of such practices is pru­
dent from the state's point of view, particularly in light of the budgetary 
constraints which it faces. 

In light of these three concerns, our analysis indicates that any further expansion 
of MESA programs, such as the 250 student increase envisioned by the CSUC 
Trustees and the directors of MESA, would be imprudent at this time. 



Actual 
Element 1979-80 
1. Executive management . 799.5 
2. Financial operations ........•....... 817.1 
3. General administrative serv-

ices ........................................... . 
4. Legislative services ........... ; .... .. 
5. Physical plant operations ...... .. 
6. Faculty and staff services .... .. 
7. Community relations ............ .. 

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

General Fund .............................. .. 
Reimbursements-other .............. .. 
Parking Account, Doimitory 

Revenue Fund ...................... .. 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ........ .. 
Continuing Education Revenue 

Fund ........................................ .. 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public 

. Higher Education ................ .. 
Energy and Resources Fund .... .. 

1;318.4 
1,053.3 
3,220.4 

101.7 

7,310.4 

6,612.5 

186.9 
308.4 

202.6 

Table 25 
Institutional Support Program Expenditures 

Personnel Expenditures 
Estimated Projected Actual Estimated Projected 

1980--81 1981-82 1979-80 1980--81 1981-82 
749.7 .750.5 $26,997,060 $29,384,929 $30,507,120 
833.0 830.9 18,821,525 19,681,231 20,540,621 

1,439.7 .1,446.9 30,221,087 35,679,668 37,774,088 
1,105.6 1,089.7 37,151,595 41,974,170 43,461,971 
3,551.4 3,505.7 96,057,775 115,973,235·· . 124,198,745 

12,803,097 9,105,761 9,509,027 
84.8 82.8 4,183,015 4,202,113 4,293,116 

7,764.2 7,706.5 $226,235,154 $256,001,107 $270,384,688 

7,043.2 6,988.2 $193,370,217 $217,080,079 $228,260,139 
12,817,619 13,87(},135 15,205,455 

205.7 194.4 4,214,683 4,553,883 4,466,26{) 
33(}'5 328.5 9,643,137 1(},387,513 11,808,163 

184.8 195.4 6,189,518 6,190,158 6,852,352 

3,272,054 3,112,670 
647,285 679,649 

Chanl!e 
Amount Percent 
$1,122,191 3.8% 

859,390 4.4 

2,094,420 5.9 
1,487,801 3.5 
8,325,510 7.2 

403,266 4.4 
91,003 2.2 

$14,383,581 5.6% 

$11,18O,(}(j() 5.2% 
1,335,320 9.6 

-81,623 -1.9 
1,420,650 13.7 

682,194 1(}'7 

-159,384 -4.9 
32,364 5.0 

..... 
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~ 
1-'. 

'1:1 
0 
en 
>-,3 
en. 
t'l 
C1 
0 
Z 
ti 
>-
~ 
t'l 
ti c:: 
C1 
>-""l. -0 
Z 
....... ... 
~ ... 



1382 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 661 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES -Continued 

D. Disabled Students 
We withhold recommendation pending receipt of additional inFormation. 

The Governor's Budget provides $2,496,606 for support of the Disabled Students 
program, which provides supportive services and special equipment to assist these 
students in pursuing education within CSUC. The Governor's Budget amount, 
which represents an increase of $36,471 (1.5 percent) over estimated 1980-81 
expenditures, has not been adjusted to reflect the impacts of three factors: 

• increases in enrollments of verified disabled students, 
• increases in the costs of providing services to disabled students, and 
• increases in the service needs of disabled students due to a proposed reduction 

in the services provided disabled college students by the state Department of 
Rehabilitation in 1981-82. 

As a result, CSUC will probably be faced with funding needs substantially above 
the amount provided in the Governor's Budget We have been informed that the 
Department of Finance is likely to submit a letter amending the Governor's 
Budget prior to the time of budget hearings. Accordingly, we withhold recommen­
dation on this item. 

VI. INSTITUTIONAL· SUPPORT 
The Institutional Support program provides systemwide services to the other 

programs of instruction, organized research, public service, and student support. 
The activities include executive management, financial operations; general ad­
ministrative services, logistical services; physical plant operations, faculty and staff 
services, and community relations. 

Table 25 shows estimated personnel and expenditures for the past, current, and 
budget years. 

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE 
The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSUC Board of Trustees and 

is responsible for the implementation of all policies enacted by the board. Table 
26 shows the major divisions in the Chimcellor's Office and the expenditures 
proposed by these division in the current and budget years. 

Director of Learning Services Development-Technical Adjustment 
We recommend that Funding For the Director of Learning Services Development be delet­

ed because the position no longer exists, For a General Fund savings of $46,427. (Reduce Item 
661-OOUJOI by $46,427.) 

In last year's Analysis, we noted that the position of the Director of Learning 
Services Development, located within the Chancellor's Office, had been held 
vacant since February 1979. Accordingly, we recommended that funding for this 
position be deleted. 

The Legislature, in Item 379 of the Budget Act, imposed the following restriction 
on funding for this position: 

Provided further, that the $44,723 appropriated by this item for the position 
of Director of Learning Services Development within the Chancellor's Office 
shall revert to the General Fund on January 1, 1981 if, prior to that date, such 
position is not filled. 
Because the Director of Learning Services Development position remained 

unfilled on January 1, 1981, these funds will be reverted to the state General Fund. 
The Chancellor's Office decision to hold the position vacant, however, occurred 
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Table 26 
Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

Ertimated l'Ivposed 
1!JtlJ..81 . 1!l81-1J2 

Positions DORm Positions CoRm 
General FUnd 

Chancellor's Office 
PerSonnel 

Executive Office ............................................................................ 15.0 $652,444 ·15.0 $652,176 
Legal Services ......................... ; ...................................................... 18.5 711,985 18.5 726,232 
Academic Affairs ......... ; .... , ..................... ; ....................................... 52.6 2,021,652 52.6 2,031,926 
Faculty and Staff Affairs ........................................ : ...................... 31.0 1,147,239 27.0 I,028,4ffi 
Collective Bargaining .................................................................... 19.0 739,347 19.0 758,392 
Business Affairs ............................................................... : .............. 53.4 1,839,537 53.4 1,841,168 
Physical Planning ....... , .................................................................. 14.0 578,621 14.0 577,358 
Government Affairs ........... , .......................................................... 9.0 305,350 9.0 308,394 
JnstitiJlionai Research .................................................................... 12.0 468,173 12.0 464,121 
Public Affairs ......... , ...................... , ................................................. 6.0 237,474 6.0 234,598 
Administrative Office .................................................................... 57.1 1,241,783 57.1 1,260,216 

- -
Subtotals ....................... ; ............. ; ................................................. wn.6 $9,943,005 983.6 $9,883;061 

Operating expense and equipment .......................................... $l~,838 $'1,612,177 

.Totals ............................................................................................ wn.6 $13,238,443 263.6 $17,495,238 
Audit Staff 

Personnel... ............................................................................... ; ........ : .. 11.0 $411,055 11.0 $421,277 
Operating expense and equipment ....... c ........................ ; ............. 113,433 100,398 

Totals ............... ; ................................................................................ 11.0 $524,488 11.0 $526,675 
Information Systems 

Personnel.. ................................ ; .......................................................... ; 121.0 3,639,533 125.0 3,784,471 
Operating expense and equipment .............................................. 5,736,1Kl1 6,600,909 

Totals ............................. ; .................................................................. 121.0 $9,376,334 125.0 $10,4(Xj.3lKl 
Total, Genefal Fund ...................................................... , ........................... 419.6 $23,139,265 419.6 28,427,293 

Special Fun~Parking 
Personnel... ........................................................................................... 0.4 $6,871 0.4 $'1,197 
Operating expense and equipment .............................................. ~ ~ 

Total, Special Funds ................................................................................ ,. 0.4 $10,596 $10,897 

Grand Totals., ..................................... , ........................................................ 421).0 $23,149,861 421).0 $28,438,190 
General FlUld ....... : ............................................................. ; ........................ 371.6 PJ,851J,J82 375.6 ~13O,{(){ 
Reimbursements ........................................................................................ 18.0 2,!1J8,!l83 #.0 6,i!J6,BtIJ 
Plirldog Revenue FlUld ............................................................................ D.I 1~5fJ6 D.I JWM 

Positions CoRm 

-$268 
14,247 
10,274 

-4.0 -118,759 
19,045 
1,631 

-1,263 
3,0« 

-4,002 
-2,876 
18,433 

-4.0 -$00,544 
. $4,317,339 

-4.0 $4,256,795 

10,222 
-8,035 

2,187 . 

4.0 144,938 
884,108 

4.0 $1,029,046 

$5,288,028 

$326 
-25. 

$lO1 

$5,288,329 
II,f1JJ,I!12 
I,flIl,flM 

301 

too late to be reflected in the Governor's Budget; consequently, the position of 
Director of Learning Services Development is funded at $46,427 in the budget. We 
therefore recommend that funding for this position be deleted, for a General Fund 
savings of $46,427 .. 

EMPLOYEE AFFIRMA liVE ACTION 
The Governor's Budget provides $1,315,580 for the support of three programs 

related to employee affirmative action within CSUC: (1) the Faculty Develop­
ment Program ($626,419), (2) the Administrative Fellows Program ($513,733) and 
(3) a: program for Disabled Employees ($175,428). 

A. Faculty Development Program 
We recommend approval. 
The Legislature added funding for the :faculty Development Program to the 

1978-79 Governor's Budget to assist "women, minorities and other qualified proba­
tionary and tenured faculty in the lower academic ranks in meeting the qualifica-
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tions for retention, tenure or promotion." The budget proposes $626,419 to contin­
ue the present level of support for this program. 

The Faculty Development Program includes three major components: 
(1) Release Time ($553,661). This component provides release time of up to six 

units per term for selected faculty members to (a) undertake (orcomplete) 
publication ofinstructional studies, (b) do research or (c) prepare to teach 
a greater variety of courses. 

(2) Mini-grants ($46,391). This component allocates grants (a) to help support 
the purchase of equipment and materials needed for research projects or 
, (b) for support as a summer stipend. 

(3) Support for Presentation of Papers at Professional Meetings ($26,367). This 
component'provides funds for travel per diem, registration expenses and 
clerical expenses for the presentation of papers at professional meetings. 

Table 27 shows a profile of participants in the Faculty Development Program 
from 1978-79 to 1980-81. The table shows that the annual number of participants 
in the program has declined by about one-fifth over these years, from 227 in 
1978-79to 179 in 1980-81. This downward trend reflects a decision by the campuses 
and the Chancellor's Office to provide more support per participating, faculty 
member. The Chancellor's Officeindicates,however, that this trend is not expect­
ed to continue in 1981-82 and that the number of participating faculty members 
should stabilize at a level equal to, or slightly greater than, that of the current year. 
(The Chancellor's Office also notes that the figure of 179 participants in 1980-81 
is based on preliminary data and will probably increase somewhat.) The table also 
shows that, of the 606 faculty members who participated in the Faculty Develop­
mentProgram from 1978-79 to 1980c-81, 490 (80.9 percent) were women or mem­
bers of ethnic minorities. 

Table 27 

Profile of Faculty Development Program. 1978-79 to 1980-81 

Total program participants ........................................... . 
Females .......................... ; .. ; ............................................... . 
Minority group members ............................................. . 
Total persons, women or minorities ........ : ................ . 

1978-79 
227 
137 (60.4%) 
82 (36.1%) 

190 (83.7%) 

1979-80 
200 
113 (49;8%) 
66 (33.0%) 

150 (75.0%) 

1980-81 
179 
117 (65.4%) 
50 (27.9%) 

150 (83.8%) 

In evaluating the outcomes of the Faculty Development Program, it would be 
desirable to compare data on promotion rates of eligible faculty members for the 
yearsboth prior to and following the inception of the Faculty Development Pro­
gram. Unfortunately, such data are difficult to compile, for two reasons. First, the 
definition ()f the term "eligible" is problematic because some faculty members, 
while technically eligible to be considered for promotion or tenure, may nonethe­
less request that action on such decisions be deferr~d for a year or more. Second, 
the Chancellor's Office notes that it is very difficult to obtain historical data in 
matters affecting promotion or tenure decisions. 

A preliminary sUl'veyconducted by the Chancellor's Office, however, indicates 
that, at everyone of six campus surveyed, ethnic minorities and women represent­
ed a greater percentage ofthose promoted over the last two years, as compared 
to the two years prior to the Faculty Development Program's inception. In the 
earlier years, faculty from these groups represented from 18 to 34 percent of all 
promotions; after the inception of the Faculty Development Program, these 
groups represented a range of from 34 to 56 percent. These figures, it should be 
noted, have not been 'adjusted to reflect the increasing proportion of all faculty 
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members eligible for promotion represented by ethnic minorities and women. 
Nonetheless, the figures, in conjunction with statements made by campus officials 
fruniliar with the program, indicate that the Faculty Development Prograin is 
having a beneficial impact on the promotion and tenure rates of faculty members 
who are women or members of ethnic minorities. 

The ChaIlcellor's Office notes that a comprehensive report, detailing specific 
outcomes of the Faculty Development Program, will be available for review short­
ly after the fall term 1981. At that time, we will review the report and make 
recommendations to the legislative budget cbmmittees as appropriate. In the 
interim, our analysis indicates that a continuation of the current level of support 
for the Faculty Development Program is reasonable. Accbrdingly, we recommend 
approval as budgeted. . 

B. Administrative Fellows Program 
We recommend approval. 

The 1978 Budget Act provided $345,120 to establish an employee affirmative 
action program "aimed at ensuring that women and minorities are given equal 
opportunity for placement and advancement in administrative and managerial 
positions in the CSUc.': Underlying this proposal was the assumption that tradi­
tional career ladders leading to top administrative positions in higher education 
have not been equally available to women and minorities. To address this inequity, 
CSUC proposed the creation of an Administrative Intern Program (the title was 
later changed to Administrative Fellows Program to avoid confusion with student 
internships). The budget proposes $513,733 to continue the current level of sup­
port for 19 fellows. 

Table 28 presents a profile of the Administrative Fellows Program from .its 
inception to 1980-81. The table shows that; of the 57 administrative fellows ap­
pointed to date, all but two have been women or minority' group members. 

Table 28 
Profile of Administrative Fellows Program. 1978-79 to 19a0-:81 

A. Applicants .................................................................. . 
B. Offers of appointment ........................................... . 
C. Offers accepted ...................... , ................................ . 
D. Sex ............................................................................. . 
E. Minority group members ..................................... . 
F. Total persons, women or minorities ................... . 
G. Previous position 

1. Faculty ............................................................ : ...... . 
2. Academic-related ...................................... : .......... . 
3. Administrative .....................•.................................. 
4. Support staff .... ................. ..................................... .' 

"Nominations by campuses to Chancellor's Office. 

1978-79 
54 
20 
19 

16 F, 3 M 
14 (12 F, 2 M) 

18 

13 
4 
o 
2 

1979-80 
100 
19 
19 

14 F, 5 M 
11 (7 F, 4 M) 

18 

7 
5 

'5 
2 

1980-81 
43" 
21 
19 

13 F, 6.M 
IO (4 F, 6 M) 

19 

14 
2 
3 
o 

This is the first year for which data are available on the se~ and ethnicity of the 
persons filling the positions vacated by the administrative fellows during their 
one-year appointments. The data show that, in 1980-81, the 19 full-time positions 
vacated have been filled by 37 individuals. Of these 37, 19 are woinen and 18 are 
men. Further, 13 of the 37 are members of ethnic minorities (6 women and 7 men. 
Further, 13 of the 37 are members of ethnic minorities (6 women and 'J men) ; thus, 
26 of the 37 replacements are women or members of an ethnic minority. 

Last year, we expressed concern that the Administrative Fellows Progl,'am may 
not have been fully capitalizing on opportunities to place graduates .of the program 
in administrative positions within CSUC. In response to this concern, the Chancel-
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lor's office noted that (1) ,the Administrative Fellbwsprogram is iiJ.terid~dto be 
evaluatedinterrhs ofitslollger-range impaCts'on the fellows' canierdeveloprrient 
and, (2)' there is no presuniption'on the part' of either the fellows 0):" CSUG that, 
simply by virtue of haviIlg'beeri chosen'to participate in the pro~am,they are 
guaranteed an adrriinistrative position within: CSUC. In any case, our analysis of 
the placement of graduates of the Administrative Fellows prognim indicates that 
a substantial number of the program's graduates have since made progress toward 
meeting their career objectives. " , • 
' Of the 38 graduates of the Administrative Fellows program since its inception, 
i27ha:v~imide progress towards rneetinglonger-iarige careerooJectives. of these, 

14 have received permanent or acting appointments to adininistrative positions 
within CSUC,and four have received promotions or expandedassignrhEmts. Exam­
ples of positions within: CSUCfilled by graduates of the progi-amiridude an 
assistant vice president for academic affairs" ari associate dean ofse;hooland a 
director of speciaI programs" Of the graduates who have since left CSUC; one Was 
appointed assistant dean ofa: law school within: UC, anotherisassistantto the dean 
of students at a private university within California and a thirdieceiveda fellow­
ship from a major university on the east coast to study for a doctorate. 

Therefore, while it is not possible to know what the career pattern ofgraduafes 
might have been in the absence of the Administrative Fellows program, it apPears 
that the program has had a beneficial impact; We will continue to monitor the 
longer-range impacts of the Administrative Fellows program; based on the short-
term impacts noted above, we recommend approval. ' 

C., Disabled, Employee. 
WerecOmriieild approval. ' ' 
The Governor's Budget proposes a total of $175,428 in supp()rt of an ,affirmative 

action program for disabled employees. Of this amount, $60,428 represents acon­
tinuation of funding providedin the 1980 Budget Actfor a systemwide coordinator 
($34,178) and special equipment to assist the disabled ($26,250). The balance, 
$115,000, represents an augmentation to provide (1) additional special equipment 
($75,000) and (2) support for (a) a systemwide review of job clasSifications, (b) 

. additional recrUitment efforts, and (c) clerical and researchsupporf ($40,000). 
The 'Trustees~ Budget requested, a total augmentation for the, budget yeat:of 

$365,937 for (1) additional speciaI equipment such as braille w:riters,magnifi.cl:ltion 
devices, and telecOInmunications machines ($220,500); (2) additiop.alpersonnel 
for support services, consultation on health needs of the disabled, and secretarial 
and research assistance ($120,387) ,(3) a systemwide review of job clas,sifications 
($13;500), and (4) additional recruitment efforts ($11,550). As noted, the; Gover­
nor's 'Budget provides partial funding for this request. The major diffen:inceoccurs 
in the area ofspeeial eqUipment, where the Governor's ,Budget proyides$75,OOO, 
which 1s$145,500 less than the Trustees' request. " ' ,", ,'," '.. " , 

AB1309 (Chapter H96; Statutes ofl977) established as the policy of the, State 
ofCilifomia: that "quaIified disabled persons shall be employed in state service in 

'the political subdivisions of the state, in public schools, and,m all other employ­
ment suppottedin whole or in part by public funds." Jnaddition, several federal 
laws mandate the development of affirmative action programs for the. disabled. 
Aniong the more significaht are,Sections 503aild504'ofthe'!tehabilitation Act of 
1973 'and Sectiort402;of the Vietriam 'Era V eterans ':Readjustment Act of 1974~", A, 
preliminary employment survey conducteddurihg'1979 revealed 422 employees 
with various types otdisabilities employed by CSUC-:1.5percen:t of the current 
CSUC workforce. In contrast, the State Personnal Board has established 6.3 per~ 
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cent as the estimated labor force parity figure for disabled persons in California. 
In our Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill, we noted two factors which made it 

difficult to assess expenditures proposed for an affirmative action program for 
disabled employees. First, the costs of providing services depend on the specific 
type and degree of disability involved. And, second, the extent of the state's 
obligation in providing assil'tance has not been well-defined. Accordingly, we 
withheld recommendation, pending receipt of a report from the State Personnel 
Board which was to delineate the state's appropriate responsibilities, service lev­
els, and funding for disabled employees. 

Unfortunately, the State Personnel Board report, submitted in February 1980, 
shed little light on these issues. Instead, the report merely summarized existinglaw 
and reviewed past affirmative action efforts for the disabled. It concluded that 
most agencies lacked adequate plans for complying with the law. The report did 
not address the crucial issues of what levels of accommodation and what special 
recruitment efforts are needed to comply with existing law. Nor did the report 
attempt to address the issue of how best to coordinate resources statewide to 
ensure that all agencies proceed apace with affirmative action efforts. Thus, there 
is currently a lack of authoritative information regarding the extent of the state's 
responsibilities in providing services to the disabled. 

Our analysis therefore indicates that a gradual approach- phasing in supportive 
services as needs are identified and substantiated-such as the one proposed in the 
Governor's Budget, is reasonable. Accordingly, we recommend approval as budg­
eted. 

IN-SERVICE PILOT PROGRAMS (SCHOOL STAFF DEVELOPMENT) 
The Legislature last year augmented the Governor's Budget for. 1980-81 by 

$219,352 to test a workload formula for generating CSUC faculty positions. assigned 
to school staff development resource centers. The augmentation enables faculty 
from CSUC education departments to explore means of providing in-service train­
ing to public school personnel. 

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature directed that "the Legislative Analyst 
shall evaluate the CSUC pilot program designed to facilitate CSUC faculty involve­
ment in staff development programs for elementary and secondary school teach­
ers at. existing resource centers and shall report the. findings to the legislative 
bl,ldget committees in the AnalYSis of the 1981-82 budget." Due to the relatively 
short period that the projects have been operating, a complete evaluation is not 
poss~ble. Accordingly, we are presenting a report on the status of the in-service 
pilot projects as of mid-January. . 

Status. Report 
Plaiming for implementing the pilot in-service projects began in July 1980, 

shortly after the enactment of the 1980 Budget Act. At that time, the Chancellor's 
Office selected five campuses (Bakersfield, Haywllrd, r..os Angeles,~acramento 
and San Bermirdino) for participation in the pilot program. These campuses were 
chosen according to three criteria: (1) location close to a school resource center, 
(2) geographic distribution, and (3) size and quality of existing programs. 

The funding provided in the 198Q Budget Act generated 10.7 fun~time equiva­
lent (FTE) faculty positions, which were distributed such that larger campuses 
received more positions than did smaller ones. To the amounts provided in the 
Budget Act, campuses added in-kind contributions (supplies; clerical support, 
etc.). Table 29 shows the estimated expenditures for the in-service pilot projects 
in the current year. 
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Table 29 
In~Service Pilot Projects Expenditures, 

(Estimated) 1980-81 

Bakersfield' : ............................................ . 
Hayward ................................................. . 
Los Angeles ........................................... . 
SacraIllento ............................................. . 
.sail Bernardino ..................................... . 

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

1980 Budget Act Amounts 
Faculty Travel 
Positions and Expenses 

$35,655 $2,270 
39,384 1,616 
51,250 
50,000 
34,852, 

$211,141 

1,250 
3,075 

$8,211 

Campus 
In-Kind 

Contributions • 
$8,955 
4,653 

19,770 
9,846 
3,400 

$46,624 
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Totals 
" $46,880 
, 45,653 

71,020 
61,096 
41,327 

$265,976 
a Does not inClude difference between 'actual salary of participating faculty members arid eritry-Ievel 

salarysuppotted by project funds. 

Table,29 shows that the, majority of funding provided, by the ,1980 Budget Act 
will be used to provide direct support of faculty involvement in the pilot projects; 
$211,141 (96 percent) of the $219,352 appropriation is being used for this purpose. 
,The table also shows that campuses will expend anestiniated $46,624 (21 percent 
of the appropriation amount) in in-kind contributions. Total resources available 
for the pilot projects in 1980-81 are estimated at $265,976. 

Following are capsule descriptions of projects undertaken by the five participat­
ing CSUC campuses: 

• California State College, Bakersfield: The School of Education is working with 
three schools in the state School Improvement Program (SIP) . Examples of 
planned activities include refining school science programs, assistingteachers 
in applying Piaget's research, preparing multicultural lessons, and selecting 
methods to prepare students for the transition from a rural elementary school 
to an urban high school. Because Kern Cowity currently has no, schoolre­
source center, state college faculty are assisting the county office of the super-
intendent of schools in developing a proposal for such a ceriter: ' 

• California State University, Hayward: The School of Education is working 
with the Alameda-Contra Costa School Resource Center to provide in-service 

. training in the areas of bilingual education and improving the sch60Lenviron­
ment. Qnestate university faculty member is working with teachers in east­
ern Contra Costa County to assist them in earning bilingual certificates of 
competence, while a team of four faculty members is assisting a local scho()l 
district in the general area of improving the school environment. 

• California StateUniversity,Los Angeles: The School of Education is involved 
'in several projects developed through consultation with the School Resource 
Center of the Los Angeles County Superintt:mdent of Schools and with other 
local educational agencies: SOIIleofthe activities include proviclIDgmanage­
ment and curriculum development assistance; facilitating training for racial 
integration, assisting in the implementation of the state master plan for special 
education, and assisting high schools in ,the areas of bilingual education, class­
room applications of microcomputers, and basic skills instruCtion.. 

• CaliFornia State University, Sacramento: BaSed on discussions with personnel 
at the Delta School Resource Centel' and local school districts; projects invQlv­
'ing six faculty membersftom the School of Education were.undertaken. The 
projects include workshops for teachers on the metric system" a leadership 
and management workshop for school principals, assisting in theestablish~ 
mentof a basic occupational training program for students with special needs, 
assisting school personnel to develop appropriate instruction programs for 
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Indochinese students, providing consultant services in matllematicsfor eight 
teachers involved in educating gifted and talented students, and providing 
communication support services to students, parents, teachers, and adminis-
trators -on ethnic and racial diversity. -

• California State University; San Bernaidino:The School of Education has 
agreed to provide assistance to the Riverside County Teacher Resource Cen­
ter in the areas of basic skills instruction, development of bilingual/multi cul­
tural curricula, and implementation of "mainstreaming" requirements. In 

. addition, the School of Education is working with several local school districts 
in the areas oflanguage arts curricula development, programs for gifted and 
talented students in junior high and high schools and the development of 
bilingual/multicultural programs for both Hispanic and Southeast Asian stu­
dents. 

Our analysis indicates that an evaluation component is an integral_ part of the 
pilot projects .on all five campuses. Among the methods to be utilized are individ;; 
ual faculty logs, participants' objective and subjective comments, campus supervi­
sors' evaluations, and assessments by other campus evaluators. The Chancellor's 
Office indicates that these final evaluations should be available prior to hearings 
on the 1982-83_ budget. Accordingly, we will continue to monitor the results of the 
in-service pilot programs and will make further comments to the legislative 
budget committees as appropriate. 

SAN JOSE PUBLIC SAFETY 

Report Needed 
We recommend that thi! proposed $223,291 augmentation for the San Jose State University 

public safety program be provided for one year only, to enhance accountability and efficient 
use of funds. Wi! further recommend, because -of the crime problem in the environment . 
sun:~undingthe _San Jose cilmpus, that the Chancellor's Office (1) explore joint efforts 
betWeen CSUC and the City of San Jose to reduce campus crime and (2) reportthe results 
of such efforts to the legislative budget committees by November _30, 1981. 

San Jose State University, located in the center of downtown San Jose; has in 
recent years experienced high rates of violent crime, as Table 30 shows. The table 
indicates that, of California's public four-year campuses for which the FBI reports 
crime data, San Jose ranked in the top three from 1977 through 1979; .. 

