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COMMISSION FOR TEACHER PREPARATION AND LICENSING—Continued

registration fee. To the extent that the benefits of commission activi-
ties accrue to experienced teachers and administrators as well as new
ones, these credential-holders c¢ould be charged a registration fee at
regular intervals. ,

Each of these alternatives has merit. Our analysis indicates, however,
that the current policy of funding CTPL costs from the application fee
should be continued. We conclude that teachers have an interest in main-
taining the standards of their profession and are the primary beneficiaries
of the CTPL’s regulatory program. It is therefore reasonable to rely on
credential fees to support tﬁis activity. Moreover, most of the CTPL activi-
ties primarily benefit new credential holders (credential processing, pro-
gram approval and evaluation, development of new credential standards
and programs).

FBI Fingerprint Clearance Fee

As part of the credential application process, the commission submits
" fingerprint cards to the Department of Justice for investigation and clear-
ance. The Department of Justice then submits the fingerprints to the FBI
for investigation on a nationwide level. In the past, the federal govern-
ment has processed these fingerprints at no charge to the state. On Octo-
ber 1, 1981, however, the FBI put into effect a one-year moratorium on
fingerprint processing, and the CTPL anticipates that when this service
is resumed, a $12 processing charge will be instituted. ‘

The CTPL currently is reviewing the impact of this change in policy on
its budget. It is also reviewing policy options for adjusting its revenues and
expenditures to compensate for this change. One of the optionsitis consid-
. ering is the imposition of an additional fee on first-time credential appli-
cants. The commission will be prepared to discuss this issue during the
budget hearings. - '

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION
* Item 6420 from the General '

Fund and Federal Trust Fund ' Budget p- E 102
Requested 1982-83 .......... e sbundeeerimeeser e oo asisuug s sis e seans . $2,475,000
Estimated 1981-82.........oeiiirerereriomrisesesesssssssssiorssssssssssssesesens 2,496,000

Actual 1980-81 .....ccccvcmrierrinnrreeeinreninerneesssesessessssssssssssanss veieneerens 3,123,000
Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary ,

. . increases) $21,000 (—0.8 percent) T :
Total recommended reduction ...........coeeeievnenrivrenns reersenenseeseins None

1982—83 FUNbING BY ITEM AND SOURCE .
Itemn Description - Fund ‘ Amount

6420-001-001—Support : General Co $2,472,000
6420-001-890—Support : Federal Trust : _ 3,000
. Total . : ' ‘ -$2,475,000
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Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS pag}:
1. Student Charges Study.. Recommend adoption of supple- ' 1385
mental report langudge requiring CPEC to undertake a
study on student charges within the segments in public
higher education.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

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

The commission has 57.1 full-time equivalent positions in the current
year. '

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The budget proposes two appropriations totaling $2,475,000 for support
of CPEC. This is $21,000, or 0.8 percent less than estimated current year
expenditures. This, however, makes no allowance for any salary or staff
benefit increase that may be approved for the budget year.

Table 1 presents a sumrmary of expenditures and funding sources for the
commission. The table shows that the budget proposes an appropriation
of $2,472,000 from the General Fund for support of the commission in
1982-83. This is $73,000 (3 percent) more than estimated current year
expenditures from the General Fund. In addition, the table shows federal
support declining to $3,000, which is $94,000 (96.9 percent) less than the

. current year amount. The decrease in federal funds is due to the phase-out
of funding for Title I-B projects during the current federal fiscal year.

Table 1
California Postsecondary Education Commission
(in thousands)

Actual =~ Estimated Proposed Change
1950-81 1981-82 = 1982-83 Amount Percent

1. Academic affairs ...... . $1,887 $1,134 $926 —$208 18.3%

9. Analytical studies 509 479 605 . 126 26.3
3. Administration..... 765 892 950 58 65 .
4. Reimbursements . . ~38 -9 —6 3 333
Totals $3,123 $2,496 $2,475 ~$21 -0.8%
General Fund. ............ocoeoreurseersns $2,154 $2,399 $9472 $73 30%
Contingent Fund of the. Board of : '
Medical Quality Assurance ... 4 —_ — S - —_
Federal Trust Fund............couveenin. 965 97 3 -H T —%9
1 —40 —-1.0%

Personnel-Years .....occccennerenscrnnnens 55.3 57.1 53.

1. 1982-83 Budget (ltem 6420-001-001)
We recommend approval. _

Table 2 shows the changes in General Fund support proposed for the
budget year. The General Fund budget changes consist of:
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¢ A 371,000 increase for additional personnel costs. .

+ A $43,000 increase to offset the effects of inflation on operating ex-
penses.. ‘

o A $124,000 decrease to achieve the 5 percent reduction required by
the administration of many General Fund agencies.

« An $83,000 increase to conduct a study on the admission standards of
the University of California (UC) and the California State University
systems.

Our review indicates that the proposed changes are reasonable and

consequently, we recommend that the request be approved.

Table 2

California Postsecondary Education Commission General Fund Support
Summary of Changes from 1981-82 Budget
{(in thousands) '

1981-82 Current Year Revised $2,399
A. Baseline Adjustments : " 114
1. Increase in personnel costs
a. Salary adjustments $71

2. Price increase
a. Price increase for operating expenses
b. Postage
B. Reductions —14
1. Federal matching funds —64
2. Health science education program —60
C. Budget Change Proposal 83
1. Eligibility study 83

Total Change (armount/percent)

w®

13
{3%)
Total, 1982-83 Support Budget : $2.472

Details on Five Percent Reductions

As noted above, the budget provides for a decrease of $124,000 in order
to achieve the 5 percent reduction in General Fund support required by
the administration. The commission proposes to achieve this reduction by
(1) giving up $64,000 used during the current year to match federal funds
under the federal Title I-B program and (2) eliminating $60,000 in staff
support for its health science education planning program. o

Title I-B Reductions ($64,000 reduction). The commission is the state’s
administrative agency for federal Title I-B funds. This program provides
matching grants to postsecondary education agencies w?u’c 1 sponsor pilot
projects in promoting continuing education and education information
services. Because federal support for this program is being eliminated, the
commission can forego the $64,000 used as the state’s share of program
costs.

Health Science Education Plan ($60,000 reduction). Under current
law, the commission is required to issue biannually a health science educa-
tion plan. The commission currently has one staff person assigned to de-
velop this plan. It intends to eliminate this position.
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2. Eligibility Study

The budget proposes a one-time $83,000 increase to conduct a study of
UC and CSU admission standards. The study is intended to compare cur-
rent admission standards to the admission guidelines established in the
Master Plan for Higher Education.

Our analysis indicates that:

o The proposed study is in response to a directive in the Supplemental

- Report of the 1980 Budget Act which réequires CPEC to examine the
feasibility of conducting such a study.

e 'I'he augmentation does not represent a corresponding increase in
support to CPEC. This is because $40,000 of the $83,000 would flow
through CPEC to UC and CSU to process transcripts and other infor-
mation needed for the study.

e The request may not provide sufficient funds to produce a quality
product. CPEC had requested $133,000 to conduct the study, but only
$83,000 was included in the budget. We believe that the CPEC should
be asked to explain during budget hearings how the reduced funding
level would affect its ability to provide the information sought by the

" Legislature.

3. Current Policy on Student Charges

Student charges in the four-year public segments currently are restrict-
- ed to the support of specified programs such as health services, student
activities, admission/registration services, and other noninstructional ac-
tivities. Charges for the costs of instruction (that is tuition), have never
been levied on California residents attending the public segments; sup-
port for instruction traditionally has been funded by the state so as to
provide tuition-free public higher education to California residents: Table
3 shows student charges in the UC and CSU systems for the past, current
and budget years.

Table 3
Annual Student Charges for Full-Time Undergraduate Students
: UC and CSU°
University of California
California State University
Amount Percent Change Amount Percent Change
1977-78 $664 —_ $144 -
1978-79 664 — 146 14%
1979-80 675 16% 144 -14
1980-81 730 8.1 160 11.1
1981-82 . - 97 25.6 205 28.1
1982-83 (proposed) .......omeerscressnsecrses 1,135 238 271 32.1

* Excludes campus-based charges.

Reassessment of How Student Charges are Used

We recommend the Legislature adopt supplemental language requiring
CPEC to study the use of student charges by UC and CSU and submit its
findings to the Legislature by December 1, 1952.

Our analysis indicates that a review of California’s policy toward student
fees and charges is needed because: :

e There is no clear agreement on what student fees should be used for.
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In fact, the two segments use different definitions of the “services”
that are eligible for support with fee revenue. For example, UC uses
fee revenue to fund its student affirmative action programs, while
CSU funds its programs using direct support provided by the state.

¢ There is no consistency between the two segments in terms of how
fees are set. For example, the budget anticipates a $100 fee increase
for UC students and a $55 fee increase for CSU students. We know of
no analytical basis for raising these fees by different amounts.

o The fee increases are made by each segment without considering how
the increase would affect the other segments. Segments do not consid-
er, nor do they adjust their programs to reflect the enrollments shifts
that may result from changes in relative fee levels.

o The current fee policy, in effect, has created a protected categorical
aid program for student services in both segments. This policy causes
the segments to look to their instructional activities fgr necessary
budget reductions whenever such reductions must be made.

For these reasons, we recommend that CPEC undertake a study of the
segments’ current policy towards student fees and the use of fee revenue,
and provide the Legislature with the results of this study and its recom-
mendations for legislative action. : '

In conducting the study, the commission should consider:

. T}];le activities that should be fuﬁded with revenues from student

- charges.

e The impact that student charges at one segment have on other seg-
ments.

o The appropriate level of student charges for each segment.

e The level of additional financial aid required to maintain student
access at various levels of student charges. :

We also recommend that the CPEC establish an advisory committee
representing all segments of higher education, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the legislative budget committees to provide it with advice and
any technical assistance needed for this project. We recommend that the
CPEC submit its report to the Legislature by December 1, 1982,

4. Study on Outreach Programs

Last year, the Legislature adopted supplemental report language re-
quiring CPEC to review and to make recommendations on state-funded
outreach and support service programs at all levels of postsecondary edu-
cation. The purpose of this review was to assess the impact ‘of these pro-
grams on etﬁnic minority, low-income and women students. The CPEC
\t):/il(l1 be prepared to comment on their study during the hearings on its

udget.

5. Remedial Education Study

During the hearings on the 1981-82 Budget Bill, legislative attention was
focused on improving student performance and on the nature, extent, and
costs of the higher education efforts to provide remedial instruction. In
response to this interest, CPEC agreed to conduct a review of segmental
activities in this area. A technical advisory committee of segmental repre-
sentatives met and agreed on the data necessary to support the study. This
datais currently being gathered by the segments. CPEC will be prepared
to comment on the status of the study during the hearings on its budget.
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6. Federal Trust Fund (item 6420-001-890)

We recommend approval.

The budget proposes $3,000 in funding from the Federal Trust Fund.
These funds are to be used for the acquisition of materials for the commis-
sion’s library. Our review indicates that the proposed use of funds is rea-
sonable and we recommend that the request be approved.

CALIF‘ORNIA POSTSECONDARV EDUCATION
COMMISSION—REVERSION

Items 6420495 to the Contin-
gent Fund of the Board of '
Medical Quality Assurance ‘Budget p. E 102

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval.

Chapter 1212, Statutes of 1980, appropriates $10,000 from the Contin-
gent Fund of the Board of Medical Quality Assurance to the California
Postsecondary Education Commission, these funds were to be used to
evaluate a loan program for medical students administered by the Divi-
sion of Licensing of the Board of Medical Quality Assurance. The budget
proposes to revert any 1981-82 unexpended balance to the Board of Medi-
cal Quality Assurance. The budget estimates a potential 1981-82 reversion
of $6,00g. Funds that are not needed to complete this study should be
reverted. ’ ' .