As a result of the high crime rate, the Chancellor's Office claims that (1) poten­
tial and current students have been discouraged from attending the SanJose 
campus (San Jose State was one of two CSUC campuses to experience an enroll­
ment decline during 1980-81) and _ (2) potential and current employees are threat­
ened by the prevailing atmosphere of high crime. Recognizing these problems, the 
Legislature enacted special legislation (Chapter 884, Statutes of 1980) granting San 
Jose State $507,296 to be used for additional public safety equipment (a one-time 
eXpe:t:!-se) andpetsonnel. The Governor's 1981-82 Budget proposeS anex:penditur~ 
of $223,291 to contillUe funding for the additiorialpublicsafetypersonnel. -_ -

-- Our-ailalysisindicates that,in-light.ofthe extraordinary crime situatioil_-at-San 
Jose State, thisexpendithte is justified. Nevertheless, we have two concerns re­
gardingthis proposal. First, because the funding is tobeusedtomeetanextraordi­
naryneed,these funds should not be built intotheCSUC base budget. Rather, 
_ accountability aridefficierituse offunds will beerihariced if the funding is_pro­
videdyear~by"year, as needed, Withthe Chancellor'sOfficereportiilg to the-Iegis­
lative budget committees or). the status of the'crime problem at; the San Jose 
campus. 
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Table 30 

Violent Crimes per 1.000 Students· 
UC and CSUC.1977 to 1979 

Campus 
University of California 
Berkeley .................................... , ............................................................... .. 
Davis ...... ; ................................................................................................... .. 
Irvin~ ................ , ............. , .......... , ........................... : .................................. .. 
Los Angeles ... ; .. , ........................................................... , ............................ . 
Riverside ................................................................................................... . 
San Diego ................................................................................................. . 
Sim Francisco .......................................................................................... .. 
Santa Barbara ............................................................................ ~ ............. .. 
Simta Cruz ................................................................................................ .. 

Average·, UC campuses reporting ....................... ; ........................ .. 
California State University and Colleges 
Bakersfidd .. ; ........................... '.; ................................................................. . 
·Chico ... ; .. ;· ..................................................................... ; ............................. .. 
Dominguez Hills ...................................................................................... . 
Fresno ........................................................................................................ .. 
Fullerton ....................................................................................... ; ........... , 
Hayward ................................................................................................... : 
Humboldt ................................................................................................. . 
Long Beach .......................................................... , ......................... , ......... .. 
Los Angeles .............................................................................................. .. 
Northridge.::: ............................................................................................. . 
Pomona .................................................................................................... .. 
Sacramento ............................................................................................... . 
San Bernardino ....................................................................................... .. 
San Diego ............................................... : ................................................ .. 
San Francisco .......... ~ ........................ , ....................................................... .. 

San Jose ....... , ...... ~ ......................... ,; ............ , .............................................. . 

San Luis Obispo ...................................................................................... .. 
Sonoma ........ : ............................................................................................... . 
Stanislaus ........ , .......................................................................................... .. 

Average·, CSUC campuses reporting .......................................... .. 

1977 

N/R b 

0.2 
0.2 

N/R 
0.4 
0.8 

N/R 
0.4 
1.2 
0.5 

0.4 
1.1 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.6 

N/R 
N/R 
N/R 

0.9 
0.8 

0.8 
0.8 

1.6 

0.4 
N/R 

0.9 
0.6 

Year 
1978 

1.0 
0.4 
0.2 

N/R 
1.3 
1.0 

N/R 
0.8 
1.7 
0.9 

. 2.1 
0.4 
0.6 
0.7 
0.1 

0.5 
N/R 
N/R 
N/R 

0.3 
0.2 
0.4 
0.5 
0.9 

1.7 

0.2 
N/R 

1.4 
0.7 
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1979 

1.5 
0.1 
0.6 

N/R 
3.6 
1.3 

N/R 
2.1 

1.3 

0.9 
0.7 
1.9 
0.4 
0.4 
0.6 
0.3 
0.3 

N/R 
N/R 

0.3 
0.3 

0.4 
0.9 

1.5 

0.6 
0.9 

0.6 
a Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reports. Violent crimes include murder, non-negligent manslaughter, 

forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault. 
b N/R-not reported . 
• Simple (imweighted) average. 

Our second concern relates to the nature of the crime problem at San Jose. 
Unlike most CSUC campUSes, San Jose State University is located in the center of 
a deteriorating urban environment. The justification for additional funding sub-
mitted by the Chancellor's Office describes this environment as follows: . 

The San Jose State University environment, unlike any others in the CSUC 
system, is characterized by the presence of drunks, drug addicts and pushers, 
hard-core criminal offenders, parolees, mental patients, prostitutes, juvenile 
gangs, and other undesirable groups. The proximity of these groups makes 
students and employees of the campus vulnerable to'criminally related activi­
ties. 

Therefore, the San Jose State University public safety program, acting alone, is 
relatively powerless to reduce problems of campus crime because these problems 
reside not on the campus itself but, rather, in the surrounding environs. Given this 
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situation, it is appropriate that the City of San Jose, for whom San Jose Sblte 
University represents a major social ahdeconomic resource, take efforts commen­
surate with those of CSUC to protect and preseI:ye the safety of university staff and 
students. Accordingly, we recommend that (I) funding for the San Jose State 
University public safety program be provided 'on a year-by-year basis and . (2) the 
Chancellor's Office report to the legislative budget committees by November 30, 
1981, on the status of joint efforts with the City of San Jose to reduce campus crime. 

CONTRA COSTA CAMPUS SITE 

Sale Recommended 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to sell the site of apioposoo campusin Contra 

Costa County, because it will not he needed before the year 2000, if ever, for a General Fund 
revenue increase. of $3,918,813. 

In August 1969, the state purchased from the Newhall Land and Farming Com­
pany a 380 acre site in Contra Costa County, to be used for aproposed campus that 
would be part of the CSUC system. The terms of the deed of sale specify that, 
should the state decide not to develop the site as an institution of higher education, 
Newhall Land and Farming Company shall have the right to purcha:sethe prop­
erty from the state for theorigina:l sale price ($1,740,000) plus 7 percent per annum 
mterest. As of August 1981, this repurchase price equals $3,918,813. 

Decline in College Age Population 
Although the Contra Costa County site was purchased under. the assumption 

that the state might at some future time wish to develop it as a campus, it soon 
became apparent that the era of higher education enrollment growth w:as rapidly 
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drawing to an end. Cbnsequeritly,CSUC never requested,-andthe Legislature 
never approved---2funding for the development of a Contra Costa campus.' More 
recently, it has become apparent that not only has the era of growth ended but 
an era of decline in higher education enrollments, both nationally and in Califor-
nia, will soon set in, as illustrated in Chart 3. . 

Chart 3 shows that the size of California's traditional college age population (18 
to 24 years) will peak a~ound 1982 at approximately 2.9 million persons. Thereafter, 
this population will decline precipitously, reaching a low of approximately 2.5 
million persons in 1992-a decline of 15 percent; Based on the best information 
currently ayailable, the college age population will not again reach present levels 
until at least the year 2000. Barring any major changes in the age structure of CSUC 
students, therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that CSUC enrollments will show 
a similar declining trend. 

No Apparent' Justificati,on 
The Legislature has stated that it will not authorize funds for the construction 

of new campuses by the public segments of higher education without the favorable 
recommendation of the California Postsec<;mdary Education Commission 
(CPEC): On the issue of approving new CSUC campuses, the Commission's guide­
lines state: 

Projected statewide enrollment demand on the California State University 
and Colleges should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing State 
University and Colleges unless there are compelling regional needs. 

In order tojustify development of a new campus in Contra Costa County, there­
fore, CSUC would have to demonstrate either (1) a compelling regional need in 
Contra Costa County for a new campus or (2) that enrollments at CSUC campuses 
will substantially exceed current enrollment levels. This second condition is neces­
sary because the system currently has significant excess capacity, as shown in Table 
31. 

Table 31 
Comparison of Campus FTE Enrollment Ceilings (Academic Year) 

With 1981-82 Allocations 

Campus 
Bakersfield ........................................................... . 
Chico .......................... : .......................................... . 
Dominguez.Hills ............................................... . 
Fresno ................................................................... . 
Fullerton .............................................................. . 
Hayward ............................................................... . 
Humboldt ..................................... , ....................... . 
Long Beach ........................................................... . 

. Los Angeles ......................................................... . 
Northridge.; ......................................................... . 
Pomona ... , ............................................................ .. 
Sacramento ........................... : ............................. . 

. San Bernardino ................................................... . 
San Diego ........................................................... . 
San Francisco ..................................................... . 

, ~: r: o.bi~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sonoma ................................................................. . 
Stanislaus ............................................................. . 

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

EnroUment 
Ceiling 

12,000 
14,000 
20,000 
20,000 
20,000 
18,000 
10,000 
25,000 
25,000 
25,000 
20,000 
25,000 
12,000 
25,000 
20,000 
25,000 
15,000 
10,000 
12,000 

353,000 

1981-82 
Allocation 

2,300 
12,300 
5,300 

12,700 
15,300 
7,700 
6,600 

21,450 
13,800 
19,100 
12,600 
16,600 
3,250 

24,500 
17,400 
18,000 
14,200 
4,500 
2,900 

230,500 

Excess Capacity 
Amount Percent 

9,700 80.8% 
1,700 12.1 

14,700 73.5 
7,300 36.5 
4,700 23.5 

10,300 57.2 
3,400 34.0 
3,550 14.2 

11,200 44.8 
5,900 23.6 
7,400 37.0 
8,400 33.6 
8,750 72.9 

500 2.0 
2,600 13.0 
7,000 28.0 

800 5.3 
5,500 55.0 
9,100 75.8 

122,500 34.7% 
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Table 31 shows that; of the 19C5UG campuses, 17 have projected 1981--82 
enrollments which are more than 10 percent below the capacities of those cam­
puses as stated in their respective enrollment ceilings. Moreover,the system as a 
whole has excess capacity of 122,500 full~e equivalent, (FTE) stUdents,. 34.7 
percent of the systemwide enrollment ceiling. Thus, any excess regional demand 
ata particular campus ClUl easily be met by redirecting students to another, 
uneierutilizeei, campus within the system. In fact, the campus nearest the Contra 
Costa site, cSU Hayward, is among the more severely underenrolled campuses, 
with excess capacity equal to 57.2 percent of its enrollment ceiling. 

Based on the best information currently available, including informal consulta­
tion with CPEC staff, our analysis indicates that CSUC will be unable to demon­
strate either condition (1) or (2), above,prior to the year 2000, at the earliest. The 
choices confronting the Legislature, therefore, are the following: 

• sen the Contra Costa site now and use the $3.9 million in. additional General 
Fund revenues to fund current, high priority projects, 

• sell the Contra Costa site at some future date, with the state essentially earning 
7 percent on a $3.9 million "savings account" in the interim, or 

• retain the Contra Costa site under the assumption that eitherCSUC system­
wide enrollments or regional needs in Contra Costa· County will at some 
future date justify the construction of a twentieth CSUC campus on the site. 

As stated, our analysis indicates. that witrun the foreseeable future, construction 
of a new CSUC campus on the Contra Costa site cannot be Justified. Our analysis 
further indicates that it is not wise to set aside furids when they can either be better 
invested or utilized for service programs that are suffering program reductions 
due to the lack of sufficient state revenues in 1981-82. Accordingly, we recoIIimend 
that the Legislature designate the Contra Costa site as surpluS state lanei and enact 
legislation calling for its sale, for a General Fund revenue increase of approximate­
ly $3,918,813. 

SPECIAL REPAIR AND DEFERRED MAINTENANCE 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's Budget requests $3,112,670 from the Capital Outlay Fund for 
Public HigherEducation (COFPHE) for special repair and deferred maintenance 
projects in 1981-82. The proposed amount continues the second rear of a three­
year, $9 million plan to substantially reduce or eliminate the backlog ,of these 
projects. Last year, the Legislature approved funding for the first. year of this plan, 
appropriating $2,964,448 from the COFPHK . 

CSUC requested funding for $5,671,225 in special repair and deferred mainte­
nance projects; iIi accordance with the plan agreed to last year by the Department 
of Finance and CSUC, the Governor's Budget provides funding for approximately 
$3 million of this request. Included in the list of projects, totaling $3,112,670, to be 
implemented in 1981-82 are $1,957,829 ill various projects related to health and 
safety including the replacement of natural gas lines and the repair of buckled 
sidewalks, dangerously worn stairways, and tenilis courts. The remainder is 
proposed to be expended as follows: $249,849 for emergencies, $418,135 for roof 
repairs, and $485,857 for street repairs. . 

We have exammed CSUC's list of projects and believe that the proposeei $3,112,-
670 is reasonable in light of the system's needs. Accordingly,. we reconunend 
approval as budgeted. . 
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Preventive Maintenance 
The Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 1979 

Budget Bill which directed CSUC to submit a preventive maintenance plan by 
November 1979. In response, the Chancellor's Office submitted in November 1979 
an interim report on the status of preventive maintenance which (1) proposed 
that a pilot project be undertaken at one CSUC campus and (2) stated that a 
systemwide task force would be convened to study the problem of preventive 
maintenance and recommend solutions. 

Following discussions between representatives of the LegiSlative Analyst's Of­
fice, the Department of Finance, and the Chancellor's Office, a one-year, pilot 
preventive maintenance project for San Francisco State University was approved. 
Major tasks of the project involved compiling a thorough inventory of items requir­
ing preventive maintenance and creating an automated work order system for 
servicing the items on a regular basis. The project has since been successfully 
completed. 

Drawing extensively on the knowledge gained through the San Francisco State 
University pilot project, the systemwide preventive maintenance task force sub­
mitted its report to the Chancellor in November 1980. The report recommends 
that the Chancellor approve a specific preventive maintenance system, described 
in the report, as CSUC's approach to plant operations. Other recommendations 
include (1) establishing a formal function for plant operations within the Chancel­
lor's Office and (2) establishing a budgetary differentiation between the catego­
ries of special repairs, on the one hand, and deferred maintenance, on the other. 

As of mid-January, the task force report was in the process of being reviewed 
by the Chancellor; therefore, no systemwide action with respect to preventive 
maintenance had been proposed. We will continue to monitor this area and will 
report any developments to the legislative budget committees, as appropriate. 

ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

A. Utilities Costs 
We recommend th~t th~ Legislature c!irect the ChancelJor's Office and the Department 

of Finance to discuss the consequenctis of an apparent $1.5 million underfunding of the 
CSUC 1981-82 utilities budget. . 

Expenditures for utilities are a major expense in the CSUC budget, amounting 
to $36.1 million for 1981-82. This amount repres~nts a 17.5 percent increase over 

. the current year budgeted amount of $30.8 million. Whilemost itemsin the CSUC 

. budget are based on formulas, utility expenditures 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. In the past, the cost increases 
thus calculated by CSUC have be~n routinely used as the basis for the GovernOr's 
Budget amount for CSUC utilities. . 

Price Increases Underestimated 
In the 1981-82 budget, the Department of Finance has departed from past 

practices and, as a result, the estimated utilities expenditure presented in the 
Governor's Budget is lower than the estimate made by CSUc. Using thE1CSUC 
methodology, the Governor's Budget falls short of the amountrieeded by $1,523;-
628. This figure reflects a deficit of $4,238,527 in the electricity budget and sur­
pluses of $1,744,265 and $970,634 in the oil and gas budgets, respectively. 

Our analysis indicates that the methodology used by CSUC to calculate project­
ed energy costs is quite detailed, encompassing the following steps: 
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1. The calculation of actual 1979-80 utilities consumption (expressed in energy 
units), adjusted for unusual weather patterns, 

2. The addition of increases in utilities consumption due to (a) new buildings 
and (b) new computers, 

3. The subtraction of decreases in utilities consumption due to energy conserva­
tion, 

4. The calculation of costs associated with energy . consumption thus indicated, 
using actual utilities rates as. of July 1, 1980, and 

5. The application of price increase factors for each utility company serving 
CSUC, based on information provided by the companies and on an analysis 
of :rate cases before the Public Utilities Commission. 

Application of this methodology yields systemwide price increases of 24.5 percent 
for electricity, 22.0 percent for gas, and 16.0 percent for oil. 

In contrast, the Department of Finance methodology reflected in the 1981-82 
Governor's Budget applies a 16 percent across-the-board price increase to the 
amount budgeted for 1980-81 (adjusted for new buildings) and ignores such im­
portantcost factors as (1) actual 1979-80 consumption, (2) the impact of the 
installation of large computers as part of the systemwide computer procurement, 
(3) the impact of CSUC'senergy conservation efforts, (4) the level of current 
utility rates, and (5) the variations in these rates among the eight utilities serving 
CSUC. 

Our analysis indicates, therefore, that the Governor's Budget apparently fails to 
provide funding sufficient to enable CSUC to maintain current levels of utilities 
consumption (as adjusted to reflect conservation efforts). Instead, the impact of 
inflation appears to result. in. a de facto reduction of approximately $1;5 ntillion in 
the CSUC utilities budget. Accordingly, we recommend that the Chancellor's 
Office and the Department of Finance be prepared to discuss this matter at the 
budget hearings. 

B. Energy Conservation 
We recommend approval. 

Acting on our recommendation that CSUC reduce systemwide energy con­
sumption, the Legislature provided $616,461 in 1979-80l:J.lld$647,285 in 1980-81 to 
fund energy conservation. projeCts. The Governor's Budget proposes to continue 
conservationefforfs in .1980-81 by funding $679,649 in additional energy-saving 
projects from the Energy an,d. Resources Fund. Also, the Governor's Budget pro­
vides $5,516,550 for . capital. outlay projects related to energy conservation (de-
scribed under Item 661-301-146) . . . 

The projects proposed to be funded from the Energy and Resources Fund, like 
those approved by the Legislature last year, require no engineering support, are 
of a one-time nature, and may be implemented by physical plant personnel either 
through in-house or contract labor. Examples of these projects are: 

• Lighting efficiency imI?rovement through relamping with energy-saving 
lamps or delamping to avoid waste. 

• Energy efficiency improvement through installation of time clocks, locking 
thermostat covers, refl~ctive solar film, etc. 

In all, CSUC proposes to implement 21 energy-savings projects,. with simple 
payback periods 'of from one to 4.6 years. Allowing for a phased implementation 
schedule, CSUC will realize an estimated cost savings in 1981-82 of $364,000. These 
cost savings have been assumed in the construction of CSUC's proposed' $36.1 
million utilities budget for 1981-82. 
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St~tus. of Energy Conservation 
Because of continuing efforts to conserve energy, CSUC's 1981.,..82 utilities 

budget is based ona systemwide reduction' in energy consumption per gross 
square foot of 2.5 percent under estimated 1980-81 consumption. Estimated con­
sumption for 198().,.81, in turn, presupposes a reduction of 2.5 percent under actual 
1979-80 consumption (which was 18.3 percent below actual1978-79consumptiori). 
In other words, CSUC's 1981-82 utilities budget assumes (1) a reduction of 22.4 
percent in energy consumption compared to actual 1978-79 consumption and (2) 
a reduction of 4.9 percent compared to actual 1979-80 consumption, as shown in 
Table 32. 

Table 32 

CSUC Systemwide Utility. Usage 

Actual Estimated Projected 
1979-80 ·198tJ....81 1981-82 

Electricity Usage 
Total KWH a. (Million) ............................................................ . 
KWH/GSF b 

.••. c ............................. ;; ......................................... . 

Gas & Oil usage 
Total Therms . (Million) ............. " .......................................... .. 
Therms/GSF ............................................................................ .. 

Total Energy Usage . 
Total BTU C (Billion) ............................................................. . 
BTU/GSF (Thousands) .............. : .... : .... :.; .............................. .. 

a Kilowatt-hours 
b'Cross square feet 
C British Thermal Units 
d Without additional electrical loads of new computers. 

356.5220 
13.3329 

18.2219 
0.6814 

3039.0075 
113.6500 . 

362.0328 
13.3363 
13.2719 d 

18.4673 
0.6802 

3082.3507 
113.5456 

·1l3.3259 d 

364.5705 
13.2274 
12.9611d 

18.1743 
• 0.6594 

3061.7157 
111:0862 
1l0.1770 d 

CSUC reports the actual systemwide decreases in consllrnption shown in Table 
33. Asthe table shows, in 1979-80 CSUC achieved an overall reduction, in energy 
consumPtion per gross square foot of 18.3 percent comparedto the previous year: 
This 18.3 percent reduction equates to a $3.8 million cost avoidance, based on the 
average ufility prices at each campus during 1979-80. In, comparison to energy 
expenditures in i978-79,the 1979-80 expendittiresjIicreased by $1.9 million, due 
to rapid increases in utility prices; without theconservationefforts,.however; the 
increase in: the 1979-80~tilitii:;s budget would have beEm much greater .. 

Electricity Usage 

Table 33 

CSUC Energy Conservation· 

F}~caJ. 
1978-79 

KWH/GSF ...... : ........................................................... ;;.: ... ; ........... ;... 15.083 
Gas and Oil Usage' . 

Therms/GSF .................... ; ........... ; ....... : ..... · .................. :...................... 0;887 
'I'otaIEnergy Usage 

BTU/GSIf· .. : ........ ; .................................................................. , ........... 139,158 

a'For a description of measures of energy usage, refer to Table 32. 

Fisc8J Percent 
1979:-80 Change 

13.332 ~ri.61% 

0.681 ~23.22%. 

113,650 -c-18.33% 

The Chancellor's Office notes that future reductions in energy consumption will 
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probably be less dramatic because (1) the 1979-80I'esults partially reflect the 
impact of unusually favorable weather conditions, (2) the installation of major new 
computers on all 19 campuses will increase electricity consumption, and (3) the 
general phenomenon of diminishing marginal returns implies that additional re­
ductions in consumption, to the extent they are achieved, will only be achieved 
at greater cost per unit. Nonetheless, the reductions shown in Table 33 reflect a 
real effort on the part of CSUC to conserve energy. 

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 FfE-two for cam­
puses with less than 10,000 FfE, three for campuses with 10,000 FfE to 20,000 FfE 
and four for campuses with over 20,000 FfE. 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 commit­
tees 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 in the past, current, and budget years 
are shown in Table 34. 

Table 34 
CSUC Academic Senate Expenses 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82" Amount Percent 

Statewide ............................................ $497,804 $553,559 $551,002 
Local .................................................... N/Ab 1,007,646 1,01l,360 

-$2,557 -0.5% 
3,714 0.4 

Totals ................................................ N I A $1,561,205 $1,562,362 $1,157 0.1 % 

a Do~s not include salary increase funds. 
b N I A: not available. 

VII. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 
The Independent Operations program includes all program elements that bene­

fit 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 theimiversity's educational mission, performed 
by CSUC on contract to a government agency. Independent operations receive 
no direct General Fund support .. Table 35 shows the estimated personnel and 
expenditures for the past, current,and budget years. 

VIII; FOUNDATIONS AND AUXILIARY ORGANIZATIONS 
Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations are separate legal entities authorized 

by the Legislature to perform fun.ctionsthat contribute to the educational mission 
of the CSUC, as well as providing services to students and employees. Most of these 
organizations can be grouped intoJburmajor categories: associated student organi­
zations, special educational projects administered by foundations, student union 
operations and commercial activities. All operations of the Foundations and Auxil­
iary Organizations are self-supporting; they receive no General Fund support. 
Table 36 shows the proposed expenditures for the past, current, and budget years. 
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Table 35 
Independent Operations Expenditures 

. Personnel Ewenditures 
Actual Estimated Proposed Actual Estimated Proposed 
1979-80 1!J80-81 1981~ 1979-80 1!J80-81 1981~ 

Program Totals .......................................... 1,459.8 1,666.3 1,644.5 $38,203,374 $39,472,254 $46,123,384 
General Fund ............................................ - -444,493 
Reimbursements-other .......................... 1,436.8 1,{j(j(J.3 1,630.8 37,851, '745 39,055,315 45,429,674 
Reinibursements-federal ...................... 229,427 
Parking Account, DOrmitory Revenue 

Fund ........................... ; ......................... 21.3 6.0 13.7 470,915 416,939 693,710 
Continuing Education Revenue Fdnd 1.7 95,780 
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Table 36 

Founda~ions and Auxiliary Organizations, Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Projected Change 
1979-80 1980-81 1981.,82 Amount Percent 

Program Totals ........................... . $168,630,359 $IBO,300,OOO $191,100,000 $10,BOO,OOO 6~O% 
Reimbursements--cther ......... . 134,630,539 143,800,000 154,600,000 10,800,000 7.5% 
Reimbursements-federal ....... . 34,000,000 ,36,500,000 36,500,000 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 661-301 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund, for Public High~ 
er Education and the Energy 
and Resources Fund Budget p. E 150 

Requested 1981-82 ............................................ : ........................... .. 
Recommended approval ................. , .......... , ................. , ................ . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ............ , ......... ~ .................................... . 

$22,052,650 
16,891,150 

1,264,500 
3,897,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Statewide Planning; Recommend adoption of Budget Bill lan­

guage to increase expenditure limits, on energy stUdies from 
$15,000 to $25,000. ',,', ' , ",,' 

2. Statewide ' Minor ' Capital,' Outlay. Reduce by $500,0fHJ. Recom­
mend funds for low priority projects be deleted. 

3. Statewide-,-Removal of Architectural Barriers to the Hand­
icapped, Chico, Hayward" Humboldt, San'Jose and San Luis 
Obispo. Withhold ,recommelldation 00$1,559;400, pending re-
ceipt of additional information. ,', ' 

4. Hayward. Withhold recommendation on $177,000 for working 
drawings and cpnstruction to modify fine arts building pending 
receipt of additional information; , 

5. Long Beach." Withhold recommendation on $172,000 for working 
drawings and construction to modify elevators to meet fire and 
safety code, pending, receipt of acl,ditional information. 

6. Fullerton. Reduce by$216,(J()(}. Recommend deletion of working 
drawings andconsfructioo funds to modify letters and science 
building because proj~ctscope is not justified; 

7. Los Angeles; Withhold,recommendationon $263,000 for working 
drawings and cOllstructionto modify elevators to meet safety 
code," pending receipt of 'additional information. 

8. San Diego, lleduce,by$lSO,SO(k Recommend equipment funds 
be reduced' to state suppqrtlible level. 

9; Htimboldt. Recommend that prior to budget hearings, the De~ 
partment of Finance explain how equipment for the new green" 

Analysis 
page 
1401 

1402 

1403 

1405 

1406 

1407 

1407 

1408, 

1408 
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house will be acquired. . 
10. Northridge. Reduce by $5ff,ooO •. Recommend construction funds 1409 

for new faculty office addition be reduced by deleting unneces-
sary project elements. 

11. Pomona. Withhold recommendation on $3,285,000 for construc- 1409 
tion funds for riew faculty office building, pending receipt of addi-
tional cost information. 

12. Northridge. Reduce by $26,000. Recommend construction funds 1411 
for energy management system be reduced by deleting excess 
project contingency funds. 

13. San Luis Obispo. Reduce by $58,000. Recommend preliminary 1412 
planning funds for cogeneration plant be deleted because the 
electrical energy provided by the project substantially exceeds the 
campus need. 

14. Northridge. Reduce by$55,(){)(j. Recommend preliminary plan- 1412 
ning funds for cogeneration plant be deleted because the electri-
cal energy pr()vided by the project substantially exceeds the 

. campus need. 
15. Pomona. Reduce by $13~OOO. Recommend preliminary plan- 1412 

ning funds for cogeneration plant be deleted, because adequate 
information is not available on which to evaluate this project. 

16. San Jose. Reduce by $70,000. Recommend preliminary planning 1412 
funds for cogeneration plant be deleted because adequate infor­
mation is not available on which to evaluate this· project. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes a capital outlay program of $22,052,650 for the California 

St~te University and Colleges (CSUC) in 1981~2. The budget proposes that fund­
ing for the program come from two sources-$21,845,650 from the Capital Outlay 
Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) and $207,000 from the Energy and 
Resources Fund. Iil addition, the budget proposes that funds for four previously 
approved projects be reverted to the .cOFPHE fund. Finally, the budget proposes 
that funds approved in Item 561 (3) of the Budget Act of 1980, preliminary plans 
for federal·· energy conservation· project proposals, be reappropriated. 