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Item 6440 from the General

 Fund and various funds ' Budget p. E 107
Requested 1982-83 $1,150,880,000
Estimated 1981-82.......uuoveveriereeeereseeeeesssesseesises s 1,098,986,000

Actual 1980-81 .......ccooevmrrerivert v et esees s reees s 1,074,584,000
Requested increase (excluding amount for salary
increases) $51,894,000 (+4.7 percent) '

Total recommended redUCtion .........cooeveeroosoeeeeieeiiios, $19,864,000
1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE

Item ‘ Description Fund Amount
6440-001-001—Support General $1,150,880,000
6440-001-046—Institute of Transportation Studies Transportation 873,000
6440-001-144—Research in Mosquito Control California Water 100,000
6440-001-146—Equipment Replacement and De- COFPHE 16,729,000

ferred Maintenance
6440-001-189—Energy- Institute, Utilities Conserva- Energy Resources N 694,000

tion, and Appropriate Technology
Total $1,169,276,000
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Item 6440

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

10.

Two and one-half percent reduction. Recommend the
Legislature request UC to prepare a contingency plan for
an additional $4.9 million reduction in the event that in-
creased federal funds do not materialize.

. Enrollment underfunded. Recommend that Department

of Finance be asked to justify and provide an impact analy-
sis of its decision to increase the Eudgetary savings target
above the normal level. ‘
Technical Education. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $4,000,-
000. Recommend deletion of proposed “Investment in
Pec:ﬁle” program because information on how the funds
would be spent has not been provided and consequently,
it is not clear that an augmentation is needed to achieve
the goals of the program.
Engineering Enrollment Policy. Recommend the Legisla-
ture request UC to develop a policy on the enrollment of
foreign students in engineering graduate programs be-
cause of the growing shortage of graduate-trained engi-
neers in California and the nation.
Drew/UCLA Medical Education Program. Reduce Item
6440-001-001 (i) by $100,000. Recommend deletion of
proposed augmentation because adequate faculty to su?-
Eort 1982-83 and 1983-84 program level is already available
ased- on agreed-upon faculty-student ratios. '
Organized Researcll)r. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $3,330,-
000. Recommend deletion of proposed augmentations for
research in microelectronics, space, energy, and global se-
curity because no justification has been presented to dem-
onstrate that these projects could not be funded within the
base allocation for organized research. Further recom-
mend that if the Legislature wishes to insure that these
projects are funded, it approve the proposed increases and
reduce the university’s base research budget by a corre-
sponding amount.
Individual Faculty Research. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by
$1,000,000. Recommend deletion of augmentation to re-
flect declines in enrollment and previous increases.
Use of state research funds. Recommend that all state funds
provided for individual faculty research be used for that
purpose exclusively. '
EQUALS Program, Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $155,000
and reappropriate $155,000 from Item 644-001-001 of the
1981 Budget Act. Recommend deletion of $155,000 be-
cause the EQUALS program can be fully funded using
savings available from the 1981-82 appropriation for
EQUALS.
Cooperative Extension. Recommend the Legislature re-
quest the Regents to submit a plan for increasing nonstate

Analysis
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revenue for Cooperative Extension so that nonstate sup-
ort is more reflective of the benefits derived by private
rms and individuals.

11. Student Fee Revenue and Expenditures. Recommend 1429
that, beginning in 1983-84, the Legislature direct UC to
submit as part of its annual budget, information that is
adequate to permit a review of fee-funded programs and
the allocation of fee revenues, so that the General Fund
appropriation can be considered in light of fee revenues
and expenditures.

12. Graduate Student Charges. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by 1430 .
$5,408,000. Recommend increased annual graduate stu-
dent charge of $400 in 1982-83 for resident general campus
students, so that contributions of graduate students toward
the cost of their education better reflect the cost to the
state and the direct benefit they derive from this educa-
tion. Further recommend that $1.8 million of the fee reve-
nue generated be used to augment available student
financial aid so that low-income students continue to have
access to UC.

13. Health Science Tuition. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $4,- 1431
433,000. Recommend an annual tuition in 1982-83 of $1,-

667 for medical students, $1,333 for dental students, and
$400 for all other health science graduate students so that
contributions of health science students toward the cost of
" their education better reflect the cost to the state and the
direct benefits they derive from this education. Further
recommend that $1.8 million of the fee revenue generated
-be used to augment available student financial aid so that
-low-income students continue to have access to UC..

14:-Nonresident Tuition. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $154,- 1433
000. Recommend increase in nonresident  tuition for
medical and dental students so that their contributions

- toward their education better reflect the cost to the state
and the direct benefits they derive from this education.
Further recommend that $51,000 of the fee revenue gener-
ated be used to augment available student financial aid so
that low-income students continue to have access to UC.

15. Retirement. Recommend Legislature request UC to con- 1435
duct a study of UC Retirement System funding and exam-
ine the impact of different benefit levels and. actuarial
‘assumptions.

16. Nonresident Tuition. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $1,150,- 1438
000.  Recommend increase in estimate of nonresident tui-
tion income to correct for a technical budgeting error.

17. Disabled Student Funding. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by 1440
$134,000 and increase reimbursements to Itenr 6440-001-001
by $134,000. Recommend deletion of funds to supportserv-
ices to Department of Rehabilitation clients because excess
federal funds are available to the Department of Rehabili-
tation for this purpose.
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Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recommended Fiscal Changes

Program Impact on

Activity Changes General Fund
Technical Education —$4,000,000 —$4,000,000
Drew/UCLA ) —100,000 —100,000
Organized Research ' —3,330,000 —3,330,000
Individual faculty research ; —1,000,000 1,000,000
Graduate student charges : : —5,408,000
Health Sciences tuition ' —4,433,000
Nonresident tuition —154,000
EQUALS — 155,000
Nonresident tuition (technical) ~ 1,150,000
Disabled student funding (technical) ......ccocoowererreeceessenssennee —134,000

Totals —$8,430,000 —$19,864,000

Recommendation Overview

We are recornmending reductions to the UC budget totaling $19.9 mil-
lion. Of this amount, however, $11.4 million can be achieved without
cutting programs or reducing services. Specifically, we have identified the
following funds that could be used in place of General Fund support to
support the University’s programs during 1982-83: (1) $10 million in in-
creased student fee and tuition revenue resulting from increased student
charges, (2) $1.15 million of revenue from existing nonresident tuition
charges that is not reflected in the Governor’s Budget estimate of reve-
nue, (3) $0.15 million of savings from 1981-82 that can be reappropriated
for 198283, and (4) $0.13 million in excess funds from the Department of
Rehabilitation’s budget. The remaining $8.4 million in recommended re-
fluctlions relates to proposed program increases above the current-year
evel.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The University of California (UC) is California’s land grant university.
Established in 1868, it has constitutional status as a public trust to be
il‘dministered under the authority of an independent 26-member Board of

egents.

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. Admission as a
first-year student is limited to the top one-eighth (12.5 percent) of Califor-
nia’s high school graduates. Nonresident freshman applicants must be in
the upper one-sixteenth of their state’s high school graduates in order to
be admitted. The university is permitted to waive the admission standards
for up to 6 percent of the newly admitted undergraduates.

The UC is the primary staté-supported academic agency for research,
and has sole authority to award doctoral degrees in all discip{ines, although
it may award joint doctoral degrees with the California State University
(CSU). In addition, the Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960 (Master
Plan) gave UC exclusive jurisdiction in public higher education over in-
struction in the professions of law, medicine, dentistry, and veterinary
medicine. Within the university, there are three law schools, five medical
schools, two dental schools, and one school of veterinary medicine.

During the current year, the university has 57,684 full-time equivalent
(FTE) academic and non-academic employees, and is providing instruc-
tion to 134,481 students.
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Administrative Structure

Overall responsibility for policy development, planning, and resource
allocation within the university rests with the president, who is directly
responsible to the Regents. Primary responsibility for individual campus
management has been delegated to the chancellor of each campus. This
responsibility 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. '

Faculty and Staff

The Legislature does not exercise position control over UC. Rather, the
state appropriates funds to UC based on various workload formulas, such
as one faculty member for every 17.48 undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents. The UC determines how many faculty and other staff 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. :

ANAI.YSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

' 1982-83 Budget Overview
Table 1 shows the total UC budget for 1980-81 (actual), 1981-82 (es-
timated), and 1982-83 (proposed). The budget, which totals $4.3 billion in
1982-83, has three components: (1) the support budget ($2.44 billion), (2)
sponsored research and other activities ($756 milliqn%, and (3) the three
Department of Energy (DOE) Laboratories ($1.15 billion) . No state funds
. are provided for sponsored research and the DOE laboratories. '

Table 1

UC Expenditure Budget
{dollars in thousands)

. Actual Estimated  Proposed Changes
1980-81 1981-52 1982-83  "Amount Percent

Support Budget
1. Instruction
A. General campus .......ccouccvvsecenns $434,231 $465,269 $473,774 $8,505 18%
B. Health sciences.......oovccuvsinnne 198,537 215,705 220,823 5,118 24
C. SUMMET SESSIONS..vc.rvurrersssvcerivonnes 6,263 7503 7,79 293 39
D. University extension ................. 50,617 58,615 59,019 404 0.7
2. Research 109,235 106,111 110,711 4,600 43
3. Public Service ......comiiscimessursssinens 46,558 49,013 49,013 - -
4. Academic Support
A. Libraries ...imciiesisoossessees 79,693 83,863 85319 1,456 17
B. Organized activities—other...... 83473 81,428 83,183 1,755 22
C. Teaching hospitals ..........ccorvee. 508,514 598,906 673,602 74,696 12.5
5. Student Services and Financial Aid )
A. Activities : 92,052 89,512 90,850 1,338 15
B. Financial @id ......ccooicmomeensirnneennes 37,958 43,697 47,023 3,326 76
6. Institutional Support '
A. General administration and
SETVICes ..... 156,712 146,808 146,808 — —
B. Operation and maintenance of :
plant : 132,048 145,844 146,947 1,103 08

7. Independent Operations. (Auxil-
iary Enterprises) ......ceesecmsennn 132,588 129,706 138,730 9,024 - 170
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8. Special Regents’ Programs ............ 29,878 31,585 31,730 6,145 195
9. Unallocated Adjustments
A. Provisions for allocation ............ — 25,902 36,357 10455 404
B. Fixed costs and economic fac- )
tors —_— — 43,492 43492 (N/A)

10. Two- and One-Half Percent
Budget Reduction

A. General funds ..............cccomemm — — —-29334 - —29334 (N/A)
B. Unspecified programs (univer-
SitY FUNS) ooorerorserererresee - - 17,001 17001 (N/A)
11. Two Percent Budget Reduction :
- A. General funds .....ccoonermerrrnenrenns — —22.965 —_ 22,965 +100
B. Unspecified programs (univer-
SitY fUnds) w...cooeevecenesriesiinsseenns — 5,000 — - =5000 100
Totals, Support Budget ............. $2,008357  $2,262202 $2,438934  $176,732 . 78%
Sponsored Research-and Other Activi-
ties 646,445 698,986 755,797 56,811 81
Department of Energy Labs .............. 1,088,953 - 1,079,000 1,155,000 76,000 7.0
Grand Totals ......cc.ccveenervcrnnnee S $3,753,755  $4,040,188 $4349731  $309,543 1%
Personnel * 57,227 57,684 57,568 —116 —-0.2%

* All of the personnel are associated with the support budget; none are with Sponsored Research or. the
Department of Energy Labs.
b Does not include salary and benefit increases.

The sources of funding for the support budget are shown in Table 2. The
Governor’s Budget proposes a total support budget of $2.44 billion, which
is an increase of $176.7 million (7.8 percent) over estimated current-year
expenditures. The proposed increase is budgeted from the following
sources:

o State General Fund appropriation: $51.9 million (4.7 percent).

o University general funds: $2.2 million (5.4 percent).

o Other funds used as income; $1.7 million (3.4 percent).

o State restricted appropriations: $1.2 million (6.8 percent).

¢ University restricted sources: $122.8 million (11.8 percent).

Federal appropriations and grants are projected to decrease by $2.9
million (20.6 percent).

“General Fund’ versus ‘general funds”, One source of revenue to UC
is the state General Fund. There are other revenue sources, however, that
are combined with the state General Fund for purposes of expenditure.
These sources include nonresident tuition revenue, the state’s share of
federal overhead receipts, and some minor student fees. Because these
various sources of revenue are combined for expenditures, it is not possi-
ble to identify expenditures by revenue source. Consequently, the term
“general funds” is used to refer to the combined total of the state General
Fund and the other general purpose revenue sources. It should be noted
that the state General Fund appropriation accounts for 92.5 percent of
budgeted “general funds” for 1982-83.

Table 2 shows that the state General Fund support of UC is proposed
to increase by $51.9 million (4.7 percent) above estimated current-year
expenditures. The actual increase proposed for the university would be
larger in both dollar and percentage terms if allowance were made for
salary or staff benefit increases that will be approved for the budget year.
The university estimates that each 1 percent increase in UC salaries will
cost $5.2 million for academic employees and $4.6 million for nonacadem-
ics. (See the discussion of faculty salaries under Item 9800-001-001.)
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Table 2

Expenditures by Revenue Source
UC Support Budget
(in thousands)

1. General Funds:
A. State Appropriations
B. University General Funds:
1. Nonresident Tuition ........c...ooeeeevvereenrenee
2. Other Student Fees
3. Other Current Funds

Subtotals

C. Funds Used as Income:
1. Federal Overhead

2. Department of Energy Overhead and
Management

3. Prior Year Balances

4. Other

Subtotals

General Fund Totals
. Restricted Funds:
A. State Appropriations:
1. Transportation Research ...........occcceccne
2. Mosquito Research
3. Deferred Maintenance .
4. Instructional Equipment....

5. Energy Research.....ccooeueeeeuumumsensnecnn

Subtotals
. Federal Appropriations
. Federal Grants :
. University Sources
. Student Fees
. Sales and Services
Teaching Hospitals.........ccourevesssesens
Endowments
Auxiliary Enterprises......mmcines
Other
. Prior Year Balances
. Special Regents’ Programs............ceene

Subtotals
Restricted Funds Totals
Totals (Support Budget)

. OOow

9 NG U o 10 1

Estimated Proposed

Change

1981-82 1982-83 Amount  Percent
$1,098,986 $1,150,880 $51,894 47%
30,840 34,270 3,430 11.1
4,955 4,600 —355 -72
3,723 2,800 —-923 —24.8
$39,518 $41,670 $2,152 5.4%
$42,722 $44,347 $1,625 3.8%
2,041 2,371 330 162
4364 4,109 —255 -58
1,342 1,342 — —
'$50,469 $52,169 $1,700 34%
$1,188,973 $1,244,719 $55,746 47%
$842 $873 $31 37%
100 100 —_ —_
4,750 5,082 332 70
10,885 11,647 762 70
652 694 42 6.4
$17,229 $18,396 $1,167 6.8%
$10,154 $10,154 —_ —
3,851 968 —$2,883 —749%
188,359 207,571 19,218 10.2
81,365 88,445 7,080 87
546,760 621,456 74,696 13.7
19,718 21,098 1,380 70
128,915 137,939 9,024 70
25,654 27,212 1,558 6.1
19,639 23,240 3,601 183
31,585 37,730 6,145 195
$1,041,995 $1,164,697 $122,702 11.8%
$1,073,229 $1,194,215 $120,986 11.3%
$2,262,202 $2,438,934 $176,732 7.8%

Table 2 also shows that total expenditures from general funds (state

General Fund plus other general purpose revenue) are
crease by 4.7 percent. Table 3 shows, however, that the re

roposed to in-
increase in the

university’s general funds expenditures is proposed to be 5.7 percent. In
both 1981-82 and 1982-83 UC will use revenue from increased student fees
to offset reductions in state General Fund support. In 1982-83, federal
funds are proposed to offset General Fund reductions. Consequently, ex-
cluding these revenues from the comparison of expenditures between
these two years gives a misleading impression of the amount of funds

available for general purpose expenditures.
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Table 3

Adjusted Change in UC's Total
General Funds Expenditures
{in thousands)

Change

1951-82 1982-83 Amount Percent
State General Fund appropriation ................ $1,098,986 $1,150,880 $51,804 47%
Other general purpose revenue ... 89,987 93,839 3852 43
Subtotals, general funds...........ewiceseerssrersssenns $1,188973 $1,244,719 $55,746 4.7%
Adjustments:* :
Student fees $5,000 $12,200 $7,200 144.0%
Federal overhead : - 4,891 4,891 100.0
Adjusted gxpenditure level...vmeunensseenens $1,193973 $1,261,810 $67,837 5.7%

2 Adjustments for other revenue sources which are used as direct offsets to reductions in the state General
Fund appropriation.

The UC maintains that the proposed increase in expenditures is some-
what less than 5.7 percent because part of the additional funds would be
used to restore the 2 percent funding cut made in the current year on a
one-time basis. Nevertheless, if the actual program level for 1981-82 is
compared to the program level proposed for 1982-83 the increase is 5.7
percent. ‘ :

Table 4 shows the source of funding for individual programs. For exam-

le, the table shows that $456.8 million of the general campus instruction
Eud et of $473.8 million is provided by general funds. Similarly, general
fungs account for $45.4 million of the $673.6 million budget for teaching

hospitals. Patient charges for services will provide $623.2 million of the
" hospitals’ budgets, and endowments will contribute another $114,000.




Instruction:
General Campuses
Health Sciences
Summer Session
University Extension

Total Instruction
Research
Public Service:

Community Service
Cooperative Extension

Drew Postgraduate Medical School ..................
California College of Podiatric Medicine ........

Total Public Service
Academic Support:
Libraries
Museums and Galleries .....cwrmmimunrisssisersnes
Intercollegiate Athletics ..o
Ancillary Support—General Campus .
Ancillary Support—Health Sciences..............:

Total Academic SUPPOLL .........cvveeereeeersmrssmesnsenn
Teaching Hospitals
Student Services:

Social and Cultural Activities.....c....ssmcrsssesssons
Supplemental Educational Services ..
Counseling and Career Guidance.....
Financial Aid Administration.........
Student Admissions and Records .
Student Health Services ...........

Total Student SETVICES ........co.ueemruerersnissrsrnnrenns

Table 4

Source of Funds by Program
(198283 Governor's Budget)
{in thqusands)

Student Sales and Services
General . - Federal Fees  Teaching FEducational Auxiliary  Endow-  Other
Funds*® Funds and Tuition Hospitals Activities Enterprisess ments  Sources  Totals
$456,828 $327 $469 - $598 —  $1693 . $13859  $473,T74
173,638 . 968 — —_ 43,595 — 806 1,816 220,823
- — 7,79% — —_ —_ - - 179
— — 59,019 — — — — —_ 59,019
$630,466 $1,295 . $67,284 — $44,193 —  $2499  $15675  $761,412
$96,430 $2,520 -_ — $2.409 —  $5561 $3,791  $110,711 -
$1,195 - #4142 - $3,900 ~  $676  $1699  $11,621
26,685 $7,307 -_— — 136 - 5 — 34,133
2,480 - - - - - - - 2,480
79 - - — — - — - 79
$31,139 $7.307 - $4,142 —_ $4,045 -_ $681 $1,699 $49,013
1,391 - - — 16 - 178 135 1,720
— —  $1,100 - 120 - - 68 1,288
1914 - 814 — 668 - — 2,757 . 6,158
42,881 — — — 21,609 — N 9,527 74,022
$130,094 —  $1914 -— $22,479 —  $1205 $I2810  $168,502
$45,383 - —  $623,180 $4,925 —_ $114 —  $673,602:
—_ — - $14450 — —_ - — $1,554 $16,004
— —_ 6,139 - - - - 124 6,263
— — 18337 - - - - 98 1935
- — 9,383 - - - - 500 9,883
$12,919 - 450 — — —_ — 519 13,888
— — 21,103 _ — -_ - 4,384 25,487
$12,919 —  $69,862 - - - — . $8060  $90850 -

0FF9 W]
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Table 4 —Continued

Source of Funds by Program
(1982-83 Governor's Budget)
{in thousands)

Insﬁtutional Support: e
Executive Matiagement St $35,635 — — — — — $234 $833 $36,702
Fiscal Operations i bisssbaitid 15,486 - — — $2,450 $271 - 2,346 20,553
Oeneral Administrative Services........... witidiiif 25,653 —  $1,930 - 6,367 - 18 5,082 39,050
Logistical Services 20,550 — 20 — — — — 2919 23,489
Community- Relations 6,368 - — — —_ 145 726 248 7487
Employee Benefits 19,293 — — — — 11 - 66 157 19,527

Total Institutional SUPPOTLt .............cceeerervvrreenes $122,985 —  $1950 — $8,817 $427  $1044  $11585  $146,808

Operation and Maintenance of Plant .................. $141,250 - — — — - $382 $5,315  $146,947
" Student Financial -Aid - —  $40,283 — - $50  $4,433 $2.257 $47,023
Auxiliary Enterprises — — $1,697 — — $137,030 $3 —  $138730
Unallocated Adjustments:
Provisions for AlOCAHON ....ccuurnnmnnrerneereeesesseens $16,171 . — . $8245 —$1,724 $1,577 $432 $5,176 $6,480 $36,357
Program Maintenance: Fixed Costs and Eco-
nomic Factors. 42,325 — — — — — — 1,167 43,492

Total Unallocated Adjustments ..................... $58,496 — - $8245  —$1,74 $1,577 $432  $5,176 $7,647 $79,849
Special Regents’ Programs ......... —_ - — —_ — — —  $37,730 $37,730
Two and One-Half Percent Reduction (General )

Funds) —$29,334 — — — —_ — — —  —$29334
Unspecified Programs (University Funds).......... $4,801 — 7 $12,200 — — — — — $17,001
Totals, Budgeted Programs $1,244719 $11,122  $207,577 $621,456 $88,445 $137,939. $21,098 $106,578 - $2,438,934
Sponsored and Other Restricted Activities ........ C - $491,706 — —_ — . —  $96237 $167.854  $755,797
Department of Energy Laboratories ........c..cvin... —  $1,155,000 — — — — — —  $1,155,000

Totals, Budgeted and Extramural Programs ...... $1,244,719 - $1,657,828 - $207,577  $621,456 $88,445 $137,939 - $117,335 §274432 $4,349,731

8 Consists of $1,150,880,000 in state General Funds and $93,839,000 in other general purpose revenue.
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Table 5 shows the individual components of the proposed $51.9 million
state General Fund increase. The largest component is a proposed $45.8
million increase requested to maintain the existing level of services. These
funds would be used to fund merit and price increases. In addition, the
cost in 1982-83 of restoring all one-time adjustments which were made
during the current year is $19.9 million. The budget also proposes $8.3
million for new or expanded programs, and $7.2 mii’on to adjust existing .
programs for changes in workload. Finally, a reduction of $29.3 million is
Eroposed in order to achieve a 2.5 percent reduction in the normal 1982-83

aseline state General Fund appropriation.