1981~2 Capitallmprovemeilt Program Not Prioritized 
The State Administrative Manual. (Section 6137)· requires that the priority posi­

tionin the department's five-year improvement program be given for each project 
proposed for inclusion in the budget. The priority ranking of projects is needed 
so that the Administration and the Legislature may establish the relative priority 
of a project with respect to other programs. 

The Trustees' request for 1981~2 includes 77 projects totaling $46;119,000. The 
program; however, does not assign a priority to all projects proposed for funding 
in the budget year. Funds proposed for eriergy related projects, planning and 
minor capital outlay (projects costing less than $100,(00) are not included in the 
priority listing. Consequently, the Departmeht of Finance has assigned the prior­
itY for these projects. In order for the Legislature to evaluate the total program 
requested by the CSUC,prior to legislative hearings on the budget, the Trustees 
should provide a revised listing indicating the priority of each project proposed for 
funding in i981~2. 
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1981-82 CapitcilOutlay -Program 
Item 661·301·146 requests $21,845,650 from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public 

Higher Education (COFPHE) and Item 661·301·188 proposes $207,000 frolfi the 
Energy and Resources Fund for CSUC Capital Outlay projects. For legislative 
review purposes, we have separated the proposals into'sevencatt~gories. A de~crip· 
tion of each category and our recomIllendations on specific projects follow. 

A. Statewide Planning 
We recommend approval of Item 661·301-146(1), architectural and engineering p)aiJi?ing 

and studies and Item 661-301-146(2), pre/iminaryplanning""":""I982:-83 projects. We further 
recommend that Budget Bill limguage be modified to increase the expenditure limit on 
energy studies from $1$,()(}(} to $25,()(}(}. 

This category includes two systemwide elements-architectural and engineer­
ing planning and studies ($150,000) and preliminary planning-1982-83 projects 
($125,000) . 

Architectural and Engineering Planning and Studies. This element would pro­
vide funds for campus master planning, consulting services and technical studies. 
Up to $15,000 of these funds -is available for development of technical studies and 
engineering studies of ene;rgy conservationprojectsantic~pated to be included in 
subsequent budgets. The funds appropriated under this item will be distributed 
by the Chancellor's Office to the various call1pqses, based upon priority needs. 

Our review of the Chancellor's Office distribution of these funds in the current 
year indicates that approximately $70,000 was allocated so that each campus could 
acquire the services of a consulting architect. The consulting architect provides 
services to the campus for proposed new facilities imd revisions to the campus 
master plans. 

Our review of the CSUC five-yearcapi,tal improvement program indicates that 
several campuses are anticipating very little new construction in the next few 
years. Table 1 shows the number of pr9jects ,and proposed funds included in the 
five-year plan for four selected campuses. 

Table 1 

California State University College 
Five-Year Capital Outlay Program for Sel~cted Campuses 

Number of 
Campus Projects 

Bakersfield ............................... , ............ "........................................ 2 
Dominguez Hills ............................................................................ 3 
San Bernardino .............................................................................. 2 
Stanislaus .......................................................................................... 3 

10 

Proposed 
Funds­
$3,976,000 
1,050,000 
3,339,000 
2,555,400 

. -$10,920,400 

1980-81 
Expenditure 
Consulting 
Architect 

$2,500 
3,000 
2,500 
3,200 

$11,200 

In view of the fact that these four campuses are anti~ip~ting a very low level of 
improvements over the next few years, the need for consulting architect serviCes 
for revisions to master plans is not apparent. Any consulting workload relating to 
these four campuses should be administered directly by the Chancellor's Office 
utilizing the chief architect position in the PhysiCal Planning and Development 
Office. The resulting savings that could be achieved in the architectural and 
engineering planning and studies prograIl). could then be redirected to higher 
priority needs, particularly studies for _ energy conservation. 

To allow for an increase in energy conservation studies, we recommend that the 
Budget Bill language whiCh limits the amount of funds available under this item 
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for these studies to $15,000 be increased to $25,000. 
Preliminary Planning~l98U3 Projects. This element provides $125,000, of 

which a maxiIllum of $30,000 would be aVailable July 1, 1981 for utility and site 
development projects. The remaining $95,000 would be available for development 
of preliminary plans for working drawings and/or working drawing/construction 
projects which are, included in the budget for 1982--83. This funding mechanism 
has been utilized since theBudget Act of 1975 in order to. improve project pro­
gramming and expedite approved projects. The proposed level of funding will 
support planning for approximately. $8.5 million in construction. A planning pro­
gram of this magnitude is reasonable. 

B. Minor Capitol Outlay 

Statewide 
We recommend that Item 661-301-146(3) provide funding only for high-priority minor 

capital improvement needs, for a savings of $500,{){)(). '.' . . 

This request is for a lump-sum appropriation of $4 million for minor capi~al 
outlay ($100,000 or l~~s per project). The funds would be allocated by the Chancel­
lor's Office to the 19 CSUGcampuses. The Chancellor's Office has submitted a list 
of projects to the Department of Finance and the Legislature for review totaling 
$5 million. 

Supplemental Report Language. The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget 
Act expressed legislative intent that: 

1. .Minor capital improvements shall not be used for maintenance work, for 
work deleted from major capital outlay projects or for phasing of projects costing' 
in excess of $100,000. The CSUC shall develop a minor capital outlay program 
following, in general, the priority categories approved by the Trustees for the 
capital improvement program. "Judgment and prudence shall be exercised in the 
allocation of funds to the remaining projects on a needs basis." 

2. The Chancellor's Office shall provide the Department of Finance and Legis- . 
lative Analyst copies of proposed minor capital outlay improvements. 

3. The Chancellor's Office shall provide an annual post-audit reportno later 
than .october 1, each year on all minor capita:! outlay projects funded in the 
preceding year, and 

4. The Trustees shall, approve minor capital outlay projects. 
The supplemental report language was adopted in order to alleviate the substan­

tial workload that the Department of Finance Incurred in approving minor capital 
outlay projects. The objective of the language was to assign more responsibility to 
the Chancellor'S Office for allocation offunds. . , 

Allocation of Funds BYtheChancelJor's Office. Out review of the proposed 
projects for minor capital outlay at the CSUC indicates that the Chancellor's Office 
has not exercised "judgment and prudence" in allocating funds'bn a needs basis. 
The allocation method used by ,the Chancellor's .office conti~lles to be ,b~sed 
primarily on the, full-tiIIle.equlvalent (FTE) enrollment at each campus rather 
than on the indIVidual need of each campus.Table ~ shows th~Ch~ncellor;sOffice 
minor capital outlay,. allocatipn plan an9 the percent of funds propos~d for .each 
campus in comparIson to the FTE enrollment on the various crunpuses. With few 
exceptions, the proposed allocation method for minor capItal' outlay is closely 
aligned with the FTE allocation. It would be sheer coincidence if an allocation 
method reflective of the relative need for improvements at each campus produced 
such a distribution of funds, particularly given the varying ages of the campuses' 
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physical plants. 

Table 2 
California State University and Colleges 

Minor Capital Outlay Funds 
and Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollment 

Allocation Per Campus 

Minor 
Capital Outlay Percent of Campus 1981-82FTE 

Campus Proposed 1981-82 Total Allocation 
Bakersfield .................•........ $66,700 1.5% 2,220 
Chico ............. :...................... 216,800 4.8 12,000 
Dominguez Hills ... ,.......... 108,500 2.4 4,800 

, Fresno .................................. 247,000 5.4 12,000 
Fullerton.............................. 314,200 6.9 14,700 
Hayward.............................. 160,000 3.5 7,450 
Humboldt............................ 159,600 3.5 6,530 
Long Beach ........................ 430,000 9.4 21,050 
Los' Angeles ............ ; ......... ;. 254,400 5.6 14,300 
Northridge .......................... 343,000 715 19,000 
Pomona................................ 235,500 5.2 11,750 
Sacramento........................ 262,950 5.8 16,000 
San Bernardino .................. 82,000 1.8 2,950 
San Diego............................ 456,700 10.0 23,450 
San Francisco.................... 389,000 8.5 17,400 
San Jose................................ 315,500 6.9 18,000 
San Luis Obispo ................ 324,000 7.1 14,200 
Sonoma ........................... ;.... 111,000 2.4 4,100 
Stanislaus ...... ;;.................... 74,900 1.6 2,550 

Subtotal ..................•........ : $4,551,750 
Statewide ............................ . 448,250 

100.0% 224,450 

Total ................................ $5,000,000 100.0% 224,450 
(Budget Bill Amount) ...• (4,000,000) 
• Percent colwnns may not total due to rounding. 

Percent 
of Total 

1.0% 
5.3 
2.1 
5.3 
6.5 
3.3 
2.9 
9.4 
6.4 
815 
5.2 
7.1 
1.3 

10.4 
7.8 
8.0 
6.3 
1.8 
1.8 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Moreover, our review of the projects proposed for funding by the Chancellor's 
Office indicates that many projects seem to be low priority in relation to system­
wide needs. Several projects are for maintenance and equipment projects which 
are more properly funded in the support budget. An example of such projects are 
(1) construction of an "information kiosk" at San Diego ($34,500) (2) repair to the 
theater at Los Angeles ($59,000), and (3) laboratory equipment at San Luis Obispo 
($70,000). . 

Our review of the Chancellor's Office list indicates that $3.5 million should be 
adequate to fund high-priority minor capital outlay projects in the budget year. 
Consequently, we recommend that Item 661-301-146(3) be reduced to $3,500,000, 
for a savings of $500,000. 

Removal of Architectural Barriers to the Handicapped 
We withhold recommendation on $1,559,400 proposed in Item 661-301~146(4), (5), (6), (7), 

and (8), pending receipt of additional infonnation. 

A summary of the five projects proposed for removal of architectural barriers 
to the handicapped is provided in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
California State University and Colleges 

Program to Remove Architectur~1 Barriers to the Handicapped 
Budget Estimated 

Bill Analyst's Future 
Item 661-301-146 Campus 

Chico 
Hayward 
Humboldt 
San Jose 

Amount Proposal Cost 
(4) ................................................................. . $375,000 pending 
(5) ................................................................ .. 270,000 pending 
(6) ................................................................ .. 160,000 pending 
(7) ................................................................ .. 434,400 pending 
(8) ................................................................. . San Luis Obispo 320,000 pending 

Totals ...................................................... .. $1,559,400 pending 

The Trustees have established priorities for removal of architectural barriers to 
the handicapped. The priorities, which were developed by the Chancellor's Office 
in consultation with the Statewide Disabled Students Coalition, the Chancellor's 
Council of Presidents and the Department of Rehabilitation, are as follows: 

1. Access to the campus as a whole. 
2. Access to facilities to meet the basic needs of the physically handicapped. 
3. Access to main level of btIilding with high student use. . 
4. Access to floors above and below main level. 
5. Automatic doors and lower drinking fountains. 
6. Other barrier projects. 
Since 1973, the state has provided $6.2 million to CSUC for removal of campus 

architectural barriers to the handicapped. In addition, a federal grant in' the 
amount of $1,854,000 was received for these purposes. The previous funding has 

Table 4 
California State University and Colleges 

Projects to Correct Code Deficiencies 
1981-82 

Item Project TItle Phase" Campus 
(9) Modify fine arts lab-safety 

code requirements .................... wc Hayward· 
(10) Modifications to science build-

ing-Fire Marshal require-
ments ............................................ c San Francisco 

(11) Modifications to administra-
tion building-safety code re-
quirements .................................. c Hayward 

(12) Modify existing elevators-
safety code requirements ........ c San Jose 

(13) Modifications to science build-
ing-safety code requirements c Long Beach 

(14) Modify existing elevators-
safety code requirements ........ wc Long Beach 

(15) Modifications to letters and 
science building-Fire Mar-
shal requirements ...................... wc Fullerton 

(16) Modify existing elevators-
safety code requirements ........ wc Los Angeles 
Totals ............................................ 

"Phase symbols indicate: c-construction; w-working drawings. 
b CSUC estimate. 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$177,000 

163,000 

156,000 

376,000 

947,000 

172,000 

216,000 

263,000 
$2,470,000 

Estimated 
. Analyst's Future 
Proposal CoSt b 

pending 

163,000 

156;000 

376,000 

947,000 

pending 

pending 
$1,642,000 
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enabled the CSUC to eliminate the accessibility problemsin priority categories 1 
through 3. The projects proposed in the Budget Bill address accessibility problems 
in category 4 by installing new elevators, modifying existing elevators and provid­
ing wheelchair lifts in areas where elevators are impractical. 

PlanningFunds Should be Allocated inCiJiTent Year. The Budget Act of 1980 
provided $125,000 for preparation of preliminary plans for projects to be included 
in the 1981-82 budget. ThiS amount was based on the need to provide planning 
funds for projects with construction values totalling $8 million. However, the 
budget for 1981-82 does not include new projects with a construction cost of this 
magnitude. Consequently, there are adequate funds available at this time to pre­
pare preliminary plans for the proposed projects to remove architectural barriers 
to the handicapped. Allocation of these funds would accelerate completion of the 
project, and would provide additional cost information to the Legislature prior to 
hearings·.on the Budget Bill. Consequently, we recommend that the·Chancellbr's 
Office allocated a portion ()f the funds to prepare· preliminary plans· for these 
projects. Pending completion of the needed preliminary plans, we withhold rec­
ommendation on the proposed amounts for ·removal of architectural barriers to 
the handicapped. 

D. Projects to Correct Code Deficiencies 
A summary of the eight projects included in this category and our recommenda­

tion for each is provided in Table 4. 

Hayward 
We withhold recommendation Item 661-301-146(9), $177,000 for working drawings and 

constnIctionto modify the fine arts building to meet safety code requirements, pending 
receipt of additionalinformation. 

This project would modify the ventilation system in the fine arts building at 
Hayward State University to meet safety code requirements. At the present time 
the ventilation system is not capable of exhausting noxious fumes which are gener­
ated by activities in the fine arts. program. The proposed project would revise and 
increase the exhaust rate of the existing ventilation system to correct this deficien­
cy. 

The work proposed in this project is warranted. The $177,000 requested for 
working drawings and construction, however, is based on adequate information. 
This projectwas previously funded ($114,000) for working drawings and construc­
tion in the Budget Act of 1979. The Office of State Architect (OSA), which was 
the architect for this project, initially prepared the 1979 estimate based on com­
pleted preliminary plans. After the working drawings were completed, the State 
Architect revised the cost estimate to $373,200, an increase of 229 percent. Because 
available funds were inadequate to fund the work as designed by the OSA, the 
project has not proceeded and the previously appropriated funds have reverted. 
The Chancellor's Office indicates that a new consulting architect will be assigned 
to this project, and that many features included in the OSA's design will be deleted 
because they are not needed to meet code requirements. The Chancellor's Office 
indicate that the new preliminary plans for this project should be available prior 
to legislative hearings on the budget. Pending receipt of the revised plans, we 
withhold recommendation on Item 661-301-146(9).· 

San Francisco. 
We recommendapprovaJ of Item 661-301-146(10). 

This request is for $163,000 for construction to make improvements to the 
science building required by the State Fire Marshal. The project includes modifi-
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cati.on .of the fire alarm system and ventilati.on system. The pr.oject alS.o pr.oP.oses 
installati.on .of fire sprinklers in hazard.ous areas and impr.ovement .of the exiting 
system. W.orking drawings f.or the pr.oP.osed m.odificati.ons have been c.ompleted 
and the requested funds are based.on the current estimate .of C.osts. The pr.oP.osed 
c.onstructi.on fund level is reas.onable and we rec.ommend appr.oval. 

Hayward 
We recommend approval of Item 661-301-146(11), $156,(){)(} for construction funds for 

modifications to the administration building to meet safety code requirements. 

The Hayward State University .adminlstrati.on buiding is a multi-st.ory structure 
150 feet in height. IUs theref.ore, subject t.o the State Fire Marshal's regulati.ons 
g.overning "high-rise" buildings, The State Fire Marshal has surveyed the building 
and. has identified several needed m.odific/ltions includinginstallati.on .of fire c.om­
municati.on systems and revisi.on .of the ventilati.on system. Planning· funds f.orthe 
pr.oP.osed m.odificati.on were appropriated in the Budget Act .of 1980. The pr.oP.osed 
pr.oject sc.ope and estimated C.osts are reas.onable, and we rec.ommEmdappr.oval .of 
the pr.oP.osed c.onstructi.on funds. . 

San Jose 
We recommend approval of Item 661-301-146 (l2), construction funds to modify existing 

elevators to meet safety code requirements. . 

This $376,000 pr.oject will bring all elevat.ors in state-funded buildings at this 
campus int.o c.ompliance with elevat.or safety .orders c.oncerning seismic safety and 
fireman's services. The pr.oject W.ould alS.o m.odify the c.ontr.ols in these 19 elevat.ors 
t.o meet handicapped access requrements. 

Preliminary plans f.or this pr.oject have been c.ompleted and w.orking drawings 
are currently underway. Thus; c.onstructi.on funds f.or the pr.oP.osed elevat.or im­
pr.ovements will be needed in the 1981-82 fiscal year, and we rec.ommend ap­
pr.oval. 

Long Beach 
We recommend approval of Item 661-301-146(13), construction funds to . modify the 

science building to meet safety code requirements. 

The budget requests $947,000 f.or c.onstructi.on .of impr.ovements t.o the science 
building at L.ong Beach. The pr.oP.osed impr.ovements are required by the Health 
and Safety C.ode, and include upgrading the heating and ventilati.on system with 
an energy efficient system, pr.oviding adequate air circulati.on capacity t.o exhaust 
t.oxic chemical fumes, and ren.ovati.on .of tw.o .organic chemistry lab.orat.ores. Pre­
liminary plans f.or the pr.oP.osed pr.oject have been c.ompleted, and w.orking draw­
ingsare currently underway and sh.ould be c.ompleted pri.or t.o the end .of the 
current fiscal year. The proP.osed c.onstructi.on am.ount and pr.oject sc.opeis reas.on­
able and we rec.ommend approval .of the requested funds. 

Long Beach 
We withold recommendation on Item 661-301-146(14), working drawings and construction 

to modify elevators to meet safety code; pending receipt of additional information. 

This $172,000 pr.oject W.ould m.odify 15 existing elevat.ors t.o meet safety c.ode 
requirements pertaining t.o seismic safety and firemen's service requirements. The 
elevat.ors t.o be m.odified are I.ocated in 11 state funded buildings at this campus. 

The pr.oP.osed schedule f.or this pr.oject indicates that statewide funds are avail­
able in the current year f.or preparati.on .of preliminary plans .. The preliminary 
design will evaluate the particular impr.ovements needed S.o that each elevat.or 
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complies with seismic code and fire emergency service requirements. The prelim­
inary plans for this project should be available prior to legislative hearings on the 
budget. We withhold recommendation, pending review of the plans. 

Fullerton 
We recommend deletion of Item 661-301-146{l5), working drawings and construction of 

modifications to the letters and science building. because less costly alternatives are avail­
able, a reduction of $216,()()(). 

This proposal is to modify the letters and science building to correct deficiencies 
noted in a recent survey by the State Fire Marshal. A major portion of the project 
involves the installation of doorways at the existing escalator lobbies on the first 
through third floors of the building. The project also proposes installation of fire 
sprinklers in hazardous areas, panic hardware on existing exists and installation of 
smoke detectors to actuate fire doors. 

Our review' of the State Fire Marshal's survey of this building indicate that there 
are less expensive means of modifying this building to meet the Fire Marshal's 
requirements. For example, the Fire Marshal rec~mmends installation of doors to 
isolate the existing escalator lobby ftom the corridor system. The proposed project, 
however, includes installation of automatic closing fire doors at 20 locations, at a 
cost of over $120,000. The State Fire Marshal's office has advised us that automatic 
doors are not required by code. Consequently, this project should be reduced in 
scope to include only those modifications noted by the Fire Marshal. Given the fact 
that a less costly alternative is feasible, funds should be allocated from the current 
year minor capital outlay appropriations on a priority basis to fund the proposed 
modifications. On this basis, we recommend deletion of the proposed funds for this 
project, a reduction of $216,000. 

Los Angeles 
We withhold recommendation on Item 661-301-146(16), working drawings and construc­

tion to modify elevators to meet safety code, pending receipt of additional infonnation. 

This $263,000 proposal would modify 26 existing elevators in the state-funded 
buildings at California State University, Los Angeles to meet safety code require­
ments. This project would be combined with a nonstate funded project to modify 
elevators at the university-student union facility. 

The proposed modifications to elevators in state-owned facilities are needed to 
meet code requirements. The Chancellor's Office intends to allocate preliminary 
planning funds in the current year to develop additional cost information for the 
project. The completed preliminary plans shopld be available prior to legislative 
hearings on the budget. We, therefore, withhold recommendation· on the 
proposed funds, pending receipt of the. completed preliminary plans. 

E. Equipment Projects 
This category includes six projects to provide equipment for previously ap­

proved construction projects. A summary of the various projects and our recom­
mendationsfor each are shown in Table 5. 

With the exception of funds proposed for the conversion of the old library 
addition at San Diego State University, and for the Science Building at Humboldt 
State University the proposals represent a reasonable funding level for.equipment 
necessary.to make the new or converted facilities functional. The proposed 
amounts are within state cost guidelines for the various functions to be housed in 
the facilities. Our review of the individual equipment list indicates that the re­
quested items are consistent with existing state policy guidelines, and we recom­
mend approval of four projects at Long Beach, Los Angeles, Northridge and San 
Jose. 
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item 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
(22) 

Table 5 
California State U",iversity and Colleges 

Equipment Projects 

Project Title 
Science building 
Music building 
Computer facility 
Art and design center 
Conversion of old library addition 
Library 
Totals, 

Campus 
Humboldt 
Long Beach 
Los Angeles 
Northridge 
San Diego 
San Jose 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 
$447,000 
480,000 
20,000 

214,000 
4fJl,200 
939,500 

$2,507,700 

San Diego 

Estimated 
AnalystS Future 
Proposal Cost 

$494,000 
480,000 
20,000 

214,000 
256,700 
939,500 

$2,404,200 

We recommend Item 661-301-146(21), equipment for conversion of the old library addi­
tion,be reduced by $150,500. 

This item proposes equipment funds in the amount of $407,200 to equip the 
recent conversion of the old library addition at San Diego State Univ~rsity, This 
project provided additional space for the Departments of Public Administration, 
Journalism, Recreation, Education, Family Studies/Consumer Sciences and Zool-
ogy" " 

Our review ofthe Chancellor's request indicates that the equipment funds for 
Family Studies/Consumer Sciences and for stlldiesskilliabs are excessive. In the 
case of Family Studies, the requested equipment is based on a cost guideline 
substantially in excess of the state-supported level for this discipline. Application 
of the state-supported guideline for the space being provided for this. giscipline 
results in a reduction of $94,190 in the requested equipment funding. The campus 
also proposed $101,460 to equip study skills labs included in the proje~t. Again, the 
cost guideline used for equipping this area substantially exceeds the state guideline 
for education space. Application of the cost guideline in this instance resqIts in a 
reduction of $56,310 in equipment funding. 

Based on the level of state' support for equipping these two areas, the campus 
shoulq reevaluate, the requested equipment lists and reduce the total requests by 
$150,500. (Our review of the list indicates that many items are not needed to make 
the building operable but are requested for purposes of program enhancement.) 
We, therefore, recommend that Item 661-301-146(21), be reduced to reflect state 
cost guidelines, for a reduction of $150,500. ' 

Humboldt 
We recommend approvaJof Item 661~01-146(J'T), equipment for the Humboldt science 

building. Further, we recommend that prior to legislative hearings on the budget, the Depart­
ment of Finance provide an explanatiQn of how equipment needed for the new greenhouse 
will be acquired or otherwise funded. 

The budget includes $447,000 to equip the new science building at Humboldt 
State University. The proposed amount, however, does not include any funds to 
equip the new greenhouse iqcluded in this project. The CSUC submitted a list of 
equipment needed for the greenhouse totaling $59,792. 

Our, analysis of the CSUC equipment request for this project indicates that 
$47,000 of the $59,792 requested to equip the greenhouse is needed to make this 
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facility operable. Given the fact that the Governor's Budget does not include any 
funds for equipping this portion of the project, we recommend that prior to 
legislative hearings on the budget, the Department of Finance explain how the 
needed equipment will be acquired or otherwise funded. 

F. General Capital Improvement Projects 
This category includes two projects for construction of two faculty office build­

ings. The two requests in this category and our recommendations for each are 
contained in Table 6. 

Table 6 

California State University and Colleges 
General Campus Improvement Projects 

Item 
661-301-146 

(23) 
(24) 

Project Title Phase· 
Faculty office addition ........c 
Faculty office building ........ c 

Totals ..................................... . 
• Phase symbol indicates: c-construction. 
b CSUC estimate. 

Northridge 

Campus 
Northridge 
Pomona 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 
$2,469,000 
3,285,000 

$5,754,000 

Analyst's 
Proposal 
$2,417,000 

pending 

$2,417,000 

Future 
Cost b 

$20,000 
26,000 

$46,000 

We recommend.Item 661-301-146~), construction funds for a faculty office addition, be 
reduced by $52,()()(} by deleting unnecessary project elements. 

This request is for $2,469,000 for construction of a new faculty office building at 
the Northridge campus. The project will provide 100 faculty offices and associated 
space for department chairmen. The estimated total project cost for this facility, 
including previously appropriated funds and proposed funds for equipment, is 
$2,703,000. 

Preliminary plans for the proposed faculty office addition were recently com­
pleted and working drawings are underway. Our review of the preliminary plans 
indicate that the project includes several elements which are costly and not need­
ed for this facility to function adequately. These elements and associated costs 
include: 

• coating on the exterior Walkways of the buildings ($23,000). 
• windows over a portion of the exterior facade. These windows would not 

penetrate into any occupied areas ($24,000). 
• ceramic patio tiles in the interior courtyard of the facility ($5,000). 
These elements are not essential for proper operation of this building and should 

be deleted from the project. We, therefore, recommend that Item 661-301-146 (23) 
be reduced by $52,000, for a revised total of $2,417,000. This amount should be 
adequate for construction of the needed facility. 

Pomona 
. We withhold recommendation on Item 661-301-146(24), construction of a new faculty 

office building, pending receipt of additional information. 

This proposal is for $3,285,000 for construction of a new faculty office building 
at the Pomona campus. The building will contain 120 faculty offices, 8 offices and 
associated space for department chairmen and office space for the EOP director 
and staff. The new facility will replace faculty and staff offices located in temporary 
trailers. The trailers were acquired in 1969-70 and will be removed upon comple­
tion of this project. 

48-81685 

-~.--~--- -----
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Preliminary plans for the proposed new faculty office building were recently 
completed. However, the Chancellor's Office has not provided a detailed cost 
estimate to justify the proposed construction funds. The Chancellor's Office indi­
cates that the cost estimate is being reevaluated in light of new. information 
concerning the buildings structural requirements. Until the Chancellor's Office 
has completed this reevaluation, we withhold recommendation on the proposed 
construction funds for this project. 

G. Energy Conservation ProjeCts 
This category includes seven projects from two funding sources-the Capital 

Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education and the Energy and Resources Fund. 
Table 7 summarizes the requests and our recommendations. 

Table 7 
Californil!l State University and Colleges 

Energy Conservation Projects 

Capital Outlay Fund for PubUc 
Higher Education (Item fj(jI-301- Budget 
146): Bill Analysts 

Project Title Phase" Campus Amount Proposal 
(25) Energy conservation re-

trofits .................................. pwc Statewide . $1,201,550 $1,201,550 
(26) Cogeneration plant... ....... wc San Diego 3,604,000 3,604,000 
(27) Energy management sys-

tem ...................................... c Northridge 361,000 335,000 
(28) Cogeneration plant .......... p San LUis 58,000 

Obispo 
(29) Cogeneration plilllt. ......... p Northridge 55,000 

Energy and Resources Fund 
(Item 661-301-188): 
(1) Cogeneration plant... ....... p Pomona 137,000 
(2) Cogeneration plant .......... p San Jose 70,000 

$5,486,550 $5,140,550 
• Phase symbols indicate: c-eonstruction; p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings. 
b CSUC estimate. 

Statewide 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost b 

$3,192,000 

2,941,000 

unknown 
unknown 

$6,133,000 

We recommend approval of Item 661-301-146(25), preliminary plans, working drawings 
and construction of energy cOllservation retrofit. 

This request is for $1,201,550 for preliminary plans, working drawings and con­
struction of 19 energy conservation projects at various campuses. The Chancellor's 
Office has evaluated and ranked these projects based on project cost, anticipated 
cost avoidance in the first year and the estimated "payback" period. These projects 
range in cost from $9,600 to extend the Energy Management System at Fresno to 
the library building, to $99,000 to extend an Energy Management System at San 
Diego State University to eight major buildings. All the projects have a payback 
period of less than five years. The estimated total cost avoidance in the first year 
after completion of the project is $463,400. Based on our analysis of·the CSUC 
information, we recommend approval of the requested amount. Further, we sug­
gest that the CSUC expedite completion qf these projects on a statewide basis so 
that the energy savings noted in the proposals can be reali:z;ed at the earliest 
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possible date. 
In addition to these projects, "quick-fix" energy conservation measures 

(projects not requiring detailed design) are proposed for funding in the CSUC 
support budget. Based on the anticipated savings of all proposed projects, and 
other conservation measures, the CSUC support budget request for 1981-82 utili­
ties assumes (1) a 22.4 percent reductiori in energy consumption compared to 
actual consumption in 1978-79, and (2) a 4.9 percent reduction compared to actual 
consumption in 1979-80. Clearly, the CSUC has demonstrated a substantial com­
mitment to reducing energy consumption, and its effort in this area is commenda­
ble. 

San Diego 
We recornmendapproval of Item 661-301-146(26}. 

This $3,604,000 requestis for working drawings and construction fora cogenera­
tion plant at San Diego State University. The proposed project would provide for 
installation of natural gas turbines to produce electricity for the campus. The waste 
heat from the turbines would be utilized to operate a chiller or boiler to provide 
for space conditioning of the campus facilities. The Chancellor's Office indicates 
that the cogeneration facility would produce 22 million kilowatt hours of electric­
ity per year, which. would provide essentially 100 percent of the campus require­
ment. Natural gas purchased to operate the cogeneration facility would be 
available at a reduced rate in accordance with recent California Public Utilities 
Commission rate decisions. Based on the anticipated capacity of the cogeneration 
facility, and the advantageous fuel supply pricing, this project will save $1.7 million 
in fuel costs in the first year of operation. This savings equates to an approximate 
two-year payback for the estimated total project cost of $3,771,000. This savings is 
based on on-site usage of all electricity generated by this cogeneration plant. It is 
not anticipated that electrical power will be sold to the utility company serving 
the campus. 

Preliminary plans for the proposed cogeneration facilities were recently com­
pleted. The Chancellor's Office proposes that the project be implemented in two 
phases. The first phase, for which working drawings are currently being prepared, 
would provide for design of the major equipment components of the cogeneration 
plant .. Phase II of the project would· include construction of all ancillary and 
support facilities needed to make the cogeneration equipment operable. Working 
drawings for the phase II portion of the project would not commence until a 
construction contract has been awarded for the phase I equipment. In this way, 
the ancillary / support facilities can be designed to meet the specific requirements 
of the successful bidder on the cogeneration equipment portion. 

Our analysis of the proposed project indicates that the campus will realize a 
substantial savings in utility costs by implementing this project. Furthermore, the 
proposed phasing of the equipment and support facilities requirements is advanta­
geous to the state in allowing more flexibility to the equipment bidders and thus, 
improving bidding competition. 

Based on the completed preliminary plans for this project and the estimated cost 
savings we recommend approval of the requested funds. 

Northridge 
We recommend that Item 661-301~146(27}, construction funds for an energy management 

system, be reduced by $26,000 by deleting excess funds for project contingencies. 

The budget requests construction funds in the amount of $361,000 for installation 
of a central computer control. system to monitor and control major energy con­
sumption on the Northridge campus. The project includes installation of control 
points in 13 major buildings. Upon implementation of the system the campus will 
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tinued 

be able to reduce energy consumption and manage the peak power demands that 
account for a major portion of electrical costs: The Chancellor's Office calculations 
indicate that the anticipated cost avoidance would be $150,000. in the first year 
after installation is completed. 

Based on the energy savings anticipated from this project, the estimated pay­
back period is under three years. On this basis, we recommend that the project 
be approved. However, the amount requested in the budget includes an excessive 
amount for project contingencies. The budget includes $41,000, or 13.6 percent of 
the estimated construction, to fund contingency expenses which may arise during 
the construction of the project. The usual state-supported level for contingencies 
is 5 percent of the estimated constract costs, which equates to $15,000 for this 
project. Consequently, we recommend that this item be reduced by $26,000, by 
deleting the excess funds for contingencies. 

Cogeneration Facilities-San luis Obispo, Northridge, Pomona and San Jose 
We recommend deletion of Items 661-301-J46(28} and (29) and Items 661-301-188(1} and 

(2), $320,000 for planning cogeneration facilities at four campuses, because the projects 
would provide electrical energy substantia//y in excess of the campus' needs and because 
adequate information is not available to evaluate the projects. 

In addition to the construction funds for cogeneration facilities at San Diego, the 
budget requests planning funds for installation of cogeneration facilities at four 
other campuses. 

San Luis Obispo. This request is for $58,000 from the Capital Outlay Fund for 
Public Higher Education (COFPHE) to prepare preliminary plans for acogenera­
tioil facility. The proposal includes installation of twin 3 megawatt generator units 
for generation of electricity and reuse of the waste heat for steam generation. The 
estimated total project cost is $3,250,000, with the anticipated first year energy 
savings and utility I'!redits amounting to $1 million. The' request. is based on a 
feasibility study prepared by consulting engineers in February 1980. 
Northridge. Preliminary planning funds in the amount of $55,000 are proposed 
from the COFPHE for installation of a5 megawatt cogeneration facility at this 
campus. The estimated total project cost is $3,024,000. The request is based on a 
preliminary study prepared by the campus. Various equipment configurations are 
being evaluated and it is not known at this time what the ultimate cost or configu­
ration will be. 

Pomona. The budget requests $137,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund 
to prepare preliminary plans for cogeneration facilities at Pomona. We have not 
received any information delineating the basis of the requested funds, and the 
Department of Finance staffindicates that no information is available at this time. 
This project is not part of the capital outlay program for the 1981-82 fiscal year 
approved by the Board of Trustees. 

San Jose. The budget includes $70,000 for preliminary plans from the Energy 
and Resources Fund for cogeneration facilities at this campus. Project scope and 
cost information is not available, and this project is also not included in the Trust-
ees' request. . 

Given the fact that no information has been provided in support of the requests 
for the projects at Pomona and San Jose, we recommend deletion of the proposed 
planning funds included in Item 661-30l~188 from the Energy and Resources Fund. 

Moreover, our analysis of the limited information available on the San Luis 
Obispo and Northridge projects indicates that the proposed generation capacity 
for those facilities will substantially exceed the campuses' electrieal usage require­
ments. This is a substantial deviation from the project scope for the cogeneration 
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facility at San Diego, where the electrical generation capacity is closely aligned 
with on-site electrical requirements. The economic viability of these two projects 
is dependent J.lpon the local utility company purchasing a substantial portion of the 
electricity generated. The electrical energy would be purchased at a rate substan­
tially higher than the current utility rate schedule because the utility company 
would purchase this power on the basis of its "avoided cost"-the savings made 
possible by not having to construct new electrical generation capacity. 

Approval of the proposed project would establish the state as an energy supplier 
to utility companies. In view of the fact that previously approved projects have 
been limited to on-site utilization of energy produced by cogeneration facilities, 
the Legislature should evaluate-through legislation other than the Budget Bill­
. the policy· of the state becoming an energy supplier. Until the Legislature has 
evaluated this major policy, we do not recommend approval of the proposed 
projects at the scope currently proposed. We, therefore, recommend deletion of 
Item 661-301-146(28) and (29) a reduction of $113,000. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND 
COLLEGE~REAPPROPRIATIONS 

Item 661-490 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public High­
er Education 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Planning for Federal Energy Projects 
We recommend approval. 

Budget p. E 150 

This request is for reappropriation of $25,000 provided in Item 561 (3), Budget 
Act of 1980, for preliminary plans for federal energy conservation project propos­
als. Budget Act language indicates that these funds shall be allocated by the 
Department of Finance only for specific proposals submitted by the Chancellor's 
Office for approval. 

According to the Department of Finance, these funds will not be fully expended 
in the current year. Consequently, reappropriation offunds will allow the Chan­
cellor's Office to submit additional proposals during the 1981-82 fiscal year for 
Department of Finance approval and allocation of planning funds. Such request 
will be dependent upon the availability of federal grant funds for energy conserva­
tion projects. 

Approval of the requested appropriations will allow the CSUC to effectively 
pursue grant funding of energy proposals, and we recommend approval of this 
item. 
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND 
COLLEGES-REVERSIONS 

Item 661-495 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public High­
er Education Budget p. E150 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Reversion of Previously Appropriated Funds. Withhold recommen­

dation on Item 661-495, reversion of planning funds for previously 
approved projects, pending reevaluation of project scope and cost 
estimates by the CSUC. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Reversion of Previously Appropriated Funds 

Analysis' 
page 
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We withhold recommendation on Item 661-495, reversion of funds appropriated in the 
Budget Act of 1980 for four projects, pending reevaluation of the project scope and cost 
estimates by CSUC 

This item proposes that the unencumbered balance of four appropriations con­
tained in the Budget Act of 1980 be reverted to the surplus of the Capital Outlay 
Fund for Public Higher Education. In essence, approval of the proposed reversions 
would prevent allocation of any additional funds towards planning of these 
projects. 

According to the Department of Finance, the reversions are proposed because 
the most recent project scope and/or cost estimate provided by the Chancellor's 
Office substantially exceeds the level auticipated by the Legislature when plan­
ning funds were appropriated for these projects. Table 1 shows the funds appro­
priated for these projects and.the original and revised future costs for construction. 

Table 1 

California State University and Colleges 
Proposed Reversion of Previously ApproprilltedFunds 

1981-82 

Original 
Item Funds Estimated 

(Budget Act Appro- Future 
ofl980) Project Campus Phase' priated Cost b 

558(21) ........................ Science building, San pw $69,000 $930,000 
conversion Francisco 

558(22) ........................ Library San Luis pw 100,000 1,372,000 
conversion Obispo 

558.1(16) .................... Marine Labora- Moss pw 130,000 2,356,000 
tory I Landing 

558.1 (17) .................... Relocate dairy Fresno pw 46,000 828,000 
unit 

Totals ...................... $345,000 $5,486,000 

• Phase symbols indicate: p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings. 
b CSUC estimate when preliminary planning and working drawing funds appropriated. 
C CSUC most recent estimate. 

Revised 
Estimated 

Future 
Coste 

$1,305,000 

2,100,000 

2,655,000 

unknown 

$6,060,000 

San Francisco-Convert Science Building. This project would modify 76,904 
assignable square feet for nursing, anthropology, journalism, art and archeology. 
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The anticipated future costs for construction has increased $375,000 (37.5 percent) 
since the time funds were appropriated for preliminary plans and working draw­
ings for this project. The CSUC should reevaluate the proposed modifications to 
this facility and reduce the costs to within the level originally anticipated by the 
Legislature when planning funds were appropriated. 

San Luis Obispo-Library Conversion. This project would modify 59,400 
square feet of existing library space to provide a capacity of 201 laboratory FTE 
in architectural and environmental design and art. The project also includes 256 
FTE lecture capacity and 68 faculty offices. The estimated future cost has in­
creased by approximately 50 percent since approval of planning funds. This 
project should also be evaluated for potential costs reductions. 

Moss Landing-Marine Laboratory, L This project was originally approved to 
provide 19,625 assignable square feet oflaboratory and support space for a capacity 
of 50 FTE at this field facility. The project anticipated remodeling of existing 
laboratory facilities, with construction of 2,800 square feet of new laboratories and 
approximately 5,000 square feet of new support facilities. The most recent informa­
tion provided by the Chancellor's Office indicates that the project scope has 
changed, and that 6,450 assignable square feet of new laboratory facilities would 
be constructed and only 2,800 square feet of existing laboratories would be remod­
eled and retained. In addition, support facilities previously proposed for new 
construction have been deleted from the project. 

We have not received adequate information to justify the proposed change in 
scope for this project. It is our understanding that the Chancellor's Office intends 
to provide additional information to support a change in scope to this previously 
approved project. . 

Fresno-Relocate Dairy Unit. This project, approved for planning funds in the 
Budget Act of 1980, includes construction of new dairy barns and milking facilities 
located some distance from the central campus, and it would allow abandonment 
of the similar dairy facility located adjacent to the academic campus. Chancellor's 
Office staff and campus personnel have indicated that the proposed project will 
not go forward in favor of the less expensive alternative of modifying the existing 
dairy unit to provide adequate facilities. Based on the decision to retain the dairy 
in its present location, the campus is developing a new program which will address 
the specific improvements needed and estimated costs of the alternate proposal. 
The revised proposal should result in significant cost savings over the original 
proposal to construct entirely new facilities at this campus. The campus adminis­
tration should be commended on its efforts to reduce state costs related to improv­
ing this facility. 

Given the fact that the campuses and the Chancellor's Office are currently 
reevaluating the cost and project scope of these four projects, we have no basis on 
which to recommend that previously appropriated planning funds be reverted at 
this time. Additional information on all of these projects should be available prior 
to budget hearings, and we withhold recommendations pending review of that 
information. 
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 

Item 686 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 170 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 198()...;.81 ..............................................•............................. 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

$3,284,392 
3,180,364 
2,659,724 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $104,028 (+3.3 percent) 

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

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Reimbursements. Reduce Item 68G-001-001 by $19,124. Recom­

mend increase in estimated reimbursements from tuition and fees, 
with a corresponding reduction in General Fund support. 

2. Nonresident Tuition. Reduce Item 68G-001-001 by $13,050. Rec­
ommend 8.3 percent increase in out-of-state tuition. 

3 Radar System. Reduce Item 686-001-001 by $40,000. Recommend 
deletion of radar system from allowance for equipment purchases. 

4. Fuel Oil. Recommend budget control language to reduce Gen­
eral Fund support by the amount of federal funds received for 
purchase of fuel oil. 

GEN,ERAL. PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$72,174 

AnalYSis 
page 
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The California Maritime Academy (CMA), located at Vallejo, was established 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 lO"week sea training periods, a two­
week internship, and a final seminar to prepare for license board examinations. 
Students major iIi either Marine Engineering Technology or Nautical Industrial 
Technology. 

CMA .is governed by an independent seven-member board of governors ap­
pointed by the Governor for four-year terms. Two members are educators, three 
represent the public, and two represent the maritime industry. The board sets 
admission standards and appoints a superintendent, who is the chief administra­
tive officer of the academy. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $3,284,392 from the General Fund for 

support of the Maritime Academy in 1981-82, which is an increase of $104,028, or 
3.3 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 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. 

The budget proposes two new positions for support of the academy's Adult 
Education Maritime Program, at a cost of $48,126. This will be funded entirely from 
reimbursements (fees) generated by expansion of the program. 
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Table 1 
Maritime Academy Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Programs 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 
Instruction ....................................................... . $1,216,494 $1,389,061 $1,476,747 
Academic Support ......................................... . 715,912 1,063,445 1,089,496 
Student Services ............................................. . 1,377,752 1,493,831 1,512,691 
Institutional Support ......................... '" ......... . 1,465,725 1,459,277 1,565,519 

Totals ......................................................... . $4,775,883 $5,405,614 $5,644,453 
General Fund ................................................. . $2,659, 724 $3,180,364 $3,284,392 
Federal funds ............................................... ... 845,194 857,035 857,035 
Reimbursements ........................................... . 1,270,965 1,368,215 1,503,026 

Personnel-years ......................................... . 120.2 129.1 131.1 

Increqses in Student Fees 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$87,686 6.3% 
26,051 2.4 
18,860 1.3 

106,292 7.3 

$238,839 4.4% 
$104,028 3.3% 

134,811 9.9 
2.0 1.6% 

Because of increasing costs, the academy imposed student fee increases in 1980-'-
81 artd will raise fees again in 1981-82. Table 2 summarizes the changes in fees. 

Table 2 
Maritime Academy Student Fees· 

Fee 
Tuition .................. ; ............................ . 
Out-of-state tuition ......................... . 
Room •................................................. 
Board ................................................. . 
Athletic ............................................. . 
Medical ....................................... ; ..... . 

• Certain minor fees are excluded. 

1979-80 
$645 
1,290 

705 
1,395 

30 
96 

Reimbursements Underestimated 

1fJ8()..81 

$645 
2,100 

795 
1,605 

36 
105 

increase 
Amount Percent 

$810 62.8% 
90 12.8 

210 15.1 
6 20.0 
9 9.4 

increase 
1981-/12 Amount 

$645 
2,100 

900 $105 
1,680 75 

42 6 
120 15 

Percent 

13.2% 
4.7 

16.7 
14.3 

We recommend that reimbursements be increased by $19,124, resulting in a corresponding 
General Fund savings of $19,124. (Reduce Item 686-00J-(){}1 by $19,124.) 

The Governor's Budget assumes that the academy will receive $1,306,891 in 
reimbursements from student tuition and fees. Based on more recent fee data 
supplied by the academy, however, we estimate that CMA will receive $19,124 in 
excess of the budgeted amount. These funds can be used in lieu of General Fund 
support for the academy, Consequently, we recommend that reimbursements be 
increased by $19,124 and that General Fund expenditures be reduced by a corre­
sponding amount. Total budgeted expenditures for the academy would not be 
affected by this change in funding source. 

Nonresident Tuition 
We recommend that out-oE-state tuition be increased by 8.3 percent; to be commensurate 

with the increase proposed for CSUc, for a General Fund savings of $13,050. (Reduce Item 
686-001-001 by $13,050.) 

As Table 1 indicates, the Board of Governors increased out-of-state tuition to 
$2,100 in 1980-81. Accordingto the academy, this figure was based on the out-of­
state tuition established in 1980-81 at the California State University and Colleges 
(CSUC), less a minor adjustment for federal subsidies. 

The Trustees of CSUC have proposed an increase of 8.3 percent for out-of-state 
tuition in 1981-82; Consequently, we recommend that the academy follow the 
policy it established in 1980-81 by implementing the same percentage increase 
adopted in CSUC. This would increase reimbursements by an estiniated $13,050, 
allowing a corresponding reduction in General Fund support. 
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Radar System 
We recommend that a radar system· (automatic relative moHon analyzer) be deleted from 

the academy's schedule of equipment purchases, for a General Fund savings of $40,{)()(). 
(Reduce Item 686-00J.(){}l by $40,{)()().) 

In a budget change proposal, the academy requested $40,000 for purchase of an 
automatic relative motion analyzer. This equipment works in conjunction with a 
radar unit to assist in collision avoidance. It would be interfaced with the acade­
my's radar simulator for classroom instruction. 

This request was disapproved by the Department of Finance. The academy, 
however, subsequently included the radar system in its schedule of equipment 
purchases for 1981--82. 

Our analysis indicates that the simulator is not needed, and we recommend that 
the system be deleted for the following reasons: 

• The academy's training ship is equipped with a relative motion analyzer, 
which is utilized by the· students during the annual cruise. 

• Simulation-based instruction can be provided by linking the shipboard system 
to the academy's radar simulator. This could be accomplished with existing budget 
resources. 

Federal Funds for Fuel Oil 
We recommend budget control language to provide that General Fund support for the 

academy be reduced by the amount of federal funds received for purchase of fuel oil, for 
an estimated savings of $170,000. 

The Governor's Budget includes $357,787 from the General Fund for the pur­
chase of fuel oil for the academy's annual training cruise in 1981--82. No provision 
is made for federal funds which might become available to offset the General Food 
monies. Congress, however, appropriated $850,000 to reimburse five maritime 
academies, including CMA, for the purchase of fuel oil in 1981--82. 

If the funds are distributed equally to the five eligible institutions, as estimated 
by the academy, CMA will receive $170,000. The amount actually allocated, 
however, will not be known until the latter part of 1981--82. Rather than reduce 
budgeted operating expenses; we recommend control language to provide that 
the Department of Finance reduce General Fund support upon receipt of the 
federal funds. 
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 686-301 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public High­
er Education Budget p. E 174 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES· AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Wind Generator. Reduce by $277,500. Recommend deletion of 

funds for wind turbine electric power generator. 
'. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Wind Turbine Electric Power Generator 

$277,500 
277,500 

Analysis 
page 
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We recommend Item 686-301-146(1), preliminary plans, working driJwings and construc­
tion For a wind turbine electric power generator, be deleted, For a savings of $27'l,S(}(}. 

The budget requests $277,500 for preliminary plans, working drawings and con­
struction, for a wind turbine electric power generator for the California Maritime 
Academy at Vallejo. The requested amount is not based on engineering design and 
specifications. Thus, the adequacy of the requested funds is not substantiated. The 
proposed project includes construction of a vertical axis wind turbine and a 300 
kilowatt electrical generator. The academy indicates that installation of the 
proposed system would provide on-site generation of approximately 680,000 kilo­
watt hours of electricity per year. Based on current costs of electricity, the 
proposed project would save approximately $28,000 per year in electricity pur­
chased from the utility. The academy does not indicate what the current demand 
is for electricity at the academy. It anticipates, however, that the excess electrical 
power generated by the facility would be purchased by the serving utility. 

Our analysis indicates that this energy conservation project has a "net discount­
ed payback period" of approximately 10 years, based on information provided by 
the academy. The CMA, however, does not indicate the amount of funds which 
will be needed to maintain this facility over its useful life. It is apparent that the 
electrical generators will require periodic maintenance, and when these addition­
al costs are identified, the payback period will be extended beyond 10 years. In our 
evaluation of other energy conservation projects proposed in the budget, we have 
recommended that projects be approved with a net discounted payback period of 
between five years and seven years. Consequently, the proposed project at CMA 
is not economically justified in relationship to other energy conservation projects 
being proposed in the budget, and we recommend deletion of this item. 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES 

Item 687 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 175 

Requested 1981-82· ................................................................ ;; ...... ; .. $972,817,014 
Estimated 1980-81. .............................................................. ; .. ; ......... 1,089,231,370 
Actual 1979-80 ......................... ; .................... ; .......... ; .......... ; ......... ; .... 1,000,486,844 

Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $116,414,356 (-10.7 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . $8,317,467 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
687-OO1-OO1-Board Support 
687 -001-165-Community College Credentials 
687-OO1-001-Local Assistance 
687-10l-14&-Deferred Maintenance 

General 
Credentials 
General 
COFPHE 

Fund Amount 
$3,510,268 

591,091 
965,535.655 

3.180.000 
Total $972,817,014 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Apportionment Funding. Recommend Department.ofFinance 

explain' the (1). assumptions used to develop the community cob 
lege apportionment estimate and .(2) what alternatives must .be 
pursued if the assumptions underlying the budgetesiimates Prove 
to be invalid. 

2. ReportlD.gProperty Taxes. Recommend enactment of legislation 
requiring county auditors to report and to' certify property tax 
data to the Chancellor's Office. ' . 

3. Reporting Equalization Data. Recommend the Chancellor~s Of~ 
flee report. the average costs per noncredit ADA aIld credit ADA 
.in those community colleges which conduct extensive: adult edu­
cation/noncredit programs;' 

4. EOPS. Recommend the Department of Finance explain (1) the 
impact of the budget on EOPSprogr~ support and (2) how the 
Chancellor's Office should adjust the distribution of funds to con­
form to the budget. 

5 .. Deferred.Maintenance. Reduce Item 687-101"146 by $3,180,000 and 
Item (}87-J01-001 by $5,000,000. Recommend that funds appro-. 
priated from the General Fund and the Capital Outlay Fund for 
Public Higher Education for community. college deferred mainte­
nance be eliminatedibecause the program has not been justified; 

6. Energy Specialist. Recommend that one specialist position to de­
velop alternative education programs be approved on a limited­
term basis~ 

7. Vocational Education. Compliance. Reduce Item 687-001-001 by 
$26,255 and federal funds by $26,255. Recommend elimination of 
two positions to conduct vocational, education compliance activi­
ties because existing staff can undertake these activities. 

8. Labor Market Analysis. Reduce Item 687-001-001 and reimburse-

Analysis 
page 
1427 

1430 

1430 

1432 

1433 

1435 

1436 

1437 
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ments by $24,398. Recommend elimination of one staff services 
analyst position to conduct labor market analysis that will be perc 
formed by other agencies. 

9. Technical Adjustments~ Reduce Item 687·001~001 andvocationa/ 1437 
education reimbursements by $21,200, indirect costs by $17,120 and 
Item 687·001·001 by $5,200. Recommend elimination of unjusti· 
fied clerical support, operating expenses, and equipment expendi· 
tures. 

10. Credentials Backlog. Reduce Item 687·001·165 by $106,012. Rec· 1440 
ommend elimination of six positions requested to reduce the back· 
log of credentials applications in· absence of any finding that the 
backlog will adversely affect the hiring procedures of districts or 
applicants. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges is composed of 

15 members appointed by the Governor for four-year terms. . 
The board serves primarily as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advising, and 

regulating agency for California's 70 public community college districts. The local­
ly elected boards of the districts are directly responsible for the operation of 106 
colleges. 

Community colleges are limited to lower division (freshman and sophomore) 
undergraduate study in the liberal arts and sciences. These colleges, however, 
have substantial occupational, adult, and community service course. offerings. 
They are authorized to grant associate in arts and associate in sciences degrees, in 
addition to numerous occupational certificates and credentials. Any high school 
graduate or citizen over .IB years old may attend. 

The Chancellor's Office is the administrative arm of the Board of Governors, and 
assists the board in implementing its statutory duties. 

Budget Presentatian 
Our analysis of the Community College budget is organized into two major 

functions: local assistance and state operations. The major divisions within the 
functions are as follows: 

1. Local Assistance 
A. Apportionments 
B. Categorical Aids 

2. State Operations 
A. Executive 
B.Programs and Operations 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes support for state community' colleges totaling $979,009,517 

in 19BI-82-$969,045,923 from the General Fund, $591,091 from the Community 
Colleges Credential Fund, $3,IBO,OOOfrom the Capital Outlay Fund for Public 
Higher Education (COFPHE), and~6,192,503 in special funds and reimburse­
ments. This is a $114,73B,284 (10.5 percent) decrease in state support, compared 
to estimated current-year expenditures. This reduction in state support, however, 
does not signify a corresponding reduction in total support for community col­
leges. As we discuss in the apportionments section of this analysis, the Governor's 
Budget proposes that increased reliance be placed on property tax revenues for 
support of community colleges, which will cause' a corresponding reduction in 
General Fund support. The budget does not include cost-of-living adjustments for 
local assistance programs and salaries. 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-
Continued 

The proposed level of General Fund support, $969,045,923, is $119,768,272 (11 
percent) less than estimated current-year expenditures, The decrease mainly re-
flects (1) a $124,711,200 decrease in apportionments and (2) a $5,000,000 increase 
for community college deferred maint~nance needs. 

Table 1 shows the amount of state support for community colleges proposed in 
the budget year. 