Table 5
UC General Fund Support
Summary of Changes from 1981-82 Budget
(excluding salary and benefit increases)
{(in thousands)

1981-82 Base Budget $1,098,986
A. To Maintain Existing Budget 45812
1. Merit increases and promotions $17,252
2. Price increases 20,911
3. Social security 482
4. Dental insurance ‘ 3,681
5. Federal capitation funds replacement ............c.coomerccerrennes 886
6. UCSF/Fresno program 1,560
7. UC income adjustment 1,040
B. Restoration of 1981-82 One-Time Adjustments.............ceeenenns 19,924
1. Travel reduction 1,655
2.-Two percent reduction 22,265
3. Appropriation for over-enrollment —3,996 ‘
C. Workload Changes 7,162
1. General campus instruction . 7,158
2. Health sciences instruction 800
3. Operation and maintenance of plant .........wcmmesensssenns 1,103
4. Northern regional storage facility 1,219
5. San Joaquin Vet. Med —CTS 310
6. Disabled student support 57
7. UCLA/Drew program 100
8. Budgetary savings —4,185
D. Budget Change Proposals 8,330
1. Microelectronics research 1,000
2. Space sciences research 500
3. Energy Institute 1,500
4. Faculty basic research......: . 1,000
5. Technical education 4,000
6. Global peace 330
E. Two and One-Half Percent Reduction .......cermmmuseerssssssen —29,334
Total Change (Amount/Percent) $51,894 (4.7%)
Total 1982-83 Support: $1,150,880

Two and One-Half Percent Reduction
The Governor’s Budget proposes a 2.5 percent, or $29,334,000, reduction -
from that portion of the university’s normal 1982-83 baseline budget sup-
ported by the state General Fund. This reduction is part of the administra-
tion’s overall efforts to reduce General Fund expenditures in 1982-83. The
2.5 percent reduction proposed for the university (as well as for the Cali-
fornia State University) is in lieu of the 5 percent reduction proposed for
" most other state agencies that are supported from the General Fund.
Table 6 shows how UC proposes to achieve the required reduction of $29.3
million.
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Table 6 )
~UC 2,5 Percont Reduction Percent of
(in thousands) : Total
) ; Dollars . Reduction
Total General Fund Reducton ............ueusmesececssssniions : —$29,334 100.0%
UC’s Proposal for Achieving Reduction:
A. Income Offsets : —17,091 58.3
1. Student fée revenue ~$12,200
2. Increase in state share of federal overhead
receipts ® —4,891 )
B. Cost Savings in Self-Insurance Program ........... —3,500 119
C. Program Reduction -8,743 29.8
1. General campus, health sciences, and organ-
ized activities . —4,143
2. Public service —1,500
3. Institutional support -2,500 .
Totals —$29,334 100.0%

®The Governor’s Budget projects an increase in the overhead rate received for federal grants and
contracts from 31 percent to 35 percent.

Our review of the UC proposal leads us to the following conclusions:

« Reduction in baseline budget is only 2.1 percent
o Reduction in expenditures is only 0.7 percent

Reduction in Baseline Budget is only 2.1 percent

Table 6 shows that the UC proposes to use increased federal overhead
receipts to offset $4.9 million of the required General Fund reduction.
Since 1967, the disposition of federal funds received as overhead on federal
contracts and grants to the university has been governed by a memoran-
dum of understanding between UC and the state. This agreement pro-
vides that, after deductions for direct administration of contract and grant
activity and other designated expenses, 45 percent of the remaining over-
head shall go to the university and 55 percent shall go to the state.

The university’s share is deposited in the Regents’ Special Program
Fund, and is used at the discretion of the Regents. The state’s share is
deemed general purpose income, and is used to offset part of the state
General Fund appropriation that otherwise would be needed to support
the university. '

The Governor’s Budget reflects an increase in'the percentage overhead
charge paid by the federal government, from 31 percent to 35 percent for
1982-83. Normally, the state’s share of the projected overhead—$4,891,000
—would be recognized in the budget, ang a corresponding reduction in
the General Fund appropriation would be made. The Governor’s Budget,
however, reflects the additional overhead collections as a special adjust-
ment intended to help achieve the required 2.5 percent General Fund
reduction. Since this money would have been used to offset the appropria-
tion in any case, pursuant to a policy established in 1967, it is misleading
to treat this as a special adjustment. In fact, the proposed reduction in UC’s
baseline budget amounts to only 2.1 percent.

Reduction in Expenditures is Only 0.7 Percent .

As the table shows, most of the reduction—58 percent—will be offset by
increases in other revenue sources. An additional 12 percent will be offset
by savings from UC’s self-insurance program. Various program reductions
are proposed to achieve the remainder of the requ’ireé) $8.7 million reduc-
tion. Thus, the effect of the reduction on program expenditures amounts
to a 0.7 percent decrease from the normal baseline budget for 1982-83,
rather than 2.5 percent. The budgeted increase in state General Fund
support after the 2.5 percent reduction, is 4.7 percent.
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The UC has not as yet allocated the $8.7 million program cut to specific
activities. UC officials indicate that details on these cuts will be provided
to the Legislature prior to budget hearings.

Uncertainty of Federal Funds Increase

We recommend that the Legislature request UC to prepare a contin-
gency plan for allocating an additional $4,9 million in reductions in the
I_Ikel ly event that the projected increase in federal funds does not material-
ize. ‘

The proposed increase in the overhead rate from 31 percent to 35
ercent is an estimate of what UC might obtain after negotiations with the
ederal government. The UC has not begun negotiations with the federal
government to adjust the percentage. Moreover, past efforts to increase
the overhead rate have not been successful. Given the considerable uncer-
tainty surrounding the proposed increase in federal overhead receipts, it
is premature to include such funds in the 1982-83 Governor’s Budget. If
the funds did not materialize, UC would have to reduce its state General
Fund expenditures by an'additional $4.9 million. Because the possibility of
such further reductions is resl, these reductions should be included for
legislative review. : .
Budget Presentation :

The university’s budiet is separated into nine programs. The first three
—Instruction, Research, and Public Service—encompass the primary
higher education functions. The next four—Academic Support, Student
Services-Financial Aid, Institutional Support, and Independent Opera-
tions—provide supporting services to the three primary functions. The
remaining functions—Special Regents’ Program and Unallocated Adjust-
ments—include special resource allocations and budget reporting proce-
dures which affect all of the other seven programs. :

- 1. INSTRUCTION :

The Instruction program includes (1) enrollment, (2) general campus
instruction, (3) health science instruction, (4) summer session, and (5)
university extension. Table 7 displays the Instruction budget. A total of
$761.4 million is proposed for Instruction of which $630.5 is from general
funds. The proposed budget for instruction is $14.3 million, or 1.9 percent,
higher than the current year budget.

Table 7

UC Instruction Budget
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
(dol!ars in thousands)

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change

Elements : 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount _Percent
General campuUs .....coercecussericsssessssmssonns $434,231 $465,269 $473,774 $8,505 1.8%
Health sciences 198,537 215,705 220,823 5118 24
SUMMET SESSIONS .vucrvurrvreninesresrseserssersene 6,263 7,503 7,796 293 39
University extension ... 50,617 58,615 59,019 404 07
Totals $689,648 $747,092 $761,412 $14,320 1.9%
General Funds ... .. $579627 $619,595 $630,466 $10,871 18%
Restricted funds .. 110021 127497 130,946 3,449 27

Personnel (FTE) oo 19037 19998 20,199 Bl 07%
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ENROLLMENT

Overview L

Table 7 shows the recent trends in UC enrollment, expressed in full-
time equivalent (FTE) students. A full-time undergraduate student at UC
takes an average of 15 units during each of three quarters. Thus, one FTE
equals one student attending full-time, two students each attending one-
half time, etc. In practice, most UC students attend full-time, altﬁough
their average course load has decreased slightly in recent years.

Enroliment Up in Current Year ,

Each fall, UC surveys the nine campuses to determine how actual enroll-
ment compares to enrollment estimates on which the current-year budget
is based. Table 8 shows that UC general campus enrollment for 198182
was budgeted at 110,916. The revised estimate indicates that actual enroll-
ment will be 115,170 or 3.8 percent (4,254 students) above the budgeted
level. (The CSU enrollments are also up an estimated 2.3 percent above
the budgeted level.) '

Control Section 28.90 of the annual Budget Act permits the Director of
Finance to authorize the accelerated expenditure of budget funds by UC
and CSU (not to exceed $5 million total) when actual systemwide enroll-
ments exceed budgeted enrollments by at least 2 percent. This may be
done in anticipation of a General Fund deficiency 3vpl)ﬁropriation. The
Department of Finance has notified the Legislature it will seek a deficien-
cy appropriation of $5 million to cover the marginal costs related to: the
additional students in UC and CSU, pursuant to Control Section 28.90. Of
this amount, $4.0 million will go to UC.and $1.0-million will go to CSU. If
there were no $5 million limit on.accelerated expenditures, the UC would
qualify for $11.4 million to cover the cost of the 3,205 undergraduates in
excess of the budgeted number. UC will absorb the unfunded cost of
instructing the additional undergraduates ($7.4 million) and graduates
($3.4 million). :

1982-83 Budgeted Enrollment

~ Table 8 shows that budgeted enrollment for 1982-83 is above budgeted
enrollment in 1981-82 but below estimated actual enrollment for 1981-82.

This means that although a budget augmentation is proposed to fund the

increase over 1981-82 budgetéed levels, UC expects its enrollment in 1982

83 to be less than the actual (as opposed to budgeted) current-year level.

Table 8

Full-time Equivalent Students (FTE)
(Three-Quarter Average)

Governor’s Budget
Change from
Budgeted
Actual - Budgeted - (Revised) Proposed 1981-82
198081 - 1981-82 1981-82 198283  Number Percent
Berkeley
General Campus :
Undergraduate .....cooneeees - 19,572 18,826 (18,834) 18,826 - —
Graduate . 7880 7498 . (7604) 7498 — -
Health Sciences ............cn.... 773 814 (814) 814 - =

I
=
=

Subtotals ... 28,225 27,138 (27,252) 27,138
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Davis

General Campus
Undergraduate .............. 13,259 12,700 (13,198) 12,700 - =
Graduate... - 3,085 2,955 (3,265) 2,955 - -

Health Sciences .......:..... - 1,920 1,987 (1,987) 1,989 .2 01

Subtotals .....rmeerireres 18214 17,642 (18,450) 17,644 2 0.0%
Irvine : i
- General Campus
Undergraduate ............. 7458 7511 (8,103) 8,048 537 7.1
Graduate............. . 1,341 1,236 (1,353) 1,236 — —
‘Health Sciences 1,048 1,057 (1,057) 1,057 = =
Subtotals........ccooovturrennnes 9,847 9,804 (10,513) 10,341 537 5.0%
Los Angeles :
General Campus .
Undergraduate ............... 18567 18097 (18945) 18529 - 432 24
Craduate........... 7486 7,369 (7.547) 7,369 - —
Health Sciences - 3,903 3,924 (3,924) 3,976 i 13
* Subtotals ........corrvecerrernrnie 29956 - 29,390 (30,416) 29874 - 484 1.6%
Riverside ;

General Campus ) .
Undergraduate .......ooo.... 3,043 3,028 (3,036) 3,016 —~12 -04
Graduate.... 1,327 1,298 (1,365) 1,298 — —

Health Sciences ' 56 48 (48) T 48 = -

. Subtotals ......uueeerreerrrricennes 4,496 4374 (4,449) 4,362 -12 -0.3%
San Diego
General Campus .
Undergraduate ..........coneee 8,786 8,667 (9,461) 9,497 830 9.6
Graduate............. 1,294 1,248 (1,282) 1,248 - -
Health Sciences 1,032 1,002 (1,092) 1 - —
Subtotals ... 11,042 11,007 (11,835) 11,837 830 5%
San Francisco : ‘
Health Sciences ............co...... 3,120 3,828 (3,828) 3,855 & _ 07
SUBEOtAl e 3,720 3,828 (3,828) 3,855 27 0.7%
Santa Barbara .

General Campus : _ :
Undergraduate ......cccooucenes 12,489 12,428 (12,479) 12,576 148 12
Graduate 1,956 1,886 (2,032) - - 1,886 - -

Subtotal 14445 14314 (145511) 14,462 148 10%
Santa Cruz :
General Campus .
Undergraduate ... 5789 5750 (6,156) 5,986 236 41
Graduate.....eureenesmersrsinsees 455 419 (510) 419 = -
 SubtotalS ... 6,244 6,169 (6,666) 6,405 236 38%
Total University ‘

Undergraduate ...............uune. _ 87,007 (90212) 89,178 2,171 25

Graduate......cooono.e 23909 - . - (24,958) 23,909 = =

General Campus.. 110,916 (115,170) 113,087 2,171 1.9%

Health Sciences .. 12,750 (12,750) laglt 81 _06%
Totals......ccoommmrrereirernrarsnnnees 123,666 (127,920) 125,918 2,252 1.8%

2 Does not include enrollment reductions which the UC maintains are necessary due: to a $2 million
reduction in federal capitation funds which was not funded by the state. The UC estimates that-a
reduction of 130 FTE over the next four years will be necessary.
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Enrollment changes, by category, are as follows: :

e General campus undergraduate—up 2,171 (1.9 percent) over the cur-
rent-year budgeted level, but down 1,034 (1.1 percent) from the cur-
rent-year revised level. ' .