Table 1 
Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges 

State Support 

Actual Estimated Proposed Chf!!lK.e 
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

1. Local Assistance 
A. Apportionments .............. $960,200,000 $1,004,001,000 , $919,289,800 -$124,711,200 -11.9% 
B. Categorical Aids 

1. EOPS ......... , ................ ·20,472,092 23,196,080 23,196,080 
2, Handicapped Stu-

dents· ........ , .......... , .... ,. 15,800,000 17,222;000 17,222,000 
3. Academic Senate .... 67,775 67,775 
4. Instructional Im-

provement ............... , 676,749 760,000 760,000 
5. Student Affirmative 

Action ....... .' ........... , .... 222,000 -222,000 -100.0 
6. Voc, Ed. Special 

Projects .. ,., ................. 2,400,000 4,000,000 1,600,000 66.7 
7. Deferred Mainte-

nance & Special 
Repairs ........... ,., ........ 8,180,000 8,180,000 

Subtotals ............ "., .. , .. " .. , $997,148,841 $1,087,868,855 $972,715,655 - $115,220,975 -10.6% 
2. State Operations 

A. Executive 
1. Board of Governors $116,250 $116,655 $121,717 $5,062 4,3% 
2, Executive Office ...... 376,843 511,650 525,160 13,510 2,6 
3. Analytical Studies , .. , 574,140 729,396 757,240 27,844 ,3.8 
4. Legislative & Public 

Affairs ....... , ...... , ..... , ... 112,916 140,501 146,863 6;362 4.5 
Subtotals ............... , .. ,., ..... $1,180,149 $1,498,202 $1,550,980 $52,778 3.5% 

B. Programs & Opera-
tions 
1. Innovative Pro-

grams .................. , .. ". $118,572 $85,960 $87,950 $1,990 2.3% 
2. Program Evalua-

tion & Approval .... 893,740 947,270 1,042,991 95,721 10.1 
3. College. Services " .. 950,484 644,742 671,016 26,274' 4.1 
4. Special Funded 

Programs .. " .. ".,,,,,,, .. 386,078 396,137 10,059 2.6 
5. Facilities Planning 474,597 606,990 626,694 19,704 3.2 
6. Dist. Compo & Af-

firmative Action " .. 59,598 77,858 79,114 1,256 1.6 
7. Fiscal Services .... ,," 363,313 475,381 495,001 19,620 4.1 
8. Budget & Account-

ing ... ; ...... " ...... " ....... ".·. 120,022 171,849 174,122 2,273 1.3 
9. Administrative Ser-

vices ... "." .... "" ..... " .. " 319,889 397,273 439,223 41,950 10.6 
10. Credentials .. " .... " .. " 395,745 462,529 591,091 128,562 27.8 
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11. Vocational Educa-
tion .......................... .. 

12. Human Resources 
& Job Develop-
ment ........................ .. 

Subtotals ........................ .. 

Totals, State Opera-
tions ......................... . 

Grand Totals, State .......... .. 

General Fund .................... .. 
CC Credentials Fund ...... .. 
CC Fund for Instructional 

Improvement ............ .. 
Special Deposit Fund 

(Real Estate) .............. . 
Capital Outlay Fund for 

Public Higher Educa-
tion .............................. .. 

Reimbursements .............. .. 

(1,222,391) (1,581,063) (1,642,661) (61,598) 

90,202 124,814 __ 13_9,543 ___ 1::.::4~,72=-9 
$3,786,162 $4,380,744 $4,742,882 _---'$3'--6_2:...,138_ 

$4,966,311 $5,878,946 $6,293,862 $414,916 
$1,002,115,152 $1,093,747,801 $979,009,517 -$114,738,284 

$1,000,095,571 $1,088,814,195 $969,045,923 -$119,768,272 
391,273 417,175 591,091 173,916 

-71,915 

106,999 

1,593,224 

6,336 

100,000 

4,410,095 

6,379 

100,539 

3,180,000 
6,085,585 

43 

539 

3,180,000 
1,675,490 

Table 2 shows total support for community colleges from all funds. 

(3.9) 

H.8 

8.3% 

7.1% 
-10.5% 

-11.0% 
41.7 

0.7 

u.s 

38.0 

Total support for community colleges from all funding sources is estimated to 
be approximately $1,706.7 million in 1981-82, a 1.4 percent increase over· the 
current year. Of this amount, 57 percent would come from the state, 30 percent 
would come from local sources, 7 percent would come from federal sources, and 
6 percent would come from miscellaneous sources. 

Table 2 
Total Support for Community Colleges From All Sources 

(in millions) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change . Percent 
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 Amount Percent of Total 

1. State 
A. Board of Governors ................ $4.9 $5.9 $6.3 $0.4 7.1% 
B .. Categorical Programs 

1. Instructional Improve-
ment .................. ; ................... 0.7 0.8 0.8 

2. Vocational Education Spe-
cial Projects .......................... 2.4 4.0 1.6 66.7 

3. EOPS ...................................... 20.5 23.2 23.2 
4. Student Affirmative Action 0.2 -0.2 -100.0 
5. Handicapped Students ...... 15.8 17.2 17.2 
6. Deferred Maintenance and 

Special Repairs .................... 3.2 3.2 
C. Apportionments ........................ 960.2 1,044.0" 919.3 -124.7 -11.9 --

Subtotals (State) ...................... $1,002.1 $1,093.7 $979.0 -$114.7 -10.5% 57.4% 
2. Local 

A. Property Taxesb 
........................ $295.0 $345.0 $482.8 $137.8 39.9% 

B. Nonresident Tuition ................ 22.6 25.0 25.0 --- --
Subtotals (Local) ...................... $317.6 $370.0 $507.8 $137.8 37.2% 29.7 

3. Federal ............... , .............................. $116.5 $116.5 $116.5 6.8 
4. Other ....................................... ; ........ 103.6 103.4 103.4 6.1 --

TOTALS .......................................... $1,539.8 $1,683.6 $1,706.7 $23.1 1.4% 100.0% 

• Includes Apprenticeship Allowance for reiated and supplemental inStruction. 
b Includes debt service and property tax subventions. 
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The changes in total expenditures between 1980-81 and 1981-82 are shown in 
Table 3. 

Table 3 
Board of Governors of. the California Community Colleges 

Proposed 1981-82 Support Changes 

1. Local Assistance 
1980-81 Current Year Revised ..... ~ ......................................................... . 
A. Baseline Adjustments 

1. Apportionments ............................................................................. . 
2. Inflation ........................................................................................... . 

Subtotal ............................................................................................. . 
B. Program Change Proposals 

1. Deferred maintenance 
a. General Fund ........................................................................... . 
b. COFPHE ......................................... , ......................................... . 

2. Student affirmative action ........................................................... . 
3. Vocational education special. projects ....................................... . 

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

1981-82 Local Assistance· ......................................................................... . 
2. State Operations 

1980-81 Current Year Revised ...................... : ....................................... .. 
A. Baseline Changes 

1. Personal services 
a. Merit increases ........................................................................ .. 
b. Workload adjustments ............................................................. . 
c. Staff benefits ............................................................................ .. 

2. Operating expenses/equipment ................................................ .. 
3. Real estate education .................. : ................................................ . 

Subtotal ................... ; ......................................................................... . 
B. Budget Change Proposals 

1. Vocational education compliance ............................................. . 
2. Alternative energy network ...................................................... .. 
3. Credentials backlog reduction .................................................. .. 
4; Vocational education contract administration ...................... .. 

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

1981-82 State Operations ........................................................................ .. 

i~~~8~~~:e ~.~~~.~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
General Fund .......................................................................................... .. 
Other state funds ..................................................................................... . 
Local funds ................................................................................................. . 
Reimbursements ...................................................................................... .. 

Community College Enrollment! ADA 
The Chancellor's Office estimates that 1.35 million adults will attend community 

colleges in the current year: This converts tom ADA of 714,300, an increase of 
44,185 (6.6 percent) over actual ADA in 197~0. The Department of Finance 
assumes there will be sufficierit funds to allow ADA to increase by 18,100 (2.5 
percent) in the budget year. Table 4 shows student enrollment and ADA in 
community colleges for the past eight years. .. 
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Table 4 
Student Enrollment and ADA in Community Colleges 

Total Full-Credit Students Noncredit Percent ADA 
EnroUment Full-Time Full-Time Students Total ADA Increase 

1973-74 .......................... 1,010,823 306,070 546,747 158,006 
1974-75.......................... 1,137,668 324,281 635,426 171,961 
1975-76.......................... 1,284,407 374,473 727,075 182,859 
1976-77 .......... ;;.............. 1,257,754 328,104 746,554 183,085 
1977-78 .......................... 1,321,739 316,206 801,784203,749 
1978-79 .......................... 1,159,819 285,130 763,626 111,063 
1979-80 ................. ;........ 1,248,459 282,765 817,916 147,778 
1980-81 (Estimated) .. 1,397,356 N/A N/A N/A 
1981-82 (Proposed).... 1,432,653" N/A N/A N/A 

" Assumes the enrollments will increase at the same rate as ADA. 
b Estimate from the Department of Finance. 
Source: Chancellor's Office. 

I. LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

609,459. 
695,374 
768,902 
721,209 
717,481 
635,112 
670,115 
714,300 . 
732,400 b 

14.1% 
10:6. 

-'6.6 
-0.5 

-13.0 
5.5 
6.6 .. ' 
2.5 

Local assistance has two components: community college apportionments and 
categorical aids. Categorical aid prograIhs include the Extended Opportunities 
PrograIIland Services (EOPS), handicapped student apportionments, and de­
ferred maintenance/special repairs. 

The budget proposes a $115,220,975 (10:6percent) decrease inlocal assistance 
furiding(see Table 1). The major funding changesinclude (1) a $124.7 million 
reduction in state apportionments and (2)' an $8.2 million increase for deferred 
maintenance and special repairs. 

A. COMMUNITY COLLEGE APPORTIONMENTS 

Overview 
Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979 (AB 8), established the 1979-80 and 1980-81 com" 

munitycollege apportionment process. The bill provides fixed appropriations for 
both years and will terminate at the end of 1980-81. Consequently, new commu­
nity college finance legislation Will be required for 1981-82. 

Table 5 shows the level of funding proposed in the Qovernor's Budget for 
community college apportionments and support per ADA,in the past, current, 
and budget years. . 

Tabl~ 5 
Community College Apportionments 

(in millions) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
197f}...;8{) 1980-81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

State 
Regular Apportionments ...... $960.2 $1,044.0" $919.3 -$124.7 -11.9% 
'Per ADA.' ................................... ($1,433) ($i,462) ($1,255) (~$207) (-:14:1 %) 

Local 
Ptopeity TaXes ........... ; ............ $268.0 $318.0 $455.Sb . ~~8' 43.3% 

Totals ... · ........................................... $1,228.2 $1,362.0 $1,~75.1 $13:1 0.9% 
Per·ADA ........................................ ($1,833) ($1,907) ($1,877) c (-$30.0) (~1.6%) 

"In~ludes Apprenticeship .t\J.lowance for relatedaIi.d supplemental instruction. 
b Based on projection by Department of Finance. ." . 
C Basedori ADA of 732,400 projected by Department of.Finarice. . 
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The budget proposes to reserve $919.3 million to fund anew community college 
fin~ce mechanism which will be enacted during the 1981 legislative session. This 

'. estimate assumes that (1) additional legislation is enacted to shift property taxes 
:;from local governments to K-14 schools and (2) no cost-of-living increases will be 
.:(rgranted. In addition, the budget arbitrarily reduces the amount of General Fund 
':i;SUpport for community colleges by $10 million from the current year level. 

If the proposed adjustments are made, the per-ADA' support for community 
colleges will decrease by $30, from $1,907 to $1,877 (1.6 percent). 

1. Redistribution of Property Taxes 
In addition to whatever new community college finance measure is enacted, the 

administration's proposed reallocation of property tax revenues among local gov­
ernment agencies will also affect community college districts. Specifically, the 
Governor's Budget proposes (1) to shift property tax revenues from cities, coun­
ties, and special districts K-14 schools and (2) allocate the schools' share of the 
1978-79 unsecured property tax revenues back to schools. 

Table 6 shows (1) the additional property tax revenues community colleges 
could receive as a result of the adminstration's proposals and (2) the level of 
property tax revenues that community colleges could. receive at varying rates of 
assessed value growth. (The budget assumes assessed values (AV) will increase by 
13.2 percent in 1981-82.) This increase in property taxes does not provide addition­
al total revenue to community college districts. The budget assumes the increase 
in property taxes will result in a corresponding reduction in General Fund support. 

Table 6 
Property Tax Revenues 

Community Colleges 
1981~ 

(in millions) 

Current Law
a 

" ... " .. "",.""""""."" .... "".,,""",,.,,""""""""",, 
Tax Shift from Local Agencies b """"""""""""""""""""" 

1978-79 Unsecured Levies cd """""""""""""""""""""""" 

Totals """"."""""""""""""""""""""""""."."""""""."""" 

. Assumed Growth in Assessed Value 
12 Percent 13.2 Percent 14 Percent 

$355.0 $359.0 $361.0 
58.8 58.8 58.8 
38.0 . 38.0 38.0 

--- --- ---
$451.8 $455.8 $457.8 

a Includes reimbursement for Homeowner's and Business Inventory Exemptions. under current law; 
excludes debt service. 

b Assumes distribution of tax shift between K-12 and community colleges in proportion to existing prop­
erty tax revenues. 

c Actual collections in 22 counties based on Controller's data and potential collections in 36 counties, based 
on Board of Equalization data .. 

d These property taxes do not provide additional revenues to districts. The increase in these revenues are 
offset by savings to the General Fund. 

(a) Property Tax Shifts. AB 8 enacted a fiscal relief program to replace prop­
erty tax revenues lost by local agencies as a result of the passage of Proposition 13. 
One of the major provisions in AB 8 shifted a portion of property tax revenUes from 
schools to cities; counties, and special districts and replaced these revenues with 
state aid from the General Fund. 

For 1981-82, the budget proposes that $420 million in property taxes be shifted 
from local governments back to K-14 schools. The additional funds shifted back 
to schools would come from local governments in the same proportions that these 
agencies received property taxes from K-14 schools as a resultofAB 8. For commu-
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nity colleges, this shift would provide an additional $58.8 million ill property taX 
revenues during 1981-82. The administration's proposal would have to be imple­
mented through legislation. 

(b) Unsecured Property Tax Revenues. In August 1980; the state Supreme 
Court determined that the property taX limitations specified in Article XIII A 
(Proposition 13) of the state Constitution did not apply to the unsecured property 
taX roll for the 197Bc79 year. Instead, the court ruled thatthe Constitution requires 
the use of the prior year's (in this case, 1977-'-78) secured property taX rate to 
compute levies' on property listed on the unsecured roll. . 

In response to this action, the Legislature enacted Chapter 1354, Statutes of 1980 
(AB 2196), which in essence imposed a freeze on the collection and expenditure 
ofrevenues affected by the decision until the 1981-82 fiscal year. Specifically, the 
act (1) prevents counties which had levied and collected the taX using the 1977 ...... 78 
secured taX rates from allocating these funds for expenditures during the 1980-81 
year and (2) prevents counties which taXed property on the unsecured roll using 
the lower taX rate specified in Article XIII A from making any further taX collec­
tions based on the 1977-78 secured taX rate, until June 30, 1981. 

Twenty-two of the 58 counties have alr.eady levie.d and collected the 1977-78 taX 
on unsecured property using the higher prior-year taX rate. The budget assumes 
the court decision will result in an additional $500 million in unsecured property 
taX revenues. Based. on actual collections data from the Controller and Board of 
Equalization estimates of additional uncollected levies, we estimate that there is 
approximately $540 million available in total collections. For community colleges, 
approximately $38 million is potentially available: $27 million collected by the 22 
counties and. $11 million as yet uncollected by the other 36 counties. 

(c) Impact on Community Colleges. Because the statutory authority for. fi­
nancing the community colleges expires in June 1981, it is not clear how the taX 
shift and the budget proposal for using the additional revenue resulting from the 
unsecured roll decision would affect the.districts. The impact of the administra­
tion's proposal would depend on the specific provisions of new .community college 
finance legislation. Specifically, it would depend on whether: 

• the Legislature enacts the administration's proposal, 
• the Legislature allows local agencies to keep the unsecured property taX 

collections, 
• the base year utilized to calculate funding for community colleges inCludes 

the unsecured property taX revenues, and 
• the proPerty taX revenue increases are used either to offset state aid to the 

community colleges or to allow districts to fund increases in ADA. 

2. Community College Finance Funding Proposal 
We recommend that the Department of Finance explain (1) the. assumptions used to 

develop the community college apportionment estimate in the budget and (2)· what alterna­
tives must be pursued if the assumptions underlying the budget estimates prove to be invalid 

As mentioned above, the budget proposes to reserve $919.3 million from the 
General Fund for community college finance legislation to be enacted during the 
1981 legislative session .. Our analysis indicates that these funds may not be suffF 
cient to fund new legislation. Specifically, we are concerned that: 

• The administration's funding proposal appears to limit the Legislature to 
three choice-s: 
(1) provide funding to the community colleges fora 2.5 percent increase in­

ADA funding, but do so at a lower.rateperADA, 
(2) fund approximately a 1.4 percent growth in ADA atthe AB 8 incremental 

cost rate, or 
(3) fund cost-of-living increases by funding fewer ADA. 
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• The budget assumes enactment oflegislationwhich would shift property taxes 
from local governments to K-14 schools. We are concerned that if legislation 
is not enacted, the community colleges may have to make major reductions 
in programs. 

• The budget does not describe what the effect will be of the proposed $10 
million reduction in apportionment funding "to accommodate current fiscal 
constraints." 

So that the Legislature can have a better basis for acting on the proposed budget 
for 1981'-82, we recomIilend that the Department of Finance explain to the Legis­
lature (1) the assumptions and rationale underlying the community college sup­
port estimate and (2) what actions should be taken by community colleges if 
legislation shifting property taxes is not enacted. 

3. New Finance Legislation 
Our review of the current community college finance mechanism indicates that 

the Legislature should consider the following matters in enacting a new funding 
mechanism: . 

(a) Free Flow for Students Between Distnets. Community college district 
boundaries continue to block student access to higher education. This is especially 
true in the case of some students who wish to (1) attend the nearest college, (2) 
enroll in programS not offered by their district, or (3) take courses near their place 
of employment. Our analysis of community. college finance indicates that on a 
fiscal basis, free flow of students between districts is appropriate and desirable. In 
providing for free flow, however, special consideration should be given to low­
spending districts that might have difficulties attracting students due to previous 
funding inequities. 

(b) Equalization of Revenue Per ADA. AB 8 provided for adjustments in state 
aid designed to help equalize total revenue per ADA among districts. Any new 
long-term finance legislation should· increase efforts toward the equalization of 
expenditure differences that are wealth related. 

(c) MarginalCost Funding for ADA Changes. the marginal/ incremental cost 
concept in AB 8 discouraged unwarranted ADA growth while at the same time 
providing a cushion for· districts with declining enrollments. The concept underly­
ing this mechanism has general acceptance; however, it has not been established 
whether the· current marginal cost provisions reflect actual college costs. 

(d) . Annual BudgetAct Appropriations. AB 8 continued the traditional appor­
tionment system whereby the amount of state aid to community college districts 
is determined statutorily, outside of the budget process. Annual Budget Actappro­
priations for community colleges would allow the Legislature to allocate funds, 
based. on available resources and relative need, to all public segments of post­
secondary education: . 

(e) Inflation Adjustments.·· . To promote legislative flexibility and control,cost­
of-living adjustmellts should be funded through the budget rather than by statute. 
This would be consistent with funding theapportiohments through the Budget 
Act. 

(f)Child Care Fllnding. . The 1980 BudgetAct transferred $7.7 million in child 
care funds from the community college apportionments for disbursement to com­
munity colleges by the Department of Education's Office of Child Development. 
The Legislature made this transfer for two reasons: (1) to assure that the funds 
w0tlld be used for child care. programs and (2) to provide that the child care 
pro grams would be administen;;dby one state agency. Consistent with these objec-
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tives, we recDmini:md that the new finance planperm.arientIytransf~r the child 
care funding frDm community cDllege appDrtiDnments to. the Department DfEdu-
catiDn~s Office of ChildD~velopment ,fDr disbursement to. the.(!Dlleges. . 

(g) Base Year to. Calcu.Jate FuridingEstimates .. · The CDStS Dfanew cDmmunity 
cDllege finance plan will depend .upDn the base.yearusedJocalculate.funding. 
Assuming the Legislature cDntinues funding Dn a per-ADA, basis (we recDmmend 
thatit do. sO. ), the costs Dfnew legislatiDn wDuldbehigher if based Dn thDse years 
in which A,DA was largest. Table 7 ShDWS that (1) ADA has been increasing 
annually since the passage DfPrDpDsitiDn 13 (1978-7~)and (2) estimated 1980-81 
ADA is apprDximately 3,000 less than 1977-78 (pre-PrDpDsitiQn13) ADA. 

Table 7 
Average Daily Attendance 

ADA Percent Change 
Im-78 ..................................... ; .... , ............................................................. ; ............ . 
1978-79 ..................................................................................................................... . 
. 1979-{1O ...................................................................................................................... . 
1980-81 (estimated) ............................................................. ~ .................................. . 
1981-82 (proposed) .............................................................................................. . 

717,481 
635,112 
670,115 
714,300 
732,400 

-13.0% 
5.5 
6.6 
2.5 

(h) The Level of Growth. AnDther factDr which will affect the CDSt Df new 
legislatiDn is the extent to. which cDmmunity cDlleges will 'be allDwed funds fDr 
prDgram. expansiDn .. Because the cDmmunitycDlleges have the unique ability to. 
manage their level of course Dfferings and, cDnsequently, their ADA, the Legisla­
ture may vvishtDcDnsider alimit Dn the level Df allDwablefunded ADA grDwth. 

(i) Property Tax Revenues. An impDrtant factDr in new finance legislatiDn will 
be the .allDcatiDn of additiDnal prDperty tax revenues which result when assessed 
values are higher than estiIp.ated in the budgetact (Dr statute). If the excess 
revenuesareallDcated to. the state, a net savings in state General Fund appDrtiDn­
ments results. If the excess revenues are allDcated to. cDmmunity cDllege districts, 
as is the case in current law, the districts wDuld be able to use the funds. fDr 
prDgram expanSiDn. Tl).e Legislafuremay want tocDnsider dividing property tax 
revenue. iIi excess' Df the estimate between' the. state .and . the dfstricts. . 

(j) Large District Aid; AB 8 established a speci# aid provisiDn for fDur large 
cDmmunity college districts; ThelegislatiDn cDntaiileda $2,290;OOOapprDpriatiDn 
fDr this aid which is co.ntinu.ed in the 198{)..;81 district fundiIjgbase. Tablfe a ShDWS 
the districts and the amo.unt,of aid for 1919-80; . . 

TableS 
Large District Aid" 

. (197g.,..ao) 

District ........ '. . . ....' .' .' ." 

Coast CommUnity College District ...... : ............. ;: ....... ; ........................... :: ........................................ . 
Los Angeles Community College District .. : .............................................................. :., ................. . 
San. Diego Community College District ................................................... : ................... : ................... . 
San Francisco Community College DistricL ............................ :: ...... : ........ : ................................... . 

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

a A 2.7 percent deficit was applied against 1979-80 claims. 

AmoiJil{ 
"$440;599 
1,010;457 

450,280 
388;754 

$2,290,000 

Last year in o.ur Analysis,. we statedtha:t we saw nO. analytical basis fo.r pro.viding 
this additio.nalaid. In additiDn, w~ nDted thatpro.vidmg this aid tends to. co.unteract 
attempts to equalize revenlJ.eper ADA.. Subsequently, the Legislature adopted 
language in the SupplemeritalRep6t"t to the 1980 Budget Act requiring the Chan" 
cellDr's Office to. review tile rationale fo.r· pro.viding additio.rial state aid to. co.mmu-
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nity college districts based on size. The report was to be submitted to the budget 
committees by January 1, 1981. The Chancellor's Office indicates that the study 
will be delivered sometime in February. We will be prepared to comment on the 
report during budget hearings. 

(k) Prorating the Apportionments. Under the'provisions of AB 8, there exists 
a fixed appropriation, but no control on the amounts of ADA that maybe claimed 
by districts. When the ADA generated by districts exceeds the furids available, the 
excess ADA claimed is prorated among all districts. Consequently, if the total 
statewide ADA claimed exceeds the appropriation and if a district claims the same 
level of ADA as in the prior year, it could potentially lose a portion of its state funds. 
Conversely, those districts which experienced increases in ADA will receive addi­
tional state funds. This funding process creates an incentive for districts to increase 
ADA to maintain their revenue base. 

From the state;s viewpoint, this creates a moral hazard where the state rewards 
districts which claim excess ADA and punishes those districts which do not at­
tempt to generate excess growth. This deficiency in AB 8 sh()uld be corrected in 
new finance legislation by prorating only those districts which claim increased 
ADA: 

4> Other Matters 
Finally, we believe that legislative attention should be given to the areas of 

property tax reporting, ADA reporting, and funding of nonqreditcourses. 

District Property Tax Reports Not Accurate 
We recommend that legislation be enacted requiring county auditors to. report and to 

certify data to the Chancellor's Office on the amount of property tax revenues available to 
community cOllege districts. ... . 

Chapter 1354, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2196), requires county auditors to provide 
to the $uperintendent of Public Instruction, by specified dates, data on the amount 
of property tax revenues available for each school district in the county. This was 
done to enable the Department of Education to obtain better property tax data 
upon which to calculate the amount of state aid which would be required to. fund 
school districts for the current year.. .. . 

The Chancellor's Office has experienced similar difficulty in obtaining accurate 
property tax data from the community college districts. Specifically, although the 
Board of Equalization had reported that property tax levies increased by 17.8 
percent in 1980-81, the districts reported an 8 percent increase. To assure that the 
Chancellor's Office has accurate estimates of district property tax revenues, we 
recommend that the provisions of AB 2196 be extended so that the same type of 
information is provided to the Chancellor's Office as is now provided to the 
Department of Education. 

Reporting Finance Equalization Data 
We recommend the Chancellor's Office report to the budget subcommittees by March 16, 

1981, on the average costs per ADA (1) in adult education noncredit programs and (2) in 
credit programs, for all districts which report more than 10 percent of theirADA in adult 
education noncredit programs. 

The Chancellor's Office has established a finance project to assist in the develop­
ment of community college finance . legislation for the 1981 session. The project 
staff has published a number of working papers and draft reports during the 
current year. 

One suggestion developed by the project is to equalize apportionment on the 
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basis of expenditure per ADA, rather than on revenues per ADA. We agree with 
this approach and urge the Chancellor's Office to continue research in this area. 

Our analysis indicates that one mechanism that will enhance the equalization 
process on the basis of expenditures would be to distingUish the costs between the 
district's credit and noncredit programs. This is because districts which have large 
adult education/noncredit programs report lower-than-average revenues per 
ADA. As shown in Table 9, those districts with extensive noncredit programs have 
average revenues per ADA lower than the statewide average. Under the current 
finance system, these districts receive a higher-than-average inflation allowance 
in order to provide equalization. This may not be warranted, since non-credit 
programs generally have lower costs than credit programs. 

Table 9 
Per-ADA Revenues of Districts Which' Sponsor 
Extensive Adult Education/Noncredit Programs 

1979-80 

Long Beach ............................................................................................................. . 
North Orange ....................................................... ; ................................................ .. 
Pasadena: ..................................................................................... ; ........................... .. 
Peralta ...................................................................................................................... .. 
Rancho Santiago ............................... ; .................................................................... .. 
San Diego ....... ; ......................................................................................................... . 
San Francisco ......................................................................................................... .. 
Santa Barbara ......................................................................................................... . 
Sonoma .................................................................................................................... .. 

Amount 
$1,638 
1,744 
1,771 
1,798 
1,757 
1,461 
1,560 
1,584 
1,589 

Statewide Average .................................................................... ·.............................. $1,810 

RankOrder B 

56th 
44th 
41st. 
36th . 
43rd 
69th 
64th 
63rd 
61st 

a Rank order of 70 districts. Represents the ranking of districts from the highest to the lowest revenues 
per ADA. . 