« General campus graduate—no change from the current-year budget-
ied ltivel, but down 1,049 (4.2 percent) from the current-year revised

evel.. .
_e Health scien_c'es—-u;l)581 (0.6 percent) over the current-year budgeted
‘and estimated levels. :

- GENERAL CAMPUS INSTRUCTION

Overview

General campus instruction includes the cost of faculty, teaching assist-
ants, and related instructional support for the eight general campus pro-
grams. Table 9 shows the general campus instruction budget. Arn increase
in general funds of $7.5 million (1.7 percent) is proposed, in addition to
any increase needed to cover salary and benetit increases approved for the
budget year. The proposed increase consists of (1) $3.5 million cost for
additional undergraduates and (2) $4 million for a new technical educa-
tion program, w%}ch is part of the Governor’s “Investment in People”

initiative.
' Table 9
Instruction—General Campus
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
(dollars in thousands)
Actual Estimated -~ Proposed Change
Elements 1950-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount - Percent
1. Faculty $202,665 $219,346 $220,653 $1,307 0.6%
2: Teaching assistanits .......icceeimescrsees 24,663 29,101 29,449 48 12
3. Instructional SUPPOTt «....cvvveemmienee /108,383 129,928 132,102 2174 17
4. Other 3,808 2,319 2319 — —
5. Equipmient replacement ... 9,240 10,165 10,165 —_ —
6. Instructional computing .. 4,056 S 4,066 4,066 — -
7. Technical education...... — — 4,000 4,000 N/A
8. Employee benefits ........cuuemmmersueess 81,416 . - 70,034 71,020 676 _ 10
Totals $465,269 $473,774 $8,505 1.8%
General funds ......... $449.286 $456,828 $7,542 17%
- Restricted funds 15,983 16946 - 963 .60
Personnel (FTE) . , . :
Faculty : . 6,570 6,409 6,469 60 09%
Teaching ASSISANES -...vveeeeesrssssernivncns : 1,754 1,994 2,018 24 12
Other 4,716 4798 4,840 42 - 09

Totals..... e 13,040 13,201 13,327 126 1.0%

1. Cost of Increased Enroliment

In 1981-82, $3.8 million has been added to UC’s budget by the Depart-
ment of Finance, pursuant to Control Section 28.90, to partially cover the
" cost of unanticipated enrollment. Consequently, the $3.5 million augmen-
tation in'1982-83 for increased enrollment in 1982-83 understates the cost
of the budgeted enrollment increase. Adjusting for the one-time increase
in 1981-82 support; the true increased cost associated with the budgeted
increase of 2,171 mdelﬁaduates is $7.3 million. This amount would fund
124 additional faculty FTE and 49 FTE teaching assistants.
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Enrollment Underfunded through Budgetary Savings Increase

We recommend that, prior to budget hearings, the Department of Fi-
nance report on 1ts rationale for underfunding general campus enrollment
through an increase in the budgetary savings target. .

Each year, UC’s state General Fund appropriation is less than the full -

-cost of its authorized programs. This is because of “budgetary savings” that
will result during the year, making full funding unnecessary. Budgetary
savings are subtracted from the authorized General Fund appropriation
level in recognition of the fact that, due to vacancies and staff turnover;
UC’s actual costs will be less than its authorized expenditures.

Durinﬁ reparation of the Governor’s Budget, the Regents requested
increase l{?lmdmg to support a projected 1,171 FTE increase in under-
graduate enrollment, over the 1,000 FTE increase that had already been
projected. The cost of an additional 1,171 FTE is $4,185,000. In response,
the Department of Finance (1) added $4,185,000 from the state General
Fund to the general campus instruction budget and (2) increased UC’s
budgetary savings target by $4,185,000. As a result, no increase in the
General Fund appropriation was needed to “fund” the 1,171 FTE in-
crease. ‘ - -

Table 10 compares the Governor’s Budget calculation of budgetary sav-
ings to our calculation. As the table shows, our estimate of the “normal”
budgetary savings level is $39,936,000, which is $3,041,000 less than the
amount budgeted. The: difference reflects' (1) the $4,185,000 added to
budgetary savings by the Department of Finance to offset the cost of the
enrollment increase and (2) a $1,144,000 adjustment needed to correct an
error in the calculation of the budgetary savings base (prior to the addition
of the $4.2 million.) : '

Table 10

UC Budgetary Savings
(in thousands)

_ Legislative
Governor’s Budget Analyst
‘ 1981-82 1982-83 . 1982-83 Difference
Budgeted General Fund ... o $1,117.255* $1,150,880 "$1,150,880 - -
Savings target : 3.47% 3.37% 347% 0.10%
‘Budgeted savings ......... $38792 $38,792 $39.936 - $1,144
Special adjustment I - 4,185° = ~4,185
Total Savings Budgeted ..........c.comnne o $38792 $42977 $39,936 —$3,041

2 Amount shq'wn is appropriation before one-time 2 percent reduction. -
b The Governor’s Budget funds a portion of the cost of enrollment growth by increasing budgetary savings
by $4,185,000, rather than increasing the staté General Fund appropriation by the same amount.

In1981-82, UC’s budgetary savings target was 3.47 percent of its General
Fund appropriation (before the one-time 2 percent reduction). The Gov-
ernor’s Budget for 1982-83, however, uses a target of 3.37 percént. By

‘reducing the base savings target, the Governor’s Budget unintentionally
augmented the UC base budget. -~ - S R

The net result is an increase in UC’s budgetary savings target of $3,041,-
000. It is not clear what the justification is for the increase in budgetary
savings, or whether it can be achieved without having an adverse impact
on the instructional program. Consequently, we recommend that the De-.

‘partment of Finance report on its rationale for the increase. '
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2. Technical Educaiion,Progrcm—“lhvesfmenf in People”

.. -Werecommend that the $4,000,000 requested for a new Technical Edu-
.cation program be deleted, because sufficient information on the proposed

use of funds has not been provided to document the need for additional

resources. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $4,000,000.) :

The budget proposes a $4 million augmentation to the university’s

‘budget to “promote research and education in the areas of engineering,
computer science, and related basic sciences.” This augmentation is part
of the Governor’s “Investment in People” initiative. Information provided
by the administration indicates that the funds would be matched by indus-
try, and would be used “to produce additional engineers, computer scien-
tists, and related professional workers.” ‘
- Thisnew program addresses an imnportant problem facing the state: the
shortage of graduates in the high technology industries, relative to the
number of jobs that are anticipated in these industries. The Governor’s
office states that over the next five years, California’s electronics industry
will create jobs for 62,000 electrical and computer engineers, yet Califor-
nia’s universities will graduate only 14,000 skilled professionals in these
fields. According to the Governor’s office, such a gap between demand
and supply “severely hampers growth in high technology industries—
those firms which provide real growth for the stdte’s economy.” The $4
million program is presented as a first step in broadening the partnership
between business and public education for responding to the problem.

Our analysis indicates that efforts to increase the number of engineers
and other Kigh-technology professionals are needed. Consequently, the
goal of this program appears to be worthwhile. At the time this analysis
was Exl;agared, however, few details were available on the proposed use of
the s. For example, it is not clear whether the funds would be used
for additional faculty, research, equipment, or other purposes. Without a
detailed expenditure plan, we are unable to judge whether an augmenta-
tion is, in fact, neededpto accomplish the goals of the program, or whether
the program’s purposes could be accomplished by a reallocation of existing
resources within the university. Reallocation of existing resources from
those fields in which enrollments are declining to the engineering area
might increase the number of engineering graduates without the need for
all or part of the $4 million request. v

In the absence of an expenditure plan or information documenting the
need for additional statexiglnds, we are unable to recommend approval of
the proposed $4 million augmentation. We note, however, that the UC
administration and faculty are currently working with business rec{)resent-
atives to pre%are an expenditure plan for the program. Should additional
information become available before hearings on UC’s budget, we will
review it and advise the budget committees of our findings and make any
revision in our recommendation at that time. : '

‘3. Engineering Enrollment Policy
We recommend that the Legislature request UC to develop a policy on
the enrollment of nonresident alien students in engineering graduate pro- -
grams. R , SRR
Private industry, government, and higher education in California and
the United States are all experiencing a severe shortage of well-educated
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engineers at all degree levels. The problem is particularly acute in the
university community, where the number of engineering faculty is failing
to keep up with growing enrollments. In spite of this shortage of engineers
with advance degrees, many of UC’s avalgble graduate positions in engi-
neering are filled by foreign students, who are less likely than U.S. citizens
to take enginieering jobs in California or other states.

Table 11 shows the number and percentage of graduate students in
engineering who are nonresident aliens. Systemwide, over 11 percent of
engineering - graduate students are nonresident aliens. The percentage
ranges from 1 percent at San Diego to 21 percent at Berkeley.

‘Our review indicates that there is no university-wide policy on the
‘admission of nonresident alien students to engineering programs. Given
the unmet state and national need for engineers with graduate degrees,
it is not clear why UC should devote such a large portion of its resources
to the education of students who are nonresidents of the United States. We
recommend that UC be asked to develop a policy regarding the admission
of nonresident alien students to engineering programs.

Table 11

Enrollment of Nonresident Aliens
in.UC Engineering Programs

Nonresident
Total Alien .
Engineering ~ Engineering
Graduate Graduate Percent
v Students Students of Total
Berkeley ' : 2,651 560 . 2%
Davis 1,598 51 3
Irvine 828 ' 32 4
Los Angeles 1,680 218 - 13
San Diego 1311 9 1
Santa Barbara . 994 140 -4
Totals : 9,062 - 1,010 o U%

Source: UC Systemwide, Fell, 1980 discipline code.

4. Faculty Workload

“"The UC has contracted with a privaté research ﬁrm since 1977-78 for -
an ce;nltnual survey of faculty workload. Four surveys have been completed
.- to date

Table 12 compares the ﬁndmgs for all years with respect to mstructlonal
activities.

Table 12
Summary of Instructnonal Activities Among Regular Faculty
1977-78 to 1980-81
{average hours per week)

.  Academic Year
1977-78  1978-79  1979-80 - 1980-81

.. Total, All Instructional Activities 284 216 215 289 ¢
- Regularly scheduled course instruction .58 55 5.3 .58
 Supervising independent special study .......cciirireense .24 23 -~ 27 .26
-.Course preparation .. crrsmieenss ¢ 108 10T, 10.1 - 11.6
.Other instructional activities ' 95 93 94 9.0

* Sourc Source: Faculty Time-Use Study Report for 1980-81 Acadermc Year, page 33. These data are for ful]-hme :
regular faculty members paid only from “Instruction and Research” funds.
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'+ Table 12 shows a'5 percent increase in the average number of hours per
.week spent on all instructional activities between 1979-80 and -1980-81. -
The overall increase in time spent on instructional activities reflects: -
» a 15 percent increase in course preparation time;
¢ a6 percent increase in time spent on regularly scheduled course
instruction, and S : : '
+ a4 percent decrease in “other instructional activities.”

. We know of no analytical basis for determining the appropriate level of
faculty workload. The UC maintains that its smdent'facufty ratio (17.48:1)
isalready above the average of its public comparison institutions (16.88:1).
Any increases inthe teaching loads required of its faculty, the university

_believes, would make UC less competitive in attracting faculty: The extent
to which workload increases would affect the quality of UC’s faculty or
programs cannot be determined. ' Lo

Table 13 shows the relationship between faculty workload increases,
enrollment, and cost. The table shows that each 1 percent increase in

faculty workload could, in theory, support an enrollment increase of 1,119
students and avoid salary and benefit costs of $1.8 million that otherwise
would have to be spent to hire additional faculty.