Our analysis indicates that a finance mechanism based on actual costs of credit 
ADA. may provide a better approach to equalizing district per-ADA spending 
patterns and would: 

• help develop a consistent data base to compare per-ADA expenses among 
districts, 

• help assure that the equalization adjustments provided in a community col­
lege finance program will be targeted to those districts which warrant addi­
tional aid, and 

• would prevent district's from receiving additional aid for having low~cost 
programs. 

To gain a better l,mderstail:ding of this concept, we recommend that the Chan­
cellor's Office provide additional information on certain district expenditures. 
Specifically, the Chancellor's Office should provide the following for each district 
which reports that more than 10 percent of its ADA is accumulated in adult 
education/ noncredit· programs: 

(1) the average costs per ADA in adult education/noncredit programs, and 
(2) the average costs per ADA in credit programs. 
Because this information will be useful in the review of any new community 

college finance legislation, we recommend the Chancellor's Office provide this 
information to the fiscal subcommittees no later than March 16, 1981. 
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5. Funding. Credit/Noncredit Courses 
AB 8, in effect, restored state apportionment aid for all community college 

noncredit courses, some of which were not funded in the first fiscal year subse­
quent to Proposition 13. The statute also directed the Chancellor's Office to submit 
a study of community college policy on credit/noncredit courses. 

In its recent report, the Chancellor's Office: 
• concluded that the present system of credit/noncredit classification is inade­

quate for educational and funding decisions, 
• devised guidelines for. local districts for the classification of courses, and 
• recommended that the state provide full funding for credit and noncredit 

"instructional service" courses and partial funding for "community service" 
classes. 

CPEC Response to Report 
In addition to requiring the Chancellor's Office to report on credit/noncredit 

courses, AB 8 directed the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
. )!i(CPEC) to review the report and to submit its recommendations to the Legisla­
;t.ture. ;In its review of the classification system; CPEC recommended that the 
,,,Chancellor assess the feasibility of merging noncredit community education 
.courses with community service classes in order to expand the use of fees as a 
funding source. 

CPEe recommended that the Legislature give community college districts the 
authority to charge user fees for community education courses in the event that 
the state would be unable to provide funding to maintain these programs at levels 
desirable to the district. The Chancellor's recommendations imply that full fund­
ing willbe available for all instructional service courses, an assumption which may 
not be realistic during a time of limited fiscal resources. We concur with CPEC's 
recommendation,and recommend that the Legislature enact legislation to give 
community college districts the authority to charge such fees. 

CPEC also recommended that the Legislature postpone consideration of addi­
tional state funding for community service classes until the Chancellor has deter­
mined (1) the use of community service tax revenue which was built into the 
revenue base for certain districts after Proposition 13 and (2) the extent to which 
community colleges with no noncredit programs could offer community education 
courses as fee-supported activities. This would require a review of the classification 
of all courses. We agree that such information would be useful. 

Finally, CPEC urged the Legislature to utilize the report of the Adult Education 
Policy Commission, due in March 1981, in seeking solutions to these issues. The 
commission was convened pursuant a recommendation in the Supplemental Re­
port to the 1980 Budget Act, and was charged with seeking solutions to problems 
of funding equity and delineation of functions involving school districts and come 
munity colleges. We will comment on the commission's report during the budget 
hearings. 

B. CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS 

1. Extended Opportunities Program and Services (EOPS) 
We recomend that the Legislature direct the Department of Finance to explain (1) the 

impact of the budget on the EOPS program and (2) how they expect the Chancellors Office 
to adjust the distribution of Funds to conForm to the budget. 
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The EOPS program, established in 1969, provides grants, counseling, and aca­
demic services to disadvantaged community college students. 

Table 10 shows proposed EOPS funding and students served. It indicates that 
no increase in EOPS funding is proposed for 1981-82. 

It has been legislative policy to fund the prior year's first-year students in their 
second year. Because the budget continues the same number of students into 
1981-82,it may be insufficient to support the same number of first-year students 
and the second-year "ripple" effect. Consequently, we recommend that the Legis­
lature ask the Department of Finance to explain how they expect the Chancellor's 
Office to reallocate its activities, if necessary, within the constraints of the budget. 

Table 10 
EOPS Funding and Students Served 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1979-80 1980-81 1981-82- Amount Percent 

Administration ...................................... $1,562,642 $1,614,704 $1,614,704 
Grants ...................................................... 9,296,300 10,619,857 10,619,857 
Services.................................................... 9,221,489 10,552,461 10,522,461 
Special Projects...................................... 390,661 409,058 409,058 

Totals.................................................... $20,472,092 $23,196,080 $23,196,080 

Students Served .................................. .. 64,391 67,890 67,890 

2. Disabled Students 
Last year the Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report to the 

1980 Budget Act which required the Chancellor's Office to submit a study with 
recommendations on disabled student programs in the community colleges, no 
later than February 1, 1981. In conducting this study, the Chancellor's Office was 
directed to consider: 

• the level of service offered to disabled students in community college pro­
grams, 

• the relationship between the present level of service and the service require-
ments mandated by the federal government, 

• the method of funding community college disabled student services, 
• the availability of similar services off campus, and 
• the current level of service in the community colleges compared to other 

segments in higher education. 
The budget proposes no increased funding in program apportionments for the 

1981-82 year. We withhold recommendation on this program pending the results 
of the Chancellor's Office study due February 1, 1981. 

3. Deferred Maintenance Fund 
We recommend that funds requested for deferred maintenance and special repairs be 

deleted from the budget because procedures for establIshing priorities and reviewing mainte­
nance and repair of local facilities have not been developed, for a savings of $8,180,000; 
(Reduce Item 687-101-146 by $3,180,000 and Item 687-101-001 by $5,000,000.) 

The budget requests $8,180,000 that would be allocated to districts for deferred 
maintenance and special repairs. The administration proposes that this new pro­
gram be funded from two sources: 

• The General Fund. The budget proposes that $5 million in funds accruing 
to the state as a result of the recent court decision on the 197~79 unsecured 
property tax roll be used for this purpose . 

• The Capital Outlay Fund For Public Higher Education (COFPHE). Chap-
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ter 899, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2973), appropriated $125 million to the COFPHE 
for capital outlay needs to be used by the University of California, California 
State University and Colleges, and the California Community Colleges. Chap­
ter 899, however, does not specify howthese funds are to be distributed among 
the segments. The budget proposes that $3.18 million from this source be used 
for community college deferred maintenance. 

Our analysis indicates that: 
• There is no plan of expenditure fot the requested funds. 
• There has been no systematic assessment of the statewide need for these 

funds. 
• There is no system of prioritizing the expenditure of the funds. 
• The state has no authority to require districts to maintain their current level 

of local expenditures for deferred maintenance. Consequently, this proposal 
creates an incentive for districts to shift aU deferred maintenance costs to the 
state. 

For these reasons, we have no basis on which to recommend that the requested 
funds be approved. Accordingly, we recommend that the funds budgeted for 
deferred maintenance be deleted. If such a program is authorized, however, it 
should only receive COFPHEsupport. We can find no basis for recommending 
General Fund support. 

2. STATE OPERATIONS 
State operations includes funding for the Executive Unit and the Programs and 

Operations Unit. 

A. THE EXECUTIVE UNIT 
The Executive Unit has four elements: the Board of Governors, the Executive 

Office, Analytical Studies, and Legislative and Public Affairs. The budget proposes 
a funding level of $1,550,980, which is a $52,778 (3.5 percent) increase for this unit. 
The increase is due to normal workload adjustments to the base budget. 

1. Analytical Studies Adjustments 
We recommend approval. 

The primary functions of the Analytical Studies Office are (1) to collect and 
analyze community college data, (2) to develop a central information system 
necessary for fiscal and program decisions, and (3) to coordinate a statewide 
educational plan for community colleges. 

The budget proposes to add one key data operator, using funds that otherwise 
would be paid to the Department of General Services for data entry services. In 
addition, the Department of Education h:,l.s agreed to reimburse the Chancellor's 
Office for the collection and processing of vocational education data. The informa­
tion will be used for the Vocational Education Accountability Report, an annual 
report required by the federal government. 

Our analysis indicates that these management adjustments will (1) result in no 
net General Fund increase and (2) provide useful information to aid in policy 
decisions. . 

2. CCJCA Study Results 
Pursuant to our recommendation in last year's Analysis, the Legislature added 

language to the Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act directing the Chan­
cellor's Office to review the rationale for public funding bf the California Commu-
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nitYandJunior College Association (CCJCA). The basis for our recommendation 
was as follows: 

~ CqCA is in a position tQ. virtually "force" individual community colleges to 
pay dues to the association because a college may not participate in intercol­
legiate athletics unless it is a dues-paying member of CCJCA. 

• CCJCA is not publicly accountable or subject to governmental review. 
• There is no evidence that another publicly funded advocacy group is needed 

to represent community colleges. 
'. It is not clear why CCJCA should receive, in essence, state funds when other 

community college nonprofit associations are operated through the voluntary 
personal contributions of members. 

The Chancellor's Office completed its review in December 1980 and recom­
mended that: 

• CCJCA institute a new membership dues structure which separates the fees 
the district must pay to receive the intercollegiate athletic sanctioning serv­
ices from the other functions performed by CCJCA, 

• CCJCA review andznodify the current governance relationship between its 
.athletic-sanctioning functions and other decision-making functions of the or­
ganization, 

• CCJCA convene a select panel to review its role of "leadership, seryice, and 
advocacy" on behalf of the community college districts. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act requires the California Post­
secondary Education Commission (CPEC) to review the Chancellor's report and 
to comment on its findings. We will report on the CPEC review during the budget 
hearings. 

B. .PROGRAMS AND OPERATIONS 
Programs and Operations (1) provides basic administrative services to manage 

the Chancellor's Office and (2) develops and implements the policies and proce­
dures established by the Board of Governors and the Chancellor. The budget 
proposes an expenditure· of $4,742,882, from the General Fund for this purpose in 
1981-82. This is an increase of $362,138, or 8.3 percent over estimated current year 
expenditures. The increase is primarily due to (1) a $95,721 increase in the Pro­
gram Evaluation and Approval section and (2) a $128,562 increase in the Creden­
tials Office. 

1. Program Evaluation and Approvals Office 
. This office reviews community college instructional programs, approves college 

master plans, and assists colleges in developing new programs. In addition, the 
office monitors, reviews, and evaluates activities primarily in connection with 
vocational education programs. 

Statewide Alternative Energy Network 
We recommend that one specialist position requested to develop alternative energy educa.­

tion programs be approved on a limited-term basis for a period not to exceed one year. 

The budget requests one specialist position to identify and develop resources for 
the application of alternative energy programs. The position, necessary clerical 
support, and travel will be funded by the Statewide Alternative Energy Network, 
a nonprofit consortium of business and manufacturing firms. The Chancellor's. 
Office proposes that this position be approved as a one-year project, subject to 
extension after a review of its effectiveness. The budget, however, would establish 
this position ori a permanent basis. 

In view of the fact that this position is requested for a one-year project, we 
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recommend that it be approved on a limited-term basis, subject to review at the 
conClusion of the 1981-82 year. 

Unwarranted Positions 
We recommend that two positions requested to conduct vocational education compliance 

activities be eliminated because these activities !lan be performed within existing staff re­
sources, for a savings of $52,510. (Reduce Item 687-001-()()1 by $26,255 and federal funds by 
$26,255.) 

The budget requests two positions (one staff services analyst and one office 
assistant) to implement the Chancellor's "Methods of Admir)istration" of the Of­
fice of Civil Rights guidelines for eliminating discrimination based on race, color, 
national origin, sex, or handicap in vocational education programs. 

Our analysis indicates that the positions are not needed for the proposed pur­
pose because: 

• Some of the duties that would be assigned to these positions have already been 
completed. Specifically, the "Methods of Administration Manual" and "Tech­
nical Assistance Manual" have been completed. 

• Oth~r duties that would be assigned to these positions Will actually be per­
formed by other staff. The Chancellor's Office indicates that field audits will 
be conducted by existing staff in the Program Evaluation and Approvals unit. 

• The proposed "Methods of Administration" states that the State Department 
of Education would utilize one additional position to implement the compli­
ance program. It does not, however, identify the need for any new positions 
for the Chancellor's Office. 

• State agency activities identified in· the federal guidelines can be accom­
plished with existing resources. The guidelines, in fact, point out that state 
responsibilities set forth therein "are not new requirements," but instead 
derived from regulations of federal statutes, .prirnarily Title VI of the Civil 

. Rights Act of 1964. Specifically, the state must provide: 
(1) batacollection and analysis. The federal guidelines specify that this re­

lates to data compiled under current law. The Chancellor's Office and the 
"Methods of Administration" acknowledge that existing vocational edu­
cation reports and evaluations can be utilized for this purpose. In addi­
tion, the budget provides increased reimbursements to process these 
reports. 

(2) Compliance reviews. The guidelines require "periodic compliance re­
views of selected subrecipients." These reviews can be incorporated into 
the Chancellor's annual vocational education program evaluations and 
desk audits. 

(3) Technical assistance. The guidelines require the provision of technical 
assistance "on request." This should be an ongoing responsibility of the 
Chancellor's Office. 

For these reasons we cannot identify a need for new positions tb implement the 
"Methods of Administration," and accordingly recommend that the funds to sup­
port such positions be deleted. 

In-Service Training Needed 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes an additional $12,490 to sponsor workshops for state and 

local vocational education staff regarding Civil Rights compliance requirements in 
vocational education programs. these funds are provided on the basis of a one"to-
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one state-federal match requirement. Our analysis indicates that (1) these work­
shops would enhance statewide compliance activities and (2) this activity can be 
accomplished without additional staff. 

Labor Market Analysis Unnecessary 
We recommend that one staff services analyst position to conduct labor market analySis 

be eliminated because this analysis will be performed by other agencies, for a savings of 
$24,398. (Reduce Item 687-00J.()()1 and Federal CETA Reimbursements by $24,398.) 

The budget requests one staff services analyst position to interpret labor market 
supply and demand data. In addition, the Chancellor's Office anticipates that this 
position would (1) assist in conducting local labor market surveys, (2) pursue 
liaison activities with the Employee Development Department (EDD) , and (3) 
assist districts in adjusting their vocational education curriculum to changing labor 
demands and the California Occupational Informational Coordinating Commit­
tee's (COICC) findings. 

Our analysis indicates that, although the proposed duties of the position are 
appropriate, a new position is not necessary to perform these duties because: 

• The analysis desired by the Chancellor's Office can be readily obtained from 
other reliable sources. Specifically, the CO ICC, of which the Chancellor's 
Office is a member,is conducting supply/demand labor market analyses for 
each county and standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA). Because the 
Chancellor's Office is an active member of CO ICC, existing staff can monitor 
COICC's progress and disseminate its findings to community college districts 
as part of its ongoing responsibilities. 

• Liaison activities can be achieved within existing organizational arrange­
ments. Because EDD is also a member of COICC, the Chancellor's Office can 
continue to coordinate activities with EDD through the COICe. 

• Monitoring necessary adjustments in the vocational education curriculum 
could be achieved through the current program evaluation and approval 
process. The Chancellor's Office requires districts to adjust curriculum plans 
for changing labor market demands. 

For these .. reasons, we do not helieve an additional position is needed to support 
the vocational education program, and recommend that it be deleted. 

Technical Adjustments 
We recommend that funds requested foiclerical support, operating expenses, and equip­

ment exenditures be deleted because justification for these funds is not adequate, for a 
savings of$43,520. (Reduce Item 687-001'()()1 and federal reimbursements by $21,200, indirect 
costs by $17,120, and Item 687-001'()()1 by $5,200.) 

The budget proposes increases for various support items which would be funded 
through the General Fund, indirect costs, and federal reimbursements. Our analy­
sis indicates that adequate justification for these increases has not: been provided 
to the Legislature. Specifically, our analysis indicates that the following increases 
are not justified: 

• $17,120 for one office assistant to provide support to the Personnel and Train­
ing Officer and to the Business Services Officer. It is not clear that the duties 
cannot be completed through existing staff and, if necessary, temporary help. 

• $14,000 to compile the federal accountability report and to conduct various 
vocational education surveys. These funds are already included in another 
vocational education support item. . 

• $7,200 for unjustified out-of-state travel. 
• $5;200 for additional video EDP terminals that will be purchased in the cur­

rent year. 
We recommend that these amounts be deleted. 
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Affirmative Action Pilot Projects 
Last year, the Legislature appropriated $222,000 to allow the Chancellor's Office 

to conduct three .pilot projects focusing on the transition of students from commu­
nity colleges to four-year institutions. These funds were approved for one year. 
The Chancellor's Office is required to submit an evaluation of these projects to the 
budget committees by March 1, 1981. We will comment on evaluation during the 
budget hearings. 

2. Credentials Office 
Community college administrators, counselors, and instructors are required 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 fee assessed for every application. Chapter 1374, Statutes of 1980 (SB 
1513), allows the Chancellor's Office to increase the credentials fee up to $30 on 
a temporary basis until January. 1, 1982, when the fee returns to $20. 

Credentials Study 
Credentialing in community colleges 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, and 
• state credentialing duplicates the screening process conducted by individual 

colleges; these colleges generally conduct a more indepth review of applicants 
than the one conductedhy the state credentials office. 

Chancellor's Study 
Last year, the Board of Governor's adopted and endorsed a Chancellor's Office 

study analyzingpossible alternatives to the current credentials process, The study 
concluded that the present system was "an effective and equitable method of 
establishing and maintaining statewide minimum standards." While the study 
discussed the possible consequences of alternative state policies (including the 
elimination of credentials), it did not specifically address the concerns listed 
above. Specifically, the study did not examine the extent to which state credential­
ing duplicates the screening process conducted by the individual colleges .. 

Subsequently, the Legislature adopted supplemental report language requiring 
our office to review the need for community college credentials and related 
alternatives. 

Denials and Appeals 
A credential application can be denied for unfitness or lack of academic qualifi­

cations. The Credentials Office determines unfitness on the basis of a fingerprint 
check with the Justice Department. If a credential is denied on an ac;:ademic basis, 
the app~cant has the right to an appeal. 

Table 11 provides a summary of the average number of credentials denied 
annually for unfitness and the average number of appeals held annually between 
1974-75 and 1979-80. 
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Table 11 
Summary of Credential Denials 

1974-1979 
Average 
Per Year 

A. Credentials denied for unfitness or unprofessional conduct .............................. 5 
B. Appeals .............................................................................................................................. 200 

Number granted.............................................................................................................. (33) 
Number denied................................................................................................................ (SO) 
Number denied in one or more subject .................................................................. (87) 

Totals........................................................................................................................................ 205 

Source: Chancellor's Office. 

Our analysis indicates that denials for unfitness and appeals are very infrequent. 
Table 12 shows that only an average of two out of every 10,000 applications are 
denied for unfitness, and only nine out of every 1,000 credential applications were 
directed to an appeal, (The Chancellor's Office was unable to provide any data on 
the number of credentials revoked for academic reasons.) In addition, there is no 
evidence which indicates that the local districts would have been unable to deter­
mine unfitness or lack of academic qualification in each of these cases through 
their screening procedures. 

Table 12 
Credentials Processed 

1974-75 to 1!!80-81 

Credentials 
Processed 

1974-75.......................................................... 19,436 
1975-76 .......................................................... 26,253 
1976-77 .......................................................... 26,156 
1977-78.......................................................... 27,563 
197~79 .......................................................... 17!1f27 
1979-80 .......................................................... 20,461 
1980-81 (estimate) ...................................... 20,000 

Average ........................................................ 24,442 

Source: Chancel\or.'s Office. 

Other State Practices 

Denied for 
Unfitness 

0.02% 
0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
0.03 
0.02 
0.02 

0.02% 

Percent 
Directed to 

Appeal Hearings 
1.0% 
0.8 
0.8 
0.7 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 

0.9 % 

Total 
1.02% 
0.82 
0.82 
0.72 
1.03 
1.02 
1.02 

0.92 % 

Table 13 provides information on the number of other states which have a 
credential requirement for certain community college employees. The data com­
plied are based on a survey distributed by the Chancellor's Office. Our office 
surveyed those states which did not respond to the Chancellor's Office. 

Table 13 
Credentials Requirements in Other States 

Academic 
Only 

Chancellor's Survey ............................................. . 
Legislative Analyst Follow-up .......................... .. 
No Reply ................................................................. . 

Totals ................................................................... . 
Percent ............................................................... . 

o 
o 

o 
o 

Vocational 
Only Both 

5 5 
1 0 

6 5 
14.3% 11.9% 

No 
Credentials Total 

19 29 
12 13 

(ts) 

31 42 
73.8% 100% 

This table indicates that only five other states (11.9 percent of the states sur­
veyed) have a credentialing requirement similar to California's. An additional six 
states have a credentialing requirement for their vocational faculty. The remain-
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ing three-fourths of the states surveyed, including all the major industrial states, 
have no credentials requirement. 

Use of Fees 
The credentials fee has generally been used (1) to fund the support activities 

of the credentials office and (2) to defray the costs of the fingerprint check 
conducted by the Justice Department. The Chancellor's Office indicates that the 
cost of the fingerprint check in 1979-80 was $6.10 per application, or 30.5 percent 
of the $20 fee. 

Future uses of the fee will depend upon whether the Legislature decides to 
continue the current credentials process. Our analysis indicates, however, that if 
this program is to continue; the Chancellor's Office should maintain its current 
policy of supporting this activity entirely from .the credentials fee. 

Conclusions-No Analytical Justification for Community College 
~redentialing 

Based on the available data, we were unable to uncover any analytical justifica­
tion for continuing the current credentials process. Specifically, our analysis indi­
cates that: 

• There is no evidence that districts would not have made the same decisions 
on applicants as the state credentials office made. 

• There is no evidence that quality of hiring is enhanced by the state credentials 
process. 

• The California process requires applicants to pay a fee and be subjected to a 
second, unnecessary review process for employment. 

Credential Backlog 
We recommend that six positions requested to reduce the backlog of credential applica­

tions be eliminated because the backlog will not adversely affect the hinng practices of either 
the district or the applicants, for i1 savings of $106,012. We further recommend that the 
credentials fee be adjusted commensurate to the reduction of these staR positions. (Reduce 
Item 687-001-165 by $106,012.) 

The budget proposes six new positions (one certification office and five clerical 
staff) to reduce the backlog of credentials applications. This would increase the 
total credentials budget to $591,091. We recommend the elimination of these 
additional funds because: 

• There is no evidence that the backlog and the resulting delays in processing 
requests for credentials have an adverse effect on either the hiring practices 
of local districts or the applicants. 

• No action should be taken until the Legislature determines the appropriate 
policy regarding the continuation of the current credentials process. 

These proposed increases are to be funded from the new $30 credentials fee. 
Consequently, we recommend that the fee be reduced commensurate with these 
reductions. 
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CALIFORNIA .COMMUNITY COLLEGES......;;CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 687-301 from the Capital 
Outlay Fund for. Public High­
er Education and tht; State 
Construction Program Funcl 
(bonds) . Budget p. E 184 

Requested 1981-82 .................................. : ................ : ................... :.: •. 
Recommended approval ..................................................... ,c .............. . 

Recommended reduction .............. , ................ ;; .... ~ ...................... .. 
Recommendation pending ......... ~ .............. : ........... :: .................. : .... . 

$20;103,500 
17,766,370 

"·887,130 
1,450,000 

SUMMARY 'OF MAJOR ISSUES' AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
:. .Analysis. 

page 
1. ~alo~ar Community College District,Pal~marCollege. Reduce' 1444 

by $244,700. Recommend deletion of project for storm drain con­
struction because existing drains are adequate under normal de-
sign conditions '. . 

2. Butte Community College -Di~trict, Blltte College. Reduce by 1445 
$5,000. Recommend reduction of excessive contingency.provi-
sion in. construction cost estimate for. sanitary sewer oxidation 
ponds.. . ..... 

3. Contra Costa Community CollegeDistrict, Diablo Valley College. 1~ .. 
. Reduce by $93,900. Recommend reduction. of excessive project 

cost for the removal of architectural barriers to the handicapped .. 
Chancellor's Office advises that less expensive alternatives are 
available. . 

4. Contra Costa Community College District, Contra Costa College. 1446 
Reduce by $20,000. Recommend reduction of excessive project 
cost for the removal of architectural barriers to the handicapped. 
Chancellor's Office advises that less expensive alternatives are 
available. 

5. Contra Costa Community College District, Los Medanos College. .1446 
Reduce by $76,500. Recommend reduction of excessive.project 
cost for the removal of architectural barriers to the h;mdicapped. 
Chancellor's Office advises that less expensive alternatives are 
available. 

6. Santa Monica Community College District, Santa Monica College; . 1447 
Reduce by $22,000. Recommend reduction of excess~ve equip-
ment costs related to remodeling a vocational building: . 

7. Santa Monica Community College District, Santa Monica College. 1447 
Reduce by $107,260. Recommend reduction of excessive equip" 
ment costs related to remodeling the old library, student activities 
and science basement. . 1447 

8. Contra Costa Community College District, Contra Costa College. 
Reduce by $68,770. Recommend reduction of excessive equip­
ment c::osts related to the applied arts and administration complex; .' 

9. Long Beach Community College District, Long Beach c:ity Col- 1448 
lege. Reduce by $10,200. Recommend reduction of excessive 
equipment costs for the library addition (liberal arts campus). 

10. Los Angeles Community College District, East Los Angeles Col- 1448 
lege. Withhold recommendation on equipment request for 

49-81685 
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remodeled the library, pending receipt of detailed equipment l~st. 
11. Peralta Community College District, Merritt College. Withhold 1448 

recommendation on energy conservation projects, pending re-
ceipt of techni<;:al audits. 

12. Peralta Community College District, College of Alameda. With- 1448 
hold recoIIimendation on energy conservation projects, pending 
receipt of techniclll audits. 

13. Mendocino Coinmunity College District, Mendocino College, 1448 
Recommend that the district not relocate its modular buildings 
from the fairgrounds to the Yokayo Ranch site. 

14. Kern Community College District, Cerro Coso College. Reduce 1450 
by $238,~ Recommend ,reduction of excessive construction 
costs for :1.0 occupationallab/learning resource center. 

15. Foothill-DeAnza Community College District, Footpill College. 1451 
Withhold recommendation on the construction of a library addi-

. tion, pending receipt of detailed space outline. 

ANALYSIS AI,IID·. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The state's share of tPe California Community Colleges' capital outlay program 

for 1981--82 totals $29,103,500. This amount is contained in two budget items. Item 
687-301-146 proposes the e:qJenditure of $19,463,000 from the Capital Outlay Fund 
for Public Higher Education and Item 687-301-736 proposes the expenditure of 
$640,500 from the State Construction Program Fund (bonds). The various districts 
will provide a total of $3,918,000 to support the requested projects, bringing the 
total program to $24,921,500. Table 1 summarizes the 1981-82 capital outlay pro­
gram. 

Table 1 
California Community Colleges 
Capital Improvement Projects 

1981-82 

District/Project 
Item 687-301-146 SubitemPhase" 

Palomar CCD, Palomar College/ 
Mission Ro~d improvemerits.. wc 

Palomar CCD,Palomar College/ 
storm drain ................................ 2 wc 

Butte CCD, Butte College/sani-
tary sewer!>xidation pond...... 3 wc 

Various CCD, 'various colleges/re-
mo~al of .architectural barri-
ers mcludmg .............. ,............... 4-29 wc 

Item 687-301-736b .................• ~~........ 1-6 
Santa Monica CCD, Santa Monica 

College/equip remodeled vo-
cational building ..................... ,. 30 e 

Contra Costs CCD, Contra Costa 
College/equip applied arts 
and administration complex .. 31 e 

Peralta CCD, Feather River Col-
lege/equip vocational build-
ing ........................................ , ...... . 32 e 

Governor's Budget 
District State 
Share Share 

$50,700 $218,500 

59,900 244,700 

105,100 . 29,500 

1,997 ,300 3,108,500 

7,700 27,100 

450,000 300,000 

122,300 

Analyst's Proposal 
District State 
Share Share 

$50,700 $218,500 

92,500 24,500 

1,982,000 2,918,100 

1,400 5,100 

346,850 231,230 

122,300 
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Santa Monica CCO,Santa Monica 
College/equip remodeled old 
library, student activities and 
science basement.. ................... 33 e 66,800 236,300 36;500 .129,040 

Long BeachCCO, Long Beach 
City College/equip library ad-
dition (liberal arts campus) .. 34 e 242,700 132,100 223,900 121,900 

Los Angeles CCO, East Los Aitge-
les College/equip remodeled 
existing library .......................... 35 e 130,400 30,200 pending pending 

Peralta CCO, Merritt College/en-
ergy 'conservation conversion 36 wc 109,500 pending pending 

Peralta CCO, College of Alameda/ 
energy conservation conver-
sion ................ , .......................... ; .. 37 wc 32,!lOO pending pending 

Mendocino CCD, Mendocino Col-
lege/off-site development ...... 38 wc 205,100 1,435,500 205,100 1,435,500 

Mendocino CCO, Mendocino Col-
lege/on-site development ...... 39 wc 259,500 1,816,400 259,500 1,816,400 

Mendocino CCD, Mendocino Col-
lege/alternate learning cen-
ter ................................................ 40 w 13,200 ·92,700 13,200 92,700 

Saddleback CCO, Saddleback Col-
lege / general education class-
room building ......•................ ' ..... 41 c 7,490,400 7,490,400 

Kern CCO,. Cerro.Coso College/ 
oecupationallaboratory build-
ing ................................................ 42 c 3,249,500 3,OiO,700 

Foothill-OeAnza CCO, Foothill 
College/library addition ..... ~ .. 43 c 329,500 ·1$17,700 pending pending 

Various CCO, various colleges/ 
project and preliminary plan-
ning ................................................ 44 --p 150,000 150,000 

Totals .......... ; .................................... $3,918,000 $20,103,500 $3,211,650 $17,766,370 
a Symbols indicate: c-construction; e-equipment; p-preliminary plans; w-working drawings. 
b Iricludes$640,500 from Items 687-301-736(1)-(6) for projects for the removal of architectural barriers 

to the handicapped. These are financed from the community college construction bond program. 

The majority of the projects are intended to remove architectural barriers to the 
physically handicapped. Other projects are for energy conservation, initial con­
struction of a new college campus in Mendocino County, construction of instruc­
tion-related buildings, equipment for buildings currently being built, and general 
facility improvements. 

Chapter 910, Statutes of 1980 (the Community College Construction Act of 
1980), revised the formula governing state participation in approved community 
college capital outlay projects. State/district participation ratios are now based on 
weekly student contact hours and ending budget balances for each district as 
compared with statewide averages. The statute also provides for state funding up 
to 100 percent 6f the approved project costs for those districts that are unable to 
contribute the district matching share. As shown in Table 1, several of the projects 
proposed inthe budget are for districts that do not expect to have district match­
ing funds, and thus, the state would provide 100 percent of the project cost: 

District Matching Funds 
The Community College Construction Act of 1980 (Chapter 9lO, Statutes of 

1980) contains a provision providing state financial assistance to those districts 
which are unable to meet their matching share requirements, as determined by 
the Chancellor's Office, for any stage of a capital outlay project: Specifically, 
Section 81831 of the Education Code states, "If the district funds available are 
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insufficient to provide the district matching share for the cost of the project or one 
or more of its phases, computed pursuant to Section 81838, the district shall pro­
vide the moneys available, as <Jefined by the J>oard of governors, and state funds 
may be requested to provide the balance of funds required." 

Six districts are requesting 100 percent state funding for projeCts due to the 
districts' inability to meet the matching share requirements. These districts are 
Compton, Kern, Lake Tahoe, Peralta, Saddleback, and Sierra Community College 
Districts. 

The Chancellor's Office staff have indicated that they will undertake a further 
review of those districts which claim they are unable to meet the district matching 
share requirement. These reviews should be completed prior to budget hearings. 
Accordingly, some of the amounts contained in the Budget Bill may change as a 
result of the Chancellor's Office review. . 

Enrollments and Capital Outlay Needs 
On October 1, 1980, the Population Research Unit of the Department of Finance 

reported actual 1979-80 community college enrollment and weekly student con­
tact hours, plus projected enrollments to 1989-90. These form the basis for the 
community colleges' current and projected capital outlay needs for instructional 
space. 
. The report showed that 1979-80 total average weekly student contact hours 
(WSCH) totaled 11,311;237. This was 8 percent below the figure projected for 
1!}79-80. Thus, stude~t contact hours have not increased at the anticipated rate. 

Apparently in response to this change, the Department of Finance is now pro­
jecting that weekly student contact hours will increase by only 3:6 percent through 
1988. Consequently, although there is a projected growth in community college 
enrollment, the rate of growth is less than expected several. years ago.· The 3.6 
percent rate is for the state as awhole; the rates for individual districts vary widely. 

Inour review of the capital outlay projects proposed in the budget, we have 
taken these variations into consideration. In the case of each of these projects, the 
districts have explored the potential for interdistrict sharing of facilities and/or 
utilization of underused high school facilities. 

1981-82 Capital Outlay Program 

Palomar Community College District-Mission Road Improvements 
We recommend approval of Item 687"301-146(1}, Mission Road improvements, Palomar 

College. 

The budget requests $218,500 to pay Palomar College's share of construction 
costs for expansion of Mission Road, which is the main access route to the college. 
Because of increased traffic, the city of San Marcos will expand Mission Road to 
a four-lane highway from its presenttwo lanes, and has levied a mandatory fee on 
property owners with land adjacent to the thoroughfare. The total cost of construc­
tion is prorated to property owners based on the amount of lineal footage adjoining 
the road. The total fee levied on the college is $269,200. In accordance with the 
Community College Constructiori Act of 1980, the district proposes that the state 
pay $218,500 of this fee, with· the district providing the remaining $50,700. This 
request is reasonable, and we recommend approval. 

Palomar Community College .District~Storm Drainage. 
We recommend that Item 687-301-146(2}, working drawings and construction of a storm 

drain at Palomar College, be deleted, for a savings of$244,700. Existing storm drain systems 
are adequate for normal engineering design conditions. 
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Palomar College requests $244,700 ih state funds which, along with $59,900 in 
district funds, would provide for the constrJlction of a drainage system from the 
watersheds north and northeast of the campus to the drainage area beyond Mission 
Road. WatE;!rwouldbe led by gravity flow into a head wall ;which would then direct 
. the water in,to the drainage pipes. A multiplE;! number of two-foot diameter pipes 
are .proposed f()r the qrainage system because the terrain does not allow the 
installation of one large pipe. 

The college ihdicates that its facilities lie in an area which is subject to flooding 
from the watersheds and that the area is also subject to natural draiilage from the 
western and southern slopes around· the campus. Over the past 34 years, the 
college has built many buildihgs and other features which it states could be severe­
ly damaged by heavy water flow. The campus, however, has been damaged by 
floodwaters from these areas only once. This occurred during the wintetof 1978 
(which had one of the largest rainfalls on record), when flooding from the water­
sheds overflowed the barriers erected by the cOIJege and overloaded the drainage 
system. Five buildings suffered damage, and· federal disaster funds provided part 
of the:cost of repair. 

The camPuscuirentlyhas a drainage system consisting ofa one, two-foot diame­
ter concrete pipe, and the campus has not ihdicated that it has had any problems 
with this system either prior to or since that one year. There is no ihdication that 
the existing system was not installed to meet drainage requirements based on 
staJ:ldard engineering design practice. These design conditions take into considera­
tIon probable storm drainage requiremen,ts but not extreme or unusual conditions. 
This design is the basis for similar systemsfor state and nonstateinstallations. Based 
on the available information, installation of a more extensive system-at a cost of 
·$304,6OO--,does not appear justified. We, ~erefore, recom.mend that the funds be 
deleted. 

Butte Community College District...,...Sewage Oxidati9n Pond 
. We recoIr!mendliem 687"301-146(3), working drawings lind construction of a sewage 
oxidation pond at Butte College, be reduced $5,(J(}(J, by reduCing the amount set aside For 
contingencies. . 

The budget proposes $29,500 in state funds and $105,100 in districtfunds for the 
construction of a secondary sewage oxidation pond at Butte College. The campus 
sewage oxidation· ponds are used to treat raw sewage prior to· using it to irrigate 
athletic fields and nearby agricultural land. The college presently has an oxidation 
pond which has six days of storage capacity before the wastewater level has to be 
reduced via the sprihkler system. Dilring the winter rainy season; rain water flows 
into the pond system necessitating the draihage of the pond more frequently than 
usual. Under this condition, the waste water runs off into the nearby creek, and 
creates a pollution problem. This has caused the college to be Cited by the Califor­
nia Regional Water Quality Control Board as being in violation of wastewater 
discharge requirements. 

A consulting engineer has determined that 20-days storage capacity would be 
sufficient to solve this problem. The proposed·pond has been designed to provide 
that capacity. Our analysis indicates that (1) the collegeis required to correct this 
problem, and (2) the scope of the project is reasonable. We, therefore, recom­
mend that the funding be approved. However, we also recommend a reduction 
of $5,000 in the requested state appropriation. The budget amount includes 36 
percent, of the construction cost for architect! engineer fees and contract adminis­
tration, which is excessive. An amount equal to 18 percent is normally provided 
for similar state projects, and should be adequate in this case. Consequently, the 
state share should be reduced by $5,000. 
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Hondicapped Barrier Removal-Statewide 
The budget proposes the expenditure of $3,108,500 in state funds and $1,997,300 

in district funds for working drawings and construction for 32 projects intended 
to remove architectural barriers to the physically handicapped. The projects are 
requested in Items 687-301-146(4)-(29) ($2,468,000 state share), financed from the 
Capital Outlay Fund for·Public Higher Education, and in Items 687 -301-736 (1) - (6) 
($640,500 state. share), financed from the State Construction Program Fund 
(bonds). 

Section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires recipients of fed­
eral financial assistance to remove physical barriers which may hinder the full 
participation of handicapped persons in college programs and activities. This ap­
plies to all programs, activities, and services, not merely to those that receive 
federal funding direCtly. The Chancellor's Office has established the following 
priority criteria for projects to remove these barriers: 

• Category I - Access to the campus site and to facilities on the campus. 
• Category II - Access to the main entrance level of buildings with high traffic 

use. 
• Category III - Access to facilities within buildings to meet the basic needs of 

the physically handicapped. 
• Category IV - Access to floors above and below the entrance level of buildings. 
• Category V " All other items not included in categories I through IV. 
The majority of the requested appropriations are for projects in Categories I, II, 

and III, with some projects including work in Category IV. The projects will 
complete the majority of work in Categories I and II at those districts which have 
submitted plans for bringing their campuses into compliance with Section 504. 

Handicapped Barrier Removal-Projects Recommended for Approval 
We recommend approval of29 projects (Items 687-301-145(5)-(13), (l5)~(29), 

and Items 687-301-736 (l) -(5)) for removal of architectural barriers to the physical­
ly handicapped at community college campuses statewide. 

These 29 projects will correct deficiencies in Categories I-IV: The work includes 
such items as curb cuts, and modifications to exterior doors, sanitary facilities, 
drinking fountains, and elevators. 

Our analysis indicates these projects are necessary for cornpliance with Section 
504. They are consistent with prior legislative appropriations for removal of barri­
ersto the handicapped, and the scope/cost are reasonable. We, therefore, recom­
mend that the funds be .approved. 

Handicapped, Barrier Removal Projects-Cost Excessive . 
We recommend thatthe following projects, for removal of architectural barriers 

to. the handicapped at collegesin the Contra Costa Community College District, 
be reduced. 

1. Diablo Valley College (Item 687-301-146(4)) reduce by $93,900 .. 
2. Contra Costa College (Item 687-301-146(14)) reduce by $20,000. 
3. Los Medanos College (Item 687-301-736(6)) reduce by $76,500. 
The Chancellor's Office recently reduced the district's requests for these 

projects because less expensive alternatives which will meet the needs of the 
handicapped are available. These reductions are not accounted for in the budget, 
and we recommend the requested appropriations be reduced to reflect these 
savings. 
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Equipment Projects 
The budget proposes the expenditure of $848,000 (Items 687-301-146(30)-(35)) 

for six projects which will provide equipment for buildings that were previously 
fUnded for construction; 

Santa .MonicaCommunity College District 
WerecommendItems 687-301-146(30) and(33) for equipment for the remodeled vocation­

al building and old library at Santa Monica College, be reduced $22,000 and $107,260, respec­
ti~ely, (0 delete amounts in excess of guidelines for state supportable equipment costs. 

Vocational Building. Item 687-301-146(30) requests an appropriation of $27,-
100 to equip classrooms and offices in the remodeled vocational building. Total cost 
of the equipment will be $34,800 (district share $7,700, state share $27,100). The 
district has certified that it has matching funds available for this project. 

The building remodeling will result in a net addition of only 1,453 assignable 
square feet of classroom space. Using the state guidelines for equipment cost per 
assignable square foot of classroom space results in a cost of $5,100 (state share) 
for the net additional area. We, therefore, recommend a reduction of $22,000 in 
the requested state share. 

Library/student activities/science basement. Item 687-301-146(33) proposes a 
$236,300 appropriation to provide equipment for the remodeled library, and for 
the remodeled student activities and science basement. The college states that the 
existing equipment is substandard, and that additional equipment is needed be­
cause the functions in these areas are expanding to meet increased needs. Total 
project cost is anticipated to be $303,100 with a state share of $236,300. 

Our analysis indicates that-using state guidelines for equipment costs-the 
amount requested is excessive. We, therefore, recommend a reduction of $107,260 
to bring the equipment costs into line with the state supportable guideHnes. 

Contra. Costa Community College District 
We recommend that Item 687-301-146(31), equipment for a new applied arts and adminis­

tration complex, bereducedby $68,'170 to delete unjustified items of equipment. 

Budget Item 687~301-146(31) requests an appropriation of $300,000 to equip a 
new applied arts and administration complex. Total cost of the equipment will be 
$750,000, with the state share being $300,000. The district states it has the required 
matching money, and that the equipment is needed because the programs moving 
into this complex have shared equipment. 

The requestincludes several items for which either the district has not provided 
adequate justification or the items are unrelated to the new building. A sample of 
these items include three color TV cameras ($14,950), X-ray equipment ($6,940), 
a central processing unit simulator ($24,000), engineering survey equipment ($9,-
600), and excess faculty office equipment ($6,940). We, therefore; recommend a 
reduction of total project cost by $171,900, with a state sharereduction of $68,770. 

Peralta Community College District 
Recommend approval of Item 687-301-146(32), equipment for a new vocational building 

at Feather River College. 
Budget Item 687-301-146(32) requests $122,300 to equip a vocational building 

presently under construction. Carpentry, welding, auto mechanic, and general 
classroom equipment is requested for 5,498 assignable square feet, at a cost of $22 
per assignable square foot. Total state funding is requested for this project due to 
the district's inability to meet its matching share requirement. 

Our analysis indicates the area to be equipped is reasonable and the cost is 
within state guidelines. We, therefore, recommend approval. 
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LOl'!gBeach CommunityCoUege District 
Recommend reduction of Item 687-301-146(34) (library equipment) by $1(},200, because 

adequate justification for the equipment is lacking. 

Budget Item 687-301-146(34) requests an appropriation of$132,100 to equip a 
library addition at the Long Beach City Colleges' liberal arts campus. The district 
has stated it has the required matching funds, which will be used to purchase such 
equipment as microfilm readers, chairs, and desks. 

The requested equipment also includes items such as a computer ($25,000), and 
eight computer terminals ($3,800), which have not been adequately justified. We, 
therefore, recommend a reduction of$1O,200 (state share) to delete state funding 
for these items. 

Los Angeles Community College District 
We withhold recommendation on Item 687-301-146(35) (new equipment), pending receipt 

of a detailed equipment list. 

Thfe budget requests an appropriation of $30,200 for equipment for a remodeled 
library at East Los Angeles College. The remodeled library space will be used for 
(1) a counseling and career guidance center, (2) a learning skills center, and (3) 
a media production and audio equipment center. 

A detailed equipment list has not been provided supporting the request, and 
therefore the need for the requested amount cannot be substantiated. An equip­
ment list should be available prior to budget hearings. Accordingly, we withhold 
recommendation. pending receipt of this list. 

PeraltaCommunityColiege District-Energy Conservation PrO,jects 
We withhold recommendation on Items 687-301-146(36) and (37), working drawings and 

construction for energy conservation projects at Merritt College and the College of Alameda, 
pending receipt of additional infonnation. 

The budget proposes the appropriation of $109,500 and $32,600 for working 
drawings and construction for energy conservation projects at Merritt College and 
the College of Alameda respectively. Both projects involve installation of tempera­
ture sensors and control units which will be interconnected with a central energy 
management system which has been funded from Energy Commission grants and 
state loans for the districts' Laney College Campus. Dampers and ductwork will 
also be installed to improve building heat distribution systems. Energy andtechni­
cal audits have been cOQlpleted for both of these projects. 

The technical audits for these projects have .not been subm.itted for review. 
Thesedocumentsdetai~ the estimated· cost of the projects and the anticipated 
energy and cost savings. Without this data, a determination cannot be made re­
garding the economic viability of the projects. The Chancellor's Office has stated 
the audits will be available for review prior to hearings. Accordingly, we withhold 
recommendation, pending receipt of this information. 

Mendocino College-New College Campus 
We recommend approval of Items 687-301-146(38), (39), and (40) for off-site and on-site 

development of a new college campus, and the construction of a library/altemative jeaming 
center for the new campus. 

We further recommend that the district not relocate its modular buildings from the fair­
groulids to the Yokayo Ranch site. 

The budget proposes three appropriations totaling $3,344,600 (state's share) for 
three projects which would initiate the construction of a permanent college cam­
pus at Mendocino: Mendocino College is proposing to build a full functioning 
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campus at the Yokayo Ranch site. Total future cost for the new campus is expected 
to be $18.2 million (adjusted for inflation), which includes only state-supportable 
projects. Future construction will probal;>ly require 100 percent state funding. 

The campus currently occupies modular relocatable-type facilities at the 12th 
District fairgrounds, as well as various other buildings at nine additionallocatiohs. 
The modular buildings have to be vacated during the coUnty fair which is held 
once a year, and the physical education facilities have to be vacated on a more 
regular basis. C" c 

To prepare the Yokayo Ranch site and to plan construction of the first building, 
the following projects are proposed. 

1. Oft:Site Deve/opment.,-Item 687-301-146(38), $1,435,500. c This project in­
cludes construction of an access road to the campus site, complete with the related 
storm drainage system. It also includes the construction of utility lines for elechic­
ity, gas,. water, sewer and telephone service. The total project cost is $1,640,600, 
with a state share of $1,435,500ahd a district share of $205,100. 

This project is necessary if the district is to use the Yokayo Ranch site because 
access to the property and the various utility services is not available. Consequent" 
ly, future developmertt cannot proceed without this project. The proposed work 
and associated costs are reasonable and we recommend approval. 

2. On-Site Deve/opment~ltem 687-301-146(39), $1,816,400. This projeCt will 
connect campus buildings to the off-site utility lines provided in the project dis­
cussed above. The project will also involve grading the site, construction of a storm 
drain system (which will connect to the off-site system), and .construction of fire 
access roads. 

Total project cost is $2,075,900; with a state share of $1,816,400 and a district share 
of $259;500. This project will prepare the campus site for construction of the initial 
buildings. The proposed work and estimated cost are reasonable and we recom­
mend approval. 

3. Library and Alternative Learning Center-Item 687-301-146(40), $92,700. 
The requested $92;700 appropriation will provide the state's. share to develop 
working drawings .for a building which will form part of the core cami:>us. The 
district will provide $13,200 for this purpose. Total project cost is anticipated to be 
$2,456,975 (plus equipment cost), with a state share of $2,149,853. We have not 
received district certification that it has the required matching share for the 
construction phase. If the project is. approved, the state could be asked to provide 
the district's share of the construction cost. Construction funds will be requested 
in 1982-83. 

The building will provide 18,871 assignable square feet of classroom, laboratory, 
office, library, audio-visual, and assembly space. In the year of occupancy (1983), 
the net effects ohhis new building space and the associated move to the new site 
will be: 

a. Increase lecture space from 99 to 100 percent of need. 
b. Decrease laboratory space from 97 to 89' percerit of need. 
c. Increase office space from 79 to 82 percent· of need; 
d. Increase library space from 32 to 82 percent of n~ed. 
e .. Increase atidio-visual and radio-TV faciliti~s from9 to 52 percent of need. 
The Mendocino District is one of two community college districts i~ the state 

that currently does not have a permanent campus. The college 'presently has 
facilities at 10 different locations within a two mile radius, arid the modular build­
ings-located at the fairgrounds.,-are deterioratillgand will eventually have to be 
replaced. Upon completion of the proposed building, the district will. stili. occupy 
many of the temporary locations. Future projects will be required in order to 
house all activities at the Yokayo Ranch site. As previously indicated, this future 
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cost is expected to be $18.2 million~ 
In any case, given the need for a new campus, we recommend approval of the 

above projects. . 

Use of Modular Buildings 
According to district plans, the present modular buildings are to· be relocated 

from the fairgrounds to the Yokayo Ranch site. The district proposes to use distriCt 
funds ($524,600) to relocate the buildings. These modular buildings are in various 
stages of deterioration and, at best, are marginal facilities. Given the cost to move 
the buildings, along with the high ongoing maintenance and utility costs, the 
proposed move would not seem to be cost-effective. In a short period of tim.e, the 
modular building will have to be replaced andailyfunds committed to it will have 
been lost. Rather than expend district funds in this manner, it would make more 
sense for the district to initiate planning to construct permanent facilities at the 
new site. The district's $524,600 could be used' to off-set costs associated with 
construction of the permanent facilities. Consequently, we·recommend that the 
district not relocate the modular buildings to the new site .. 

Saddle back Colleg ...... Classroom Building 
We recommend approval of Item 687-301-146(41} for construction of a classroom building 

at Saddleback College. 

The budget proposes the appropriation of $7,490,400 for construction of a new 
general classrooIIi building at Saddleback College. This amount would allow 100 
percent state funding of project costs because the district is unable to meet its 
matching sharerequitement. State funds for working drawings ($208,400) were 
previously appropriated by the Legislature in Chapter 910, StatUtes of 1980 (AB 
1171), and the district provided its' matching share of $112,200. 

This 20,628 assignable square foot building will provide space for classrooms and 
laboratories which Will house data processing, commercial service, home econom­
ics, and social science classes. 

The Saddleback Community College District is currently experiencing rapid 
enrollment increases. In the year of occupancy (1983), this facility willincrease 
lecture space from 83 to 92 percent of need. Laboratory and office space . will 
increase from 78 and 65 percent, to 93 and 68 percent of need, respectively: The 
requested project is justified and the costis reasonable. We, therefore, recommend . 
approval. 

Cerro Coso Colleg ...... Occupational Laboratory ILearning Resource .. Center 
We recommend Item 687-301-146(42), funding for. construction ohm ocCupational/abl 

learning resource center at Cerro Coso College, be reduced by $238,800 to reflect state cost 
guidelines. .. . .. 

The budget requests $3,249,500 for a permanent occupationallab/learning.re­
source center to replace temporary facilities currently located 6.5 miles from the 
main campus. This amount would allow 100 percent state funding of project costs 
because the district is unable to meet its matching share requirement. In 198(}.;..81, 
the state appropriated $74,BOOand the district provided $40,500 for development 
of working drawings. The college states that the distance (6.5 miles) between the 
main campus and· the temporary facilities. excludes many students from taking 
advantage of the full college program, and that. the current facilities were. not. 
designed for the instructional program housed within them. 
Th~ programs to be provided in the newfacility will be art, automotive, metal 

technology, and welding. The district is requesting consideration Of this proposal 
on a campus basis only (in accordance with Education Code Section 81823) . due 
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to the isolation of the college's student body from the oth~r two colleges within 
the district (Bakersfield College and Porterville College). These colleges are locat­
ed 110 miles and 165 miles, respectively, from Cerro Coso College. 

In the year of anticipated occupancy, laboratory space at the campus will be 36 
percent of projected need and the project will raise this to 89 percent. Therefore, 
a,need for additionallaboratory space does exist. Consequently, we recommend 
approval of this project. However, we also recommend that project cost be re­
duced by $238,800. The estimated cost is $124 per assignable square foot, with a 
building efficiency of 78p~rcent. Based upon state cost standards per assignable 
square foot, this building should not cost more than $2,391,500. We, therefore, 
recommend a reduction of $238,800 to reduc.e the cost to the state standards. 

Foothill College-Library Addition 
We withhold recommendation on Item 687-301-146{43}, construction of a library addition 

at Foothill, pending receipt of additional information. 

The budget proposes the expenditure of $1,277,700 for the state share of con­
struction costs for a new library addition and alteration of the existing . library at 
Foothill College. The district will provide $329,500. Total project cost is a:nticipated 
to be $1,678,400, which represents $89 per assignable square foot for the new 
construction and $9 per assignable square foot for alteration of part of the existing 
library. 

The Chancellor's Office states that the project will result in an additional 12,748 
assignable square feet; and will provide additional student stations and technical 
support facilities. Specifically, the addition will provide more laboratory (2,903 
asf), office (356 asf), library (8,229 asf) and audio-visual-TV (2,208asf) space. 
However, 535 asfof classroom space will be lost due to the remodeling. 

Without this project, the district is anticipated to have. 85 percent of needed 
library space by 1983. However, there is a discrepancy over the amount and type 
of space that will be provided. The detailed space breakdown contained in the 
project proposal indicates that 14,26a assignable square feet will be provided, while 
the cost estimate is based on 12,748 assignable square feet with no space break­
down provided. Without a. detailed space breakdown the .reasonableness of the 
project cost cannot be verified. We, therefore, withhold recommendation pending 
resolution of this discrepancy. 

Project Planning 
We recommend approval of Item 687-301-146{44}, project planning and preliminary plan­

ning, statewide. 

This item proposes the expenditure of $150,000 for project planning. These funds 
will be used for the preparation of preliminary plans for capital outlay proposals 
expected to be .included in the Governor's Budget for 1982-83. The proposed 
amount woUld provide for approximately $10 million in construction, assuming the 
historical ratio of planning to construction (1.5 percent). The amount is reason­
able, and we recommend approval. 
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STUDENT AID COMMISSION 

Item 798 from the General . . : , 

. Fund and various funds Budget p.EI90 

Requ:ested 1981-82 ................................. ; .............. ; .......... ;.............. $101,841,196' 
Estimated 1980-81 .......... ~ ......................... ;........................................ 98,758,574 
Actual 1979-80 ... ; ......... ~ ............... ~ ................... ~ .............. ; ................ , 86,883;536 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,082,622 (+3.1 percent) . 

Total recommended reduction .................. ;................................. $740;000 

198142 FUNDING BY ITEM ANI;) SOURCE 
Item Description 
798-001'()()I-Student Aid Commission, Support 
798-001 ~FederaiFund Support 
798-001·951~llliranteed Loan Program 

Fund 
General 
Federal Trust 
State' Guaranteed Loan Re-
serve 

Amount 
~,982,561 
. H,IIfJO,OOO 

5,058,635 

Total $101;/!41,196 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. coLA Adjristment. Recommend thatthe Cal Grant A & Rmax­

imum awards receive the same cost-of4iVing adjustment (COLA) 
approved for other programs that do~ot have statutory COLA's. 

2. Baseline Adjustment. RedliceItem 798·001-001 by $740;000.. Rec­
ommenddeletion of funds intended to be utilized for increased Cal 
Grant A awards because increased awards due to the readjlIsted 
income eligibility ceiling are alowpriorityexpenditure at thistirne~ . 