Table 13
Effect of Facuity Workload Increases on Budgeted Enrollments and Cost

: o One Percent Five Percent

- Budgeted faculty FTE 6,408 6,408
FTE equivalent of workload increase ... ' 64 320
Enrollment increase supported by workload increas 1,119 5,594
Faculty-related costs avoided by workload increase ® ......... $1.8 million $9.1 million

2 Based on student/faculty ratio of 17.48:1. ]
'f Based on 1982-83 budgeted salary and benefit costs per faculty of $28,572.

5. Instructional Equipment Replacement (ltem 6440-001-146a)

We recommend approval. S v ‘
. In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature switched support for the In-
structional 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. The
UC’s current equipment inventory is valued at $270 million. The UC has
- determined an annual need for $12.9 million (in 1981-82 dollars) to re-
place instructional equipment. The Governor’s Budget proposes a 6 per-
cent price increase in this program for 1982-83, from the current-year
level of $10.9 million to $11.6 million. - :

‘HEALTH SCIENCES INSTRUCTION

“Overview - : oo ,
-~ 'This subprogram includes the cost of faculty and instructional support
- for the five health science programs. Table 14 shows the health science
*instruction budget, by program element. BT, : ‘
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The budget for 1982-83 proposes a General Fund increase of $3.3 mil-
lion, or 2 percent, above the budget for the current year. The proposed
increase would be used to:

» support an increase in enrollment of 81 FTE students, in accordance
with UC’s health science plan ($0.8 million), , .

. reJ)lace federal funds now going to the San Francisco-Fresno Medical
Education program upon termination of a Federal Veterans Admiinis-
tration grant ($1.5 million),

« replace federal capitation funds eliminated by Congress in 1981-82
($0.9 million), andp ‘ :

¢ augment the Drew/UCLA medical education program ($100,000).

_ ‘Table 14
Instruction—Health Sciences
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
{dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change
1950-81 1951-82 1982-83 Amount Percent

1. Faculty $121,505 $115,800 $119,387 $3,587 31%
2. Instructional SUPPOLL .....c.ccereseerisssssans 77,032 73,465 74,573 1,108 1.5
3. Employee benefits .......ceprerrersiene : — 26,440 26,863 423 16
Totals $198,537 $215,705 $220,823 $5,118 2.4%
General funds .......wiecverneereererenes $159,003 . $170,309 $173,638 $3329 . 20%
- Restricted funds ..........o.comsvevissesens 39534 4539 - 47185 1,789 3.9
Personnel (FTE) : ) »
Faculty 2,079 2,115 2,119 4 0.2%
Other 2,174 92,755 92,756 1 =

Totals 4,253 . 4870 7 4875 . 5. -

1. Health Sciences Enrollment Increase

The budget proposes an enrollment increase of 81 FTE students. This
increase is consistent with the health sciences plan submitted to the Legis-
lature in 1975 and modified in subsequent years by legislative action on the
l();zd%'retEThe major increases are in dentistry (38 FTE) and public health

The budget indicates that health sciences enrollment will have to be
reduced from the level proposed for 1982-83 by 130 FTE during the next
four years, as a result of a $2 million reduction in federal capitation funds.

2, Federal Funds Replacement—Fresno Program and Capitation Funds

A total of $2.4 million in state funds is requested to replace federal funds
which are being withdrawn from two UC programs.

San Francisco-Fresno Medical Education Program. A seven-year grant
provided by the U.S. Veterans Administration, to partially support the San
Francisco-Fresno Medical Education Program, terminates in June 1982.
The budget requests $1.5 million to replace the federal funds that will be
lost when the grant expires. The funds would be used to support 17.43
faculty FTE and related costs, and would enable the program to continue
its present enrollment level of 24 undergraduate medical students and 130
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residents. ‘ .

Capitation funds. The Governor’s Budget requests an-augmentation
of $0.9 million to compensate for the phase-out of all federal capitation
funds for health science enrollments other than public health. Federal
capitation funds have been used since 1972-73 to offset state support for
health science enrollments. In 1979-80, the federal government began a
ghased reduction of funding for the capitation program. In the last 3

udget acts, state funds were provided to replace most of the lost federal
funds. The proposed augmentation is requested to replace the additional
federal funds to be withdrawn in 1982-83. :

The total amount proposed to replace federal funds is equal to supﬁort
for 212 existing health science students. The Legislature may wish to
request that UC discuss the proposed increase in state-funded. health
science enrollments in the context of the findings contained in the
SMENAC report on the supply of and need for health science profession-

s. :

3. 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
chargecF with advising HEW on the following issues:

o What number of physicians is required to meet the health care needs
of the nation?
o What is the appropriate specialty distribution of these ghysicians?
o« How can a favorable geographic distribution of physicians be
achieved? :
o What are the approgriate ways to finance the graduate medical edu-
cation of physicians
In September 1980, GMENAC released its final seven-volume report.
This report contains 107 recommendations. The committee found that the
United States will have 536,000 physicians in 1990—70,000 more than need-
ed—and a surplus of 145,000 medical doctors by the year 2000. The: chair-
man of the commiittee cited three major reasons for the transformation of
a doctor shortage in the 1970s to a surplus of doctors in 1990s:
o the increase from 8,000 to 19,000 in the number of students entering
U.S. medical schools during the last 12 years, ,
o the annual influx into the U.S. of thousands of foreign doctors and U.S.
%:aduates of overseas medical schools, and
o the growing role of nonphysician health providers, such as nurse-
practitioners, physician assistants, and midwives.
The GMENAC report cited a number of ways to avert the surplus,
including: = - ‘ '
o not building additional medical schools in the U.S,,
« making prompt adjustments in the number of residency positions to
bring supply into balance with the medical requirements projected
- for each specialty in the 1990s, and
¢ holding the number of physician assistants and nurse-practitioners in
training to the current levels.
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Pending Reports on GMENAC

The Supplemental Report to the 1981 Budget Act required the UC, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), and the Divi-
sion of Health Professions Developmerit of the Office of Statewide Health
Planning to review the GMENAC findings and submit reports to the
legislative budget committees by February 15, 1982. These reports are to
address the significance of the GMENAC report with respect to UC’s
health science enrollments. At the time this Analysis was prepared, we had
not received all of the reports. We will be prepared to discuss them during
budget hearings. ; \

4, Cﬁcrles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School

The Charles R. Drew Postgraduate School, founided in 1966, is a private,
nonprofit 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 UC.

As shown in Table 15, the Governor’s Budget proposes $3,935,000 for
Drew programs in 1982-83—§1,455,000 for the Drew/UCLA medical edu-
cation program, and $2,480,000 for a separate public service program. No
increase is proposed for the public service program above the current-
year level. A $100,000 increase is proposed for the Drew/UCLA medical
education program.

Table 15

Funding for UC/Drew Program
(in thousands) :

Actual ~  Estimated  Proposed Change
1950-81 1981-82 1982-83  Amount ' Percent

1. Drew/UCLA medical education............... $1,267 $1,355 $1,455 $100 " 14%
2. Public Service $2,317 $2,480 2480 - =
Totals $3,584 $3,835 $3,935 $100 2.5%

Drew/UCLA Medical Education Program :

In 1979, Drew and UCLA agreed to establish a new medical education
program, The program calls for an expansion of UCLA’s third and fourth
- year medical school enrollment by 48 (24 in each class) and the provision

of clinical training for 48 medical students at the Drew school. In addition,

a number of the residency (house staff) positions previously funded by
Drew will be transferred to the Drew/UCLA program. Under the UC/
Drew agreement, the state will provide support for the faculty needed to
teach and supervise 48 medical students and 170 medical residents.
- Under the prevailing formulas for funding UC medical programs, the
state will fund 38 FTE faculty when the program becomes fully operation-
al. Of the 38 FTE, 13.7 are associated with the 48 medical students, and 24.3
are associated with the 170 residents.

“The state is currently funding 20 FTE for this program. Funding was
_ provided for the first 10 FTE in 1979-80 and for the additional 10 FTE in
1980-81. Thus, there have been 20 state-funded faculty FTE at Drew since
July 1980. These faculty were funded in order to plan the curriculum in
preparation for the first class of 24 in 1982-83. :

507505
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Augmentation Proposed for 1982-83 .

We recommend that the $100,000 augmentation requested for additional
faculty at the Drew Medical program be deleted because the state Is
already supporting more than the number of faculty needed in 195354
based on agreed-upon staffing ratios. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 (i). by
$100,000). ’

The Regents’ Budget requested a $1 million augmentation to finance
salary and support costs for an additional 10 faculty in 1982-83. These
fiaculty were proposed to accommodate the first class of 24 medical stu-

ents. ' :

After the Regerts’ Budget was submitted, Drew announced that the
enrollment of the first class would be delayed one year. The delay was
caused by problems related to faculty recruitment and facility completion.
Plans now call for the first 24 students to enroll in 1983-84, and the next
24 to enroll in 1984-85. '

The Governor’s Budget proposes an increase of $100,000 for 1982-83 for
additional faculty. UC/Drew maintain that, even though there will be no
students in 1982-83, they need authority to recruit additional faculty so
that they can be on board by 1983-84. The $100,000 would provide suffi-
ciexét_sf;nds to pay the salaries of eight faculty FTE for six months of
198 .

Our analysis fails to support the need for the augmentation in 1982-83.
Specifically, we find that:

¢ the state is already funding sufficient faculty to accommodate the

1983-84 program level, based on current budgeting standards,

. Drgw has not been able to fill the 20 currently authorized positions,

an

» there is no need to fund so many faculty so far in advance of full

program operation.

Sufficient facully for the 1983-84 program is already being funded. As
noted above, the state is currently funding 20 faculty FTE. In 1983-84,
there will be 24 medical students attending Drew. Based on the UC/Drew
agreement that 170 residents are needed for 48 medical students, only 85
residents should be needed to supervise the 24 students in 1983-84. Based
on current funding formulas which provide (1) one faculty for every 3.5
medical students and (2) one faculty for every seven residents, the 1983-
84 program level would require 19 faculty in 1983-84. That is one less than
the state is currently funding. ‘

‘Recruitment problems. As mentioned, Drew has had authorization to
recruit and fund 20 faculty FTE since July 1980. As of December, 1981, only
16 of the 20 positions were filled. Judging from the rate at which faculty
has been recruited to date, it is unliilely that 12 new faculty gle four
unfilled positions plus eight proposed new positions) could be hired by
January 1983, even if the additional faculty were needed. ‘

Hiring in advance of program operation. Because the state is already"
funding the faculty needed in 1983-84, no additional faculty should be
needed until September, 1984 when the program becomes fully operation-
al. Our analysis indicates that there is no need to authorize such additional
positions more than two years before they would need to be filled.

For these reasons, we recommend that the augmentation be deleted. In
making this recommendation, we note that before the enrollment of the
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first class was delayed one year, UC/Drew requested new faculty for
1982-83 to help accommodate the students who would begin in the same
year. There was no mention of a need to secure advanceg authorization
for faculty until the delay occurred. ;

. RESEARCH

Overview

The UC is California’s primary state-supported agency for conductin
research. Research at UC is supported from various sources, as indicateg
-in Table 16. The table shows a proposed research program of $725 million
in 198283, with 32 percent of the support expected to come from general
funds. The proposed amount is $46,116,000 (6.8 percent) above estimated
expenditures for research in the current year.

Table 16
Total Funding for Research
(in thousands)

. Actual  FEstimated  Proposed Change
1950-81 1981-82 1982-83  Amount. - Percent

General funds . .
Organized research........... SS—— $89,925 $92,100 $96,430 $4,330 4.7%
Instruction *...... ‘ . 126554 136195 138,919 9,794 20

Subtotals - . §216479 $298205  $935,349 $7,054 3.1%

Restricted funds® ..o..mivmmeomncionnn $19,310 $14,011 $14,281 270 19

Regents’ funds 6,854 8,653 12,654 4,001 462

Extramural funds®.........nvee. e 395,869 498,059 462,850 34,791 81

.. Totals : $638512  $679018  §725134  §46,116 68%

2 This is the estimated portion-of the instruction budget (general campus and health sciences) that
" supports faculty research, based on the annual time use study findings that approximately 23 percent
of faculty time is spent on research. The percentage of the instruction budget attributed to faculty
-.- research has been reduced to 20 percent to adjust for the fact that a portion of the instruction budget
is not financed from the state General Fund. :
b Consists of state special funds and private endowments.
¢ Primarily federal funds.