3. Possible Overbudgeting; .. ReconUriend the coriunission.report to 
the Legislature by March 16; 1981, on its General Fund unexpended 
balances froril197~77 to the '1980-81 year: 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Student Aid Coriunission, which consistsbf 11 members: 

. • adIIiiiiisters varioussttideIit financial aid pr()granis, 

Analysis 
page 
1456 

1457 

1460 

• reports on theimpactand effectiveness of state-funded student aid programs, 
• collects and disseIninates data com:erning (a) thefinanc~lresourcesalld 

needs ofstridents. and potential students and (b). the scope and impact of 
existing state, federal, andinstitutiorial student aid programs,. ..' 

•. ' rep()i'ts on the aggregate financial need of individuals seeking access to post­
. secondary education and the degree to which current student aid programs 
meet this financial need, '.. . 

• develops and reports the criteria utilized in distribUting available studenfili.d 
funds, .and . . 

• disseminates information about all institutional, state, and federal student aid 
programs. to potential applicants. '. . . 

ANAL YSISANDRECOMMENDA liONS 
The budget propCises appropriations of $84,982;561 from the General Food for 

support of the Student AidCommissibn's activities in 1981-82, This is an incr.ease . 
of $3,377,919, or ~U percent, over estimated current"'year expenditures; In addi-
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tion, the budget proposes an appropriation of· $5,058,635. from the Guaranteed ... 
Loan Fundfor theloan program in 1981-82, which is $334,603, or 7.1 percent, more 
than current-year expenditures from the fund. . . 

Table 1 shows support for the commission's actiVities. 

Table 1 
Student Aid Commission Expenditures and Funding 

A. State Operations 
1. Cal.Grant Programs 

A. Scholarships; .......................... . 
B. (1) College Opportunity 

Grants ....... ; ............... . 
(2) Student Opportunity 

. .. and Access Program .... 
C .. Occupati(lIlal Education 

and Training Grants .......... .. 
2 .. Gradliate Fellowship Program 
3. BiliD.gUal Teacher Grant Pro-

gram .... :' ......................................... . 
4 .. Law Enforcement Personnel 

Dependents Scholarship Pro-
gram ............................................ .. 

5 .. Supervised Clinical Training 
PrOgram ....................................... . 

6. Guaranteed Loan Program 
A; Federal Component ........... . 
R State Componimt ................. . 

·7. Student. Financial Aid Infor-
mation Program ......................... . 

8. Research ., ......... , ......................... .. 
9. Student Financial Aid Training 

10. Executive Administration and 
Support Services XDistribut-
ed) ................................................ .. 
Subtotal, State Operations .... .. 

B. Awards 
1. Cal Grants 

A. Scholarships .......................... .. 
B. College Opportunity 
: Grants .................... , ................ . 

C. Occupational Education 
.. . and Training Grants., ........ .. 

·2. Graduate fellowships ............... . 
3,BilingualTeacher. Grant Pro- . 

gram .................... ~ .. , .... " ...... , ....... , .. 
4. Law Enforcement Personnel 
·p~p¢ndent Grants .................. .. 
5 .. S\lpervised Clinical Training 

Grants·., .... : ....... ; ............................ . 

Subtotals, Awards ...................... . 
Grand Totals ... , .. , ............... , .... , .. .. 

General·Fund ................. ;., ............. ; .. 
State· Guaranteed Loan Reserve 

Fund ........................................... . 
Federal funds ............ , ...................... . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1979.;.ao 1980-81 1981-82 Amount Percent 

$1,470,104 $1,612,182 $1,663,081 $50,899 3.2% 

966,005 .1,153,246 1,196,516 43,270 3.8 

293,535 274,019 294,006 19,987 7.3 

212,577 231,024 232,286 1,265 0.5 
130,931 158,463 153,543 -4,920 -3.1 

74,351 177,878 438,763 260,885 146.7· 

1,231 8,019 8,407 . 388 4.8 

870 9,439 9,932 .. 493 5.2 

57,632 52,246 58,438 6,192 11.9 
923,964 3,078,412 5,000,197 ·1,921,785 62.4 

165,159 
116,211 
30,000 

207,853 
183,728 
47,870 

181,203 . -26,650 -12.8 
191,904 8,176 4.5 

-47,870 -100.0 

(731,7()7) (769,651) (862;634) . (92,~) 12.1 

$4,442,570 $7,194;379 $9,428,276·· $2~,897 ~ % 

$53,283,350$58,930,068 $58,610,620 -$319,448 -0.5% 

22,708,737 

2,318,608 
2,605,805 

1,039,537 

14,929 

25,345,277 25,080,006 

3,036;150 2,898,504 
2,698,000 . 2,698;000 

1,039,700 2,610,7OQ 

15,000 

470,000 500,000 500,000 

$82,440,966 $91,564,195 $92,412,920 

$86,883,536 $98,758,574 $191,841,196 

-265;181 -to 

...;i37;646 -4;5 

I,57l,()oo 151.1·· 

$848,725 0.9% 
$3,082;622 . 3;1 % 

$73,679,460 $81,604,~. $84,982,561 . $3,377,919 4,1% 

876;832 4,'124,032 5,058,635 334,603 
12,327,694 12,4M,900 11,800,000 --,629,900 

7.1% 
-5.1% 
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Item 798 

The budget proposes to increase e~pendituresfor the commission's state opera­
tions by $2,233,897 (31.1 percent) in 1981-82. The major components of thein­
crease are a: 

• $1,921,785 workload increase in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, 
• $260,885 increase in the Bilingual Teacher Grant Program, and 
• $114,156 workload increase in the Cal Grant A, B, and C Programs. 
Increases in student awards total $848,725 (.9 percent) in the budget year. The 

sigIiificant changes in awards include a: 
• $1,571,000 increase in the Bilingual Teacher Grant Program, and 
• . $722,275 decrease in funding for the Cal Grant programs. 
These changes are discussed more fully in the analysis that follows. 
Table 2 shows the changes in total expenditures between 198Q-81 and 1981-82. 

Table 2 
Proposed 1981-82 Budget Changes 

1. State Operations: 
1980-81 Current Year Revised .................................................................................................. . 
B. Baseline Adjustments 

1. Merit Salary Adjustment .......................................... ; ...................................................... . 
2. OASDI ................................................................................................................................. . 
3. OE&E.Price Increase ....................................................................................................... . 
4. Office of Administrative Law .......................................................................................... ' 
5 . .staff Benefits ........................................ ; .............................................................................. . 
6. One-time Expenditures: 

a. Limited Tenn Position ...........................................................................•.................... 
h. Chapter 1261/80 (Bilingual Teacher Grant Program) ....................................... . 
c. Proposed Deficiency ,Bill ............................................ ; .............................................. . 

Total, Baseline Budget .................................................. ; .............................................. . 
B. Budget Change Proposals: 

1. Working Adjustments (Various Programs) ................................................................. . 
2. Bilingual Teacher Grant Program .................................................................................. . 
a. Administration (Asst. Director) ............................................. , ....................................... . 
4. Student Financial Aid Infonnation Program (Peer Group Counseling) ........... . 

Total, State .operations, Budget Change Proposals ............................................................. . 
Total, 1981:..'32 State Operations Budget .......................................................... ~ ...................... . 

2. Awards: 
1980-81 Current Year ................................................................................................................. . 
A. Baseline Adjustments 
B. Budget Change Proposals: 

1. Cal Grant Awards .......................................................................................................... ; .. . 
2. Bilingual Teacher Grants ................................................................................................ , .. 

Total Awards·Budget Change Proposals ............................................................................... . 
Total 1981:..'32 Awards Budget ............................................. , .... , .................... ; ........................... . 

Total· 

$7,194,379 

47,887 
3,907 

202,739 
1,992 

11,138 

-3,825 
-80,000 

-1,150,378 
$6,227,839 

$2,855,397 
331,230 
53,310 

":'39,500 

$3,200,437 
$9,428,276 

$91,564,195 

-722,275 
1,571,000 

$848,725 
$92,412,920 

Total, 1981:..'32 Student Aid Conunission Budget ............... :.................................................. . $101,841,196 

Total Change .......................... : ......... : ...................................... ;...................................................... $3,082,622 

General Fund ............. : ................................................................................................................. . 
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund .......... ; ............................... : ........................................ . 
Federal Trust Fund ..................... ; ................................ , .............................................................. . 

$3,377,919 
334,603 

-629,900 
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1. ADMI.NISTRATION 
The administration unit provides the services necessarY to support the commis­

sion's programs. The budget proposes a fundiIig level of $9;428,276 in the budget 
year, a $2,233,897 (31.1 percent) increase. As discussed below, the increase is 
primarily dlJe to an increase of $1,921,785 in the State Guaranteed Loan Program. 

1. Executive Administration 
We recommend approval 

The budget proposes two positions (one Assistant Director and one secretary) 
to administer the financial and data processing activities of the commis$ion. Our 
review indicates that the Assistant Director position would be justified. if (1) the 
current information officer reports to the hew Assistant Director and (2) the 
curent staff services manager position is downgraded when it becomes vacant. Our 
discussions with the commission's director illdicate that these orgaitizational 
changes are agreeable with him. 

2. State Guaranteed Loan Program 
We recommend approval. 

This program supports state adnrlnistration for a federal loan program which 
provides low-interest loans to college students. The state provides lldnlinistrative 
services necessary for collecting the outstanding loans. For 1981-a2, .the volume of 
loans is eXpected to be $400 million; a $50 million (14.3 percent) increase over the 
curre.nt year. This program receives no support from the General Fund .. 

To accommodate the increased loan volume, the budget proposes: .. 
• an additional $2,71B,240from the State c;uaranteedLoan Reserve (SGLR) 

Fund to process the additional loan applications through a contract with 
United Studerit Aid Funds (USAF), Inc.,. and . 

• an additional $206,220 from· the SGLR Fund to hire five additional staff (one 
Staff Se~vices Mimager I, three Specialists,ahd one secretary) to conduct 
audits and other administrative compliance activities in the loan p:.:ogram. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed changes will h.elp th~commission ac­
commodate its increased workload. 

3. Data Processing Master Plan . . 
Based on a recommendation in last year's Analysis, the Legislature adopted 

language in the Supplemental Report to the 1980Budget Act iequiTIng the com­
mission to develop a data processing master plan and submit the plan to the 
Legislature by March 1, 1981. The . language also· specified that the commission 
work with the Department of Finance and the Staff Office ofInformation Technol­
ogy to develop the plan because: 

• the commission was unable toimplerilent it 1976 plan, and . ... . 
·~the commission's data processing staff had limited eXpertise in planning activi~ 

ties~ . 
We will commento~ the plan at the bUdget hearing~, 

2. ~TUDENT AWARD PROGRAMS 
The award programs contain six basic elements: theCal Graniprograms, the 

Graduate Fellowship Program, .the. Bilingual Teacher DevelopIilent c;rant Pro­
gram,the 4wEnforcement Personnel Dependents Program, the Supervised 
Clinical Training Grant Program, and the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. The 
budget proposes $92;412,920 in funding for these programs in.1981-82 which isa 
$848,725 increase in funding over the current year. The increase is primarily due 
to the consolidation of the commission's Bilingual Teacher Grant program with the 
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Department of Educatibn's Bilingual Teacher Corps program. 

1. Cal Grant A and B Programs 
The General Fund allocations for the cai Grant A and B programs are based on 

a number of factors, including: 
• the prior-year average award, 
• the increase in the statutory limit for the award, 
.' the Ilumber of awards, . 
• the. change in the proportion of award whiners at independent colleges, . 
• the number of renewal awards, and 
.. themaximUin allowable family Income for eligibility 
The budget proposesfunCHIlgfor Cal Grant A and B.at $58.6 million and $25.1 

million, respectively. The number of statutorily authorized Cal Grant A awards 
would be 40,793 and the number of Cal Grant B awards would be 21,145. 

Maximum Award Adjustments 
The Legislature adopted supplemental report language in 1980 requiring the 

Student Aid Comrilission,in cooperation witli the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Commission (CPEC), to develop a process for determining adjustniellts in tile 
nt,lInber .aIld maximum award levels in the Cal Grant programs. Tliisaction was 
based on concern that the provisions of Chapter 1218, Statutes of 1979, had not 
been implemented. Under Chapter 1218, a procedure is specified for the review 
of state support for Cal Grant programs. Specifically, the process requires: 

• tile commission to propose the maximum award level for the budget year 
· using a methodology based on several parameters specified in statute, 
• CPEC to review the proposed award levels and comment on the commission's 

recommenda.tion and methodology, and 
• the Depa~tment.of Finance to review the commission's proposal and CPEC's 

comments on its annual budget review process. ; 
This procedure was first utilized iIi the i981-82 budget process. 

The actions taken with respect to Cal Grant A in the budget year are as follows: 
• The commission proposed an increase in the·maximum awardfrbm $3,200 to 

$3,BOO,a.$600 (18.8 prcent) increase over the 1980-81 year. 
• The CPEC review indicated that (a) sufficient data was not available to jllstify 

a $600 increase in the maximum award and (b) a $300 increase was warranted. 
• The budget' continued the $3,200 maximum grant level. . 

COLA Adjustment Needed 
We recommend that the (Jalqrant A.and Baward maximums receive the same cost-oE­

Jiving adjustment (COLA) that the Legis/ature approvesfor other programs without a 
statutory COLA. . ..-

As mentioned above, the budget limits the Cal Grant A and B maximum awards 
to their 1980-81 levels. Elsewhere In this analysis (see the "A" pages), we discuss 
the general issue of proyiding inflation adjustments in 1981-82. Whatever final 
decision is made by the Legislature on this issue should be applied to Cal Grant 
award maximums. _ 

Table 3 shows the additlonalcost to the state of providing various cost-of-living 
adjustments for the Cal Grant A ahdB programs, expressed as increases of $100 
in the maximum award. 
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Table 3 
Projected Costs of Increasing Maximum Awards 

In Cal Grant A andB 

.CalCrantA Cal CrantE 
IncreaSe in 

. Maximum Award 
$100 ......................... ; ............................ .. 
$200 ..................... : .•................... ~ .......•.... 
$300 ........................... ; ........................... . 
$400 .................................... , ................... . 
$500 ...................................................... .. 
$600 ............................ : ... ; .... : ................. . 

Amount 

$1,491,200 
2,964,HlO 
4,415,900 
5,845,500 
7,248;000 
8,625,800 

Percent COLA • 
Ac!justrnent 

3.1% 
6.2 
9.4 

12.5 
15.6 
18.7 

Amount 
$124,700 
. 249,400 

374,100 
498,800 
623,500 
748,200 

Percent COLA • 
A¢iustrnent 

2.4% 
4.9 
7.3 
9.7 

12.2 
14.6 

SOurce: Computer SirtlUlation Model, Student Aid Commission. 
• Represents the eqhi.vaIent percentage cost-of-living adjustment for a given dollar increase in the max­

imum award. 

Income Ceiling Adjustment is Unwarranted 
We recommend that the additional funding intended to be utilized for increased Cal Grant 

A awards to high-income students be reduced because of overbudgeiing, fiscal priorities, and 
the need to clanry legislative policy regarding the income ceiling increase, for a General 
Fund savings of $740,000. (Reduce Item 798-001-001 by $740,000.) . 

Background .... 
Since' their' iitception, California financial aid programs have played aninipor­

tant role in helping students meet both tuition and stibsistericecosts at UC, CSUC, 
and CCCs, as well as at private postsecondary institUtions. These·programs have 
attempted to target their funds to the most needy of the eligible students. 

A fundamental policy issue in funding financial aid programs is the trade-off 
between meeting the segments financial expectations versus meeting the stu­
dents financial needs. Targeting funds to assure that institution.s receive a speci­
fied allocation of funds does not necessarily guarantee that students with the 
greatest financial need will receive the funds. Conversely, allocating funds on the 
basis of student need does not guarantee that individual segments (particularly 
private postsecondary institutions) will receive a particular share of the available 
financial aid resources. The extent to which the state is able to provide the appro­
priate mix of resources to meet both objectives is limited by the available resources 
that can be devoted to financial aid. 

Effects of Income Ceiling Adjustments 
An adjustment in anyone of the eligibility criteria for financial aid will cause a 

redistribution of resources among both the segments and the recipients. One of 
many factors used in determining eligibility for Cal Grant A is whethel'the appli­
cant is below the maximum gross family income eligibility ceiling. InJhe current 
year, the Cal Grant A gross family income ceiling is $33,000. Iri Dec.ember 1980, 
the Student Aid Commission increased theCal Grant A family income ceiling from 
$33,000 to $39,600. The commission maint:rlnei:l that its action was intended'.~to 
refleCt current inflation and to. correct for a portion ofpriQr year's inflation." This 
change in eligibility criteria did not have to befoI'Inally approved by CPEC or the 
Department of FiIiance,despite the fact that it has significant fiscal and program 
consequences. 

Using computer simulation models obtained from the Student Aid Commission, 
we estimate that, because the number of awards is fixed in statute, this action will 
cause a redistribution of financial aid. resources among the segments and recip­
ients. 

Awards Shift Among Segments. The commission's computer model estimated 
that the increase in the income ceiling would shift 1,200 awards among recipients. 

-------------~ -- ._-- ----
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Specifically, the income ceiling adjustment will displace 1,200 award, recipients 
and cause them to "lose" their awards to new recipients who could not otherwise 
qualify under the old adjustment. Table 4 shows that the income ceiling adjust­
ment will shift awards primarily from the CSUG (-391) to the Independent 
Colleges (+402). Only minor shifts will occur in UC and the proprietary schools. 
This shift will cause the independent colleges to gain an additional $914,000 in 
awards. CSUC and the proprietary schools will lose a total of $168,000. 

Table 4 
Effect of the Income Ceiling Adjustment 

On Number and Amounts of Cal Grant A Awards 

New 
Segment Recipients 

CSUC .................................................................... 78 
UC.......................................................................... 260 
Independent Colleges........................................ 844 
Proprietary Schools ............................................. ~ 

Totals.................................................................. 1,200 

Displaced 
Recipients 

469 
249 
442 
40 

1,200 
Source: Computer Simulation Model, Student Aid Commission. 

Change in' 
. Awards 

~391 

+11 
'. +402 

-22 
o 

Change in 
Amounts 
$-89,000 

-6;000 
+914,000 
-79,000 

$+740,000 

Income Levels Higher. Table 5 shows the average family income levels of the 
new recipients and the displaced recipients. In each of the segments, the income 
of. the new recipients is at least two times higher than that of the displaced 
recipients. 

Table 5 
Average Annual Family Income 

Of Cal Grant A Award Recipients and Displacements· 

New 
Segment Recipients 

Displaced 
Recipients 

CSUC ........................................................................................................................ $38,200 $14,700 
14,800 
17,700 
12,400 

UC.............................................................................................................................. 38,800 
Independent Colleges .......................................................................................... 38,600 
Proprietary Schools .................. ;............................................................................. 38,200 

Average of All Recipients ............................................................................... : $38,600 $15,800 
• The average annual family income is defined to be the family's gross income with either four children, 

or tWo children in college. 
Source: Computer Simulation Model, Student Aid Commission. 

Table 6 
Ethnic Distribution of 1980-81 Recipients and New Recipients' 

1980-81Recipieiits • New Recipients . 
Number . Percent Number . Percent 

Asian ............................................................... . 2,650 17.8% 195 16 .. 3% 
Biack .................. , ............... : ........................ , .. .. 970 6.5 45 3.7 
Hispanic .......................... · ............................... . 1,560 10.5 77 6.4 
Native American .. ; ...................................... . 80 .5 3 0:2 
White ............................................................. . 8,660 58.1 849 70.8 
Other ............................................................. . ·850 5.7 31 2.6 

Total ........................................................... . 14,770 100.0% 1,200 100.0% 
• Excludes 130 recipients with no ethnic identification. 



Item 798 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1459 

Shifts Among Ethnic Groups. Table 6 shows that 70.8 percent of the new 
recipients that receive awards as a result of the increase in the income ceiling will 
be white. The commission's computer simulation model shows that a smaller 
percentage of new recipients will be non-white relative to the percentage of 
recipients under the old income ceiling. The ethnic distribution of the displaced 
recipients, however, is not available. 

Clarification of Obiective· Needed 
The desirability of increasing the inc.ome ceiling depends upon the degree to 

which the state wishes to allocate. its limited financial aid resources to the inde­
pendent colleges rather thanto students from lower family incomes. Table 7 shows 
the independent colleges' share of Cal Grant A awards and funds received from 
1975-76 to 1980-81. Although the independent colleges' share of the awards has 
declined by aproximately 4.8 percent since 1977-78, they continue to receive over 
80 percent of the total Cal Grant A funds. In fact, their share of total funds in 
1980-81 (when the "old" income ceiling was still in effect) is. Virtually the same 
as it was in 1975-76. . 

Table 7 
Cal Grant A Awards and Funds Received 

by Independent Colleges 
(funds in thousands) 

1975-76 ........................................................... . 
197~77 ................. ~ ........................................ .. 
1977-78 ........................................................... . 
1978-79 ................................ ; .......................... . 
1979-80 .......................................................... .. 
1980-81 ........................................................... . 

Awards 

Number 
16,826 
18,427 
19,203 
19,108 
18,681 
16,632 

Percent'ol 
CalCrantA a 

46.7% 
47.1. 
48.5 
48.3 
47.3 
43.7 

a Includes those awards and funds distributed to four-year segments. 
Source: Research Unit, Student .Aid Commission. . 

Amount 
$36,654 
41,933 
46,010 
47,401 
47,248 
49,522 

Funds 
Percent 01 

CalCrantA a 

81.5% 
82.7 
83.0 
83.1 
82.8 
81.4 

Our review indicates that there is nothing in current law which obligates the 
state to allocate Ii. specified percentage of awards or level df cal Grant A funds to 
the independent sector. Given (1) the limited resources available to the state and 
(2) the trade-off between institutional support and student support, we believe 
the Legislature' should address the question of what the· independent ·colleges' 
share of total awards should be. This could be done either (1) as part of the annual 
review of the budget or .. (2) in new financial aid legislation which may be forth-
coming this session. .. . 

Baseline Budget Adjustment . '. 
The funding level for the Cal Grant A program proposed in the budget ~ssumed 

that the maximum income ceiling for eligibility would be maintained at $33,000.' 
As mentioned aboye,howev.er, the commission has increased theim,ome ceiling 
to $39,600. The commission's staff analysis of this action concluded that the increase 
in the ceiling would require an additional $740,000 to fund the increased size of 
awards. In a letter to the Department of Finance, however, the commission main­
tained that no additional state general funds would be required because the adjust­
ment could be funded "within the baseline budget projected for 1981-82." This 
information indicates that the commission's 1981-82 base budget isoverbudgeted 
by $740,000. If the base was correctly constructed, the commission would need a 
budget augmentation approved by the Legislature in order to fund its new eligibil-
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ity standard. We reCOminend·that $740,000 be deleted.because; given the limited. 
fiscal resources ofthe state, additional supportto enable higher income students 
to attend private postsecondary institutions jsa low-priority expenditure: 

Possible Overbudgeting . 
. We recommend that, by March 16, i981:, the Student Aid Commission report to the.Legisla­

ture on its General Fund unexpended balances from 19'1G-77 to the 1980-81 year, . 

State agencies are required to revert any unexpended balances remaining at 
year-end to the state General Fund. Table 8 shows that the Student Aid Commis­
sion has had an unexpended balance in excess of $1.5 million each year since 
1976-77. The amount of the unexpended balance, moreover, has been growing in 
recent years. . 

The high-level of unexpended balances suggest that (1) the Student Aid Com" 
mission is being overbudgetedor(2) the commission has not been effectivem. 
distributing funds appropriated for' scholarship awards to those indiViduals who 
warrant the aid; 

It is not clear what has caused this situation to persist. For this reason, we 
recommend the commission. report: to the Legislature on .this issue by March 16, 
1981. . 

Table 8 
Unexpended Balances in State General Funds 

1976-,77 through 1979-80 

1976-77 ........................................... , .............................................. ~ .................................... ; ..................... . 
1977-78 ........................ : ..................................................................................... ; ........................ , ............. ~ 
1978-79; ........................................ ~ ....................................................... ; ...................................... ; ............ .. 
1979-80 .................................................................................................................................................... .. 

Average· ................................................................................. , ................................................................. . 
Source: Governor's Budget Hl16-77 through 1981-82. 

Amount 
$1,536,234 
4,207,711 
4,334,594'. 
5,893,249 

$3;992,947 

Update on Audits . . . . . . '. 
Jnlastyear's Analysis, we expressed the concern that certain postsecondary 

educational institutions receiving state funds through the Cal Gr.ant A program 
may not be refunding Cal Grant A overpayments. Subsequently, the Legislature 
adopted supplemental report language requiring the Joint Legislative Audit Com~ 
mittee to audita s!llIlple ofthese institutions . 
. The AucUt . Gommittee. has indicated that It is in the process of conducting field 

audits of approximately 25 postsecondary institutions. The Au~it Committee' does 
not expectto complete its findings until the end of July. 

2. Cal Grant C 
Werecommenci approval. . . '. . . 

. The Occupational Ed~cation and Training Grants progrllIllprovi~es 1;337 new 
grants annually to students seeking. occupational education and traiiting:Grants 
under this program are limited to two years. The inaximumaward of $2,500 ($2,000 
for tUition and $500 for related training costs) is set in. statute. 

The blidgetprdppses.awardfunding of$2,898,504; a $137,646 decrease from the 
current year. This proposed funding level is based on the commission's estimates 
of the. applicant p06lfor .Cal GrantC. 
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3. Bilingual leacher Gr~nt Program 
. We recommend approval. 
The'SilingualTeacher Gran,tProgram provides financial assist~ce to certain 

low-income students pursuing an approved bilingual teaching certificate. In 1981-
82, a total of 1,700 awards are authorized for tuition and fe~s up to $3,600 annually 
for periods not to exceed three years. The maximum award is a $600 increase over 
the 1980-81 award .maximum of $3,000. 

The budget proposes~programfunding (including awards imd administrative 
support) of$3,049,463 in 1981-82, which is an increase of $1,831,885 over estimated 
current year expenditures. This increase in support is due to recent legislation 
which merges the commission's program with the Department of Education's 
Bilingual Teacher Corps program. Consequently, this increaSe represeptsa trans­
fer among agencies, and not an mcrease in state funds. 

Program· COl'Is.olidatiol'l 
Th~ LegislatUre enacted Chapter 1261, Statutes of 1980, which: 
• consolidated the Bilingual Teacher Corps program administered by the De­

partment of Education and the commission's Bilingual Teacher Development 
Grants Progr~,and 

• provided that the management responsibilities of the new program be as­
signed to the commission. 

This statute was based on.a study prepared by the agencies which concluded 
that the merger would provide more effective administration at a lower state cost. 
Based on planning estimates from the Department of FinaIice, our analysis indi­
cates that the cOIisolidationof programs will result in a state savings of $343,770 
for the budget year . 

. OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 

.. Item 810 from the Gerieral 
Fund and Indemnity Fund Budget p; GG 1 

Reque.sted 1981-'82 •...... , ................................................. , ............... :. 
Estimated .198()..;81· ..............•.. ; .................... ; ....... , ............................ . 
Actual 1979-80 ..... :; ............... , ..... , .................................................... .. 

Requested increase (excluding amoUnt for salary 
increases) $2,310,346 ( +,19.3 per<::ent) 

Total recommerided .reductiori .... , .............. , .............. , ................. . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEMA~DS()ORCE . 
Item 
1!10-001~1 
810-001·214 
810-101-001 
810·lO1·214 

Total 

'.. . "Description 
SUPPl>rt;arid ciish Iliaich . . . 
Support.· 
Local·Assistance:...various· programs 
Local Assistance-:-various progtiuns 

General 
txidetnnity 
Gene'ral 
Indemnity 

Fund 

$14,262,539 
11,952,193 
5,139,008 

$5,760,783 

Amount 
$2,OB1,00li 

449,514 
'4,870;138 
6,861,852 

$H,262;s39 