1. State Funding for Research

The state funds research through the appropriations for the Instruction
and Research programs. Within the Instruction budget, research is not
budgeted separately, but is supported by that portion of faculty salaries
which corresponds to the time spent on research activities. Research
which is budgeted separately is called organized research. Most organized
research is conducted under the auspices of the university’s organized
research units (ORUs), which are formal agencies established by the Re-
gents to promote and coordinate research in specified areas. Table 17
shows the state budget for organized research; it does not include funds
for faculty research provided through the instruction budget.

The Governor’s Budget proposes a total of $110.7 million for organized
research in 1982-83, excluding any funds for salary-or benefit increases
that may become effective in the budget year. Of the total, $96.4 million
is requested from general funds; the balance a3&914.3 million) would come
from restricted funds. The proposed general funds component is $4.3
million (4.7 percent) above the current-year level. The increase is com-
" ‘posed of five separate items: ' :
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Organized Research Program
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
(dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change

Element 1950-81 1981-82 1952-83 Amount ~Percent
General CamPUs ..........crnvervisrersessssarsesens $26,446 $21,635 $25,235 $3,600 16.6%
Health sciences 7,635 5,708 5,708 — —
Agriculture . 66,033 52,979 52,979 — —
Marine SCIENCE .....ccomrmeererrsnssomsesiersoresns 9,121 6,603 - 6,603 - —_
Individual faculty grants and travel .. — 2,988 ©3988 1,000 335
Employee benefits . - 16,198 16,198 - — =
Totals . $109,235 $106,111 $110,711 $4,600 © 43%
General funds ............coomsivirsessssion 89,925 95,100 96,430 4330 47
Restricted funds.... 19310 14011 14281 270 19
Personnel (FTE) ......ccoccorsemeseniernvonssnnsions 2,998 2,854 2,854 — -

1. Microelectronics Research ($1 million). The budget proposes to
double the amount of state funding for microelectronics research, from $1
million in the current year to $2 million for 1982-83. Under the program,
state funds; matched gy industr{ funds, are used to support individual
research projects and graduate fellowships. In 1981-82, the first year of the
program, approximately 31 proposals will be funded. The UC maintains
that an additional $1 million is needed to fund projects submitted by
facu%ty members that could not be supported within the existing funding
evel. . -

2. Energy Institute ($1.5 million). The budget proposes an increase in
state support for the 'Ener%y Institute. This program, which has been
funded for two years at a level of about $150,000, is budgeted for an
increase of $1.5 million in 1982-83. Funds are currently used to support
small-scale research projects and to provide seed money to assist research-
ers in obtaining extramural funds. The purpose of the augmentation is to
(1) establish institute branches on six campuses to integrate UC energg
research activity, (2) increase the number and size of ingli-vid'ual researc

rojects, and (3) initiate a major research effort to study some key prob-
ems relating to future energy supplies of California and the west.

3. Space Institute ($0.5 million). A $0.5 million increase is requested
for California Space Institute, which is a. university-wide organized re-
search unit that has been receiving state funding for three years. Its pur-
pose is to help support and unify space-related research within UC. The
augmentation is proposed to (1) establish two or three new campus
branches of the institute, (2) ‘add core staff at the newly-expanded San
Diego headquarters, and. (3) expand the program of research mini-grants.

4. Global Security and Cooperation ($330,000). The bud%et TOpOSES
a total augmentation of $600,000 ($270,000 from Regents’ funds) for a
University Center for Global Security and Cooperation. A special UC
committee is considering several proposals for ongoing research in this
area. This augmentation, which was not included in the Regents’ Budget,
is ‘proposed in the Governor’s Budget, in anticipation that one of the
proposals will be selected for funding. It should be noted that the $330,000
of state General Funds to support this research project are identified in
the budget as the state’s share of the proposed increase in the federal
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overhead received for management of the federal Department of Energy
laboratories. As noted earlier, the federal overhead rate is not certain to
in:l;rease.' Thus; funds budgeted as support for this program may not mate-
rialize. . : :

5. Individual Faculty Research ($1 million). A $1 million augmenta-
tion is proposed to help meet the needs of individual faculty members for
equipment, 'sup%lies, research assistants, and travel in connection with
their research. The UC maintains that this augmentation is needed (1) for
faculty in fields where there is little or no extramural funding, (2) to
_enable more rapid progress on projects than would otherwise be possible,
and (3) to serve as seed money for attracting extramural researcg grants.

Difficulties in Budgeting for Research

Determining the “appropriate” level of funding for organized research
presents problems that go far beyond those we encounter in budgeting for.
other programs, such as instruction. In the instruction program, for exam-

‘ple, there are workload measures (enrollment). and standardized unit
costs (faculty, teaching assistants, library) that can be used to determine -
the cost of a stated program level. In contrast, research is not easy to define
in terms of either wor%doad or service level. Consequently, it is difficult .
to determine analytically whether the state is buying “enough” research
or the right kind of research, using “hard” data.

Our analysis of the ‘$3.3 million increase in funding requested for mi-
croelectronics, energy, space, and global security considers separately two
dimensions of the request: :

» How much funding for research is enough? '

o How should state funding for research be provided?

How Much is Enough? . .

We know no analytical basis on which to recommend to the Legislature
an increase or a decrease in the baseline budget for research, No informa-
- tion s available to indicate what additional funds would buy or what would
be sacrificed if funding for research were reduced from the existing base-
line level. Thus we offer no recommendation to alter the baseline budget
for research. ’

How Should Research Funding be Provided—Block Grants Versus Categori-
cal? . ‘
Block Grant Funding of Research. The proposals for augmentation of
specific research activities represents a sign.igcant departure from the
traditional means of budgeting state funds for university research. Histori-
cally, the state has provided UC with a “block grant” appropriation for
organized research, with the amount adjusted annually for inflation. The
UC has been permitted to allocate the funds provided {)y this block grant
to meet its own research priorities.
The block grant approach to budgeting for research is premised on two
assumptions: ‘ S o . ‘
« -a stable appropriation, adjusted for inflation, is sufficient to provide
.. core research support, an : :
_» the UC faculty ancf) administration, rather than the state, should deter-
mine the priorities for research within the block grant research ap-
propriation. , v . :
Categorical Funding .of Research. In recent years, the Governor’s’




1414 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION : Ttem 6440

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—Continued

Budget has proposed a departure from the traditional block grant ap-

proach by requesting augmentations for specific research projects. The

fI_lﬁ;géslature has generally granted these requests for categorical research
ing.

Table 18 shows the trend in categorical funding for research during the
last five years. General Fund support for categorical research is proposed
to increase by 81.2 percent. Categorical research has grown from less than
1 pgfggnt of the organized research budget in 1978-79 to 8 percent in
198 .

Table 18
Trend in Categorical State Funding for Research
1978-79 through 1982-83
{in thousands)

Estimated Proposed Percent
. 1978-79  1979-80 195081 1961-82 198283 Increase

Institute of Appropriate Technology ............... $105 . $103 $259  $277 - $296 6.9%
Integrated pest management L12s 1617 1730 1834 6.0
Space-related 455 1,026- 1102 1602 - 454

Energy Institute - — 150 155 . 1,665 9742
Microelectronics — —_ — 1,000 2000 1000
Global security - = — — 330 N/A
Totals $105 $1,683 $3,052.  $4264 - $7.7271 81.2%
General Fund. $105  $1.683 89686 $3878 $7316 ~ 371%
Special funds. — —_ 366 386 411 65

Funding research on a categorical basis poses a difficult problem for the
Legislature. Under the block grant approach, the Legislature, in effect,
relies on the UC to allocate available funding to accommodate high prior-
ity research endeavors. Consequently, the Legislature does not need to
review specific research expen%itures. Furthermore, as new research pri-
orities are identified, the Legislature need not consider the new priorities
individually because the university has sufficient-flexibility to reallocate
resources to meet these priorities. C

When funds are requested on a categorical basis, however, the assumnp-
tions underlying that block grant approach no longer hold. By requesting
augmentations for specific new research projects, the Governor’s Budget
implies that these new projects cannot be funded through a reallocation
of funds from lower-to-higher priorities within the base budget. Under
these circumstances, for the Legislature to determine whether there is a
need for additional funds, it would have to review how research funds are
used within the base. The budget, however, neither provides justification
for the claim that the proposed augmentations cannot be funded by real-
locating research funds from lower priority projects, nor does it provide
a means for reviewing research allocations within the base.

McElroy Report. In May 1980, the university published the results of
a systemwide study of organized research within UC, known as the McEl-
roy report. The study focused on the management and allocation of re-
sources available for organized research. Two findings of the study
committee are most pertinent to the issues facing the university in 1982~
83:

¢ An undue reliance on historical allocations of available research fund-

ing restricts the amount available for new research initiatives.
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+ The Regents’ budget for organized research is prepared without ade-
quate information on (a) current research activities and (b) financial
needs of the projects included for funding.

The study committee offered many specific recommendations for ad-
dressing these problems. A number of the recommendations were aimed
at devising a new approach to funding organized research. These recom-
mendations called for:

+ a means of insuring that the mix of organized research units would

keep up with the changing priorities for research, and

« development of a capacity for funding new areas of research:

While the university administration rejected some.of the specific rec-
ommendations contained in the report, it has not rejected the overriding
concept of improving UC’s capability to reallocate resources and other-
wise accommodate new research initiatives. No action, however, by the
administration has been taken to change the existing system so as to better
serve this objective.

Deletion of Categorical VAugmeniqfions; Recommended

We recommend that the proposed augmentations for categorical re-
search be deleted, We further recommend that if the Legislature wishes
to Insure that the specific research programs proposed in the budget are
funded, the Legislature approve the proposed increases and reduce the
General Fund research base by the amount of the approved increase.
(Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $3,330,000.)

The augmentations for categorical research requested in the budget for
microelectronics, the California Space Institute, the California Energy
Institute, and the new initiative for global security total $3,330,000. (The
augmentation for individual faculty research is discussed separately.) The
UC maintains that additional research in microelectronics, space, and
energy is (1) vital to the economy of the state and (2) a subject of great
faculty interest, judging from UC’s experience with these programs to
date. The funds are requested primarily to expand the number of projects
- that can be funded. A sgeciﬁc proposal for the new global peace initiative
- has not been submitted.

We recommend that the augmentations for these four categorical re-
search efforts be deleted because we have no analytical basis for conclud-
ing that additional funds are needed to support these specific research
programs. UC has not demonstrated that expansion of these programs
could not be funded by reallocating funds within the university’s base
budget for research. If the projects have a high priority, they should
warrant funding within the base research allocation. Given that UC has
not taken action to address the findings of the McElroy report, we con-
clude that the possibilities for reallocation have not been exhausted.

We recognize, however, that UC has been reluctant to reallocate re-
sources to support research projects which are high priorities of the Legis-
lature and the Governor. Thus, it is not clear that these research programs
will receive funding if the Legislature does not provide funds explicity for
that purpose. If the Legislature wishes to insure that the proposed re-
search programs are funded, we recommend that it approve the increases
proposed for these programs and reduce UC’s base research budget by a
corresponding amount. This action would insure that these projects re-
g'e_i(\i/e funding without providing any overall increase -to UC’s research

udget. LT :
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2. Individual Faculty Research

In the current year, the state is providing $3.7 million from the General

* Fund for individual faculty research. In addition, the Regents are provid-
ing $3 million from the Regents’ Special Program Fund for individual
faculty research, making a total of $6.7 million available for this purpose.
In their 1982-83 budget request, the Regents asked the state to provide

a $3 million augmentation to match the $3 million that the Regents allo-

- cate from Regents’ Special Program Funds In support of this request, the
v Regents stated that:

e “Grants funded from this source represent the major or only support

_ for alarge number of faculty members in fields for which there is little
or no extramural fundmg, most notably the humanities, fine arts, and
some social sciences.

o “Adequate funding for faculty research is essential to the recrultment
and retention of outstanding teachers and scholars.”
¢ “With the impending federal cutbacks in research support, the availa-
bility of faculty research grants will be even more critical for junior
. facu{ty and faculty conductlng research in the humanities, fine arts,
and social sciences.

. The Governor’s Budget proposes a $1 million General Fund augmentatlon
-for individual faculty research.

$1 Million Research Request Not Justified

We recommend that the $1 million requested to support addltmna]
malblvzdljal faculty research be deleted. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $1
million

Our analysis of the UC research budget failed to document a need for
the proposed $1 million augmentation.
- The Regent’s budget stresses the need for the 15 percent increase in
funding for individual faculty research by junior faculty in humanities, fine
arts, and social sciences. The Governor’s Budget, however, shows that
~ enrollment in those fields declined by 14.4 percent between '1977-78 and
1980-81. Consequently, it would appear that an increase in the amount
available per new (junior) faculty could be achieved without an augmen-
tation in General Fund support. We also note that funding for individual
faculty research in 1982-83 without the augmentation would be 100 per-
cent above the level provided in 1979-80.
-~ Inthe absence of a documented need for this increase, we conclude that

anlaugdmentatlon is not necessary, and recommend that these funds be
delete

Use of Sfuie Research Funds for Other Purposes

We recommend that state funds which have been provided for mdl vid-
ual faculty research be used only for that purpose.

Table 17 shows that the state General Fund contribution for individual .
faculty research in 1981-82 is $2.9 million. The actual amount provided by
the state, however, is $3.7 million. The UC explains the discrepancy by
advising us that one of the campuses used its state funds for another
purpose, and used other funds to support individual faculty research.

While the funding transfer does not alter total sup})ort for any program,
it results in ‘a misleading picture of state support or individual faculty
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research. Consequently, we recommend that all funds which have been
Frovided by the state in support of individual faculty research be allocated
or that purpose and displayed in the budget accordingly.

3. Report on Valley Fever Research

Chapter 1293, Statutes of 1980, appropriated $300,000 from the state
General Fund to the University of California in Sup}l)ort of a three-year
study to develop a vaccine for valley fever. The legislation required that
a report be submitted to the Legislature by January 1, 1982, and that our
oBfﬁge surnmarize the report in the Analysis of the 1982-83 Governor’s

udget.

Background. Valley fever is a serious disease caused by a fungus preva-
lent in the dusty environment of the southwestern United States. An
estimated 85,000 cases arise in the U.S. each year. A vaccine to prevent
valley fever has been developed and proven effective in animal studies.
Human safety trials of the vaccine have recently been completed and the
vaccine has been certified by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration for
human effectiveness studies. v

Research Study. The original study proposal called for a minimum of
3,000 participants, in order to provide for a statistically valid test. Half of
the participants would receive the vaccine, and half would receive a
glacebo (an inert substance). Testing of the vaccine began in Bakersfield,

ut due to a shortage of participants, has expanded to Tucson, Arizona, as
well. A further expansion to Lemoore Naval Air Station in Kings County
is planned. The specific sites chosen for the expansion are in areas where
research activity was already underway. To date, 987 people have enrolled
in the study. There have been four confirmed cases of valley fever among
the enrollees but the numbers involved to date are too small to permit a
conclusion as to the efficacy of the vaccine. :

State Funding. During the first year (January 1981 to December 1981),
approximately $100,000 of the $300,000 state appropriation was spent. The
study team expects to spend an additional $100,000 in each of the two
succéeding years.

4. Energy Institute (ltem 6440-001-188(a))

We recommend approval.

In addition to the proposed $1.5 million General Fund augmentation for
the Energy Institute, the budget requests an increase of $10,000 in Energy
and Resources Fund (ERF) support for the institute in 1982-83. This
would raise ERF support of the institute from $155,000 to $165,000. In
addition, $107,000 from the Regents’ Special Program Fund would be
made available to the institute.

Tt should be noted that Chapter 899, which created the ERF, 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 proposes that
a third year of support for this program be provided from the ERF.

5. Institute of Transportation Studies (Item 6440-001-046)

We recommend approval.

The Institute of Transportation Studies was established by the Regents
in 1947. It was chartered to provide instruction and research related to
design, construction, operation, and maintenance of highways, airports,
and related public transportation facilities.
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In 1971, the Legislature recommended that the scope and responsibili-
ties of the institute be expanded to enable it to cooperate in research and
training with the State Business and Transportation Agency and with
other agencies having public transportation responsibilities. '

A total of $873,000 from the State Transportation Fund is requested for
support of this program in 1982-83, 8 percent above the 1981-82 level.

6. Institute ofAppropriaie.TechnoIogy (items 6440-001-001(k) and
6440-001-189(c¢)) :

We recommend approval.

The UC -Appropriate Technology Institute is a university-wide organiza-
tion established in 1977. Its purposes are to generate, assemble, and dis-
seminate research on- energy production from renewable resources,
efficiency in energy usage, climatically responsive architecture, resource
conservation and recycling, environmental pollution abatement, and
small-scale food production and food preservation. :

State support for 1982-83 is proposed at $296,000, which is $18,705 (7
percent) more than the current year. It should be noted that this institute
is supported in part from the General Fund ($50,000) and in part from the
Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) ($246,000). The ERF was created by
the Legislature in Ch 899/80. 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 proposes that a third year of
support for this program be provided from the ERF.

7. Mosquito Control Research (Item 6440-001-144)

We recommend approval.

The Governor’s Budget proposes to. continue a special appropriation of
$100,000 from the California Water Fund for research in mosquito control.
This special appropriation was initiated in 1966-67 to supplement’ an-
ticipated funding from other sources. State General Fund support for this
program is proposed at a level of $645,000 in 1981-82. The General Fund
portion is included within the university’s main appropriation.

HI. PUBLIC SERVICE

The public service progrm includes campus public service, Cooperative
Extension, the Drew Postgraduate Medical School, and the California
College of Podiatric Medicine. The budget for each of these subprograms
is shown in Table 19. No changes are proposed for any of these programs
in the budget year. The amounts shown in Table 19 are exclusive of any
increases for salary and benefits or inflation adjustments, which will be
allocated at a later date. '

CAMPUS PUBLIC SERVICE

The Campus Public Service subprogram supports cultural and educa-
tional activities on and off the campuses, primarily with restricted funds.
State General Fund support is provided for the following ongoing pro-
grams:

EQUALS program ($230,000)

California Writing Project ($451,860)

MESA and Mesa-like programs ($233,507)
UC San Diego Teratogen Registry ($110,000)
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o Ar:13 flquarium-museum at Scripps Institution of Oceanography ($169,-
233

Table 19

Public Service Program
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
{dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated Proposed

: 1950-81 1981-82 1982-83

1. Campus Public Service $11,005 $11,621 $11,621

General funds (1,222) (1,195) (1,195)

Restricted funds (9.783) (10,426) (10,426)

2. Cooperative Extension 32,489 34,133 34,133

General funds (247739) (26,685) © (26,685)

Restricted funds (77750) (7.448) (7,448)

3. Drew Medical School * 2,317 2,480 2,480

4. California College of Podiatry ®........wreriverrremmessonnne 747 779 719

Totals $46,558 $49,013 $49,013

General funds $29.095 $31,139 $31,139

Restricted funds L 17,533 17,874 17,874
Personnel (FTE) : :

Academic N/A 511 511

Staff N/A 745 745

Totals 1,196 1,256 1,256

2 All general funds

EQUALS Program

We recommend that $155,000 requested for the EQUALS Program be
deleted and that the program be partially funded by reappropriating sav-
ings from the 1981-82 appropriation. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $155,-
Z00 jmd reappropriate $155,000 from Item 644-001-001 of the 1981 Budget

ct. ,

The Governor’s Budget includes $230,000 to fund EQUALS, a training

program to provide K-12 classroom teachers, counselors; and administra-

tors with the skills needed to promote the participation of women students

in mathematic courses. Last year, UC requested $230,000 for the EQUALS

program, on the grounds that federal support for the program would be

withdrawn. The 1981 Budget Act included state funds for the program, but
rovided that these funds would be made available only to the extent that
ederal funds actually declined.

Only $75,000 of the $230,000 appropriated in 1982-82 has been used,
because only $75,000 of federal funds were withdrawn. For 1982-83, UC
anticipates full withdrawal of federal funds, and requests $230,000 of state
funds. Because $155,000 is available from the current year appropriation,
however, only $75,000 additional money from the state General Fund is
needed to fully fund the program in 1982-83. Accordingly, we recommend
that $75,000 be appropriated for EQUALS in the budget year, and that the
remaining $155,000 needed to fund the program be reappropriated from
the 1981 Budget Act. :
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

Overview

Cooperative Extension is one of two subdivisions of the University of
California’s Division of Agricultural Services. The other subdivision is the
Agricultural Experiment Station, which is budgeted under Organized Re--
search. The purpose of Cooperative Extension is to communicate the
results of research and new knowledge to the general public and, in turn,
to bring problems and issues identified by individuals and communities
back to UC’s campuses for research. The program areas in which coopera-
tive extension is active include agronomy and vegetable crops, horticul-
ture, pest management, economics and community resource develop-
ment, and food, nutrition, family, and consumer sciences. Cooperative
Extension operates from three UC campuses and 54 county offices.

Funding for Cooperative Extension is provided from the state General
Fund, federal funds, counties and private endowments. A small portion of
the revenue (less than 2 percent) is raised through the sales of publica-
tions and services. Table 19 shows the amount proposed in the Governor’s
Budget for Cooperative Extension in 1982-83. Of the $34.1 million request-
ed, $26.7 million (78 percent) would come from the General Fund.

Table 20 shows all revenues for Cooperative Extension, including ex-
tramural funds not displayed in the Governor’s Budget.

Table 20
Cooperative Extension Revenues
All Sources
(in thousands) )
1977-78 __19%0-81

Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
State $16,095 55.4% $24,356 59.4%

Federal 6915 23.8 9,569 233

Counties 5,008 172 5,469 133

Other 1,024 3.5 1,631 40
Totals $29,042 100.0% $41,025 100.0%

This table shows that the state’s share of support for Cooperative Exten-
sion has increased over a four-year period, from 55.4 percent in 1977-78
to 59.4 percent in 1980-81. During the same period, the counties’ share has
declined from 17.2 percent to 13.3 percent. The federal and “other” shares
have stayed about the same. State support for the program in 1980-81 was
about $1.6 million more than it would have been had the county share
remained at the 1977-78 level.

Need to Diversify Revenue Sources .

We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to submit a
plan for increasing nonstate revenues for Cooperative Extension. The plan
should specifically provide for increased contributions from private indus-
try and those individuals who benefit from Cooperative Extension serv-
Ices.

Many, if not all, of Cooperative Extension’s programs provide services
that directly benefit private industry and individuals. Most of these serv-
ices are provided free of charge. In some cases, the consumers enjoy direct
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economic benefits for which they should be willing to contribute a portion
of the cost incurred in providing the service. Examples of such direct
benefit services are shown in a brochure advertising Cooperative Exten-
sion:

o In one year, an energy conservation program aimed at fruit and nut
driers, greenhouses, and dairy and poultry operations saved produc-
ers $1.7 million, mostly in natural gas conservation.

» Cooperative Extension has operated a farm safety program for several
years. The California Farm Bureau’s group workers compensation
?lan, which represents about one-third of the farm operators in Cali-

ornia, shows dividends through reduced premiums of more than $23
million from 1976 through 1978.

The university has recognized the need to obtain more support for
cooperative extension activities from the beneficiaries of the program. In
a 1980 report on the Division of Agricultural Sciences, UC stated that its
goal was:

“. . . to.encourage private sup;})]ort of research and extension programs
in a way that contributes to the public benefit. Potential sources of
expanded private funding include gift and endowment funds and self-
taxing systems by which members of the private sector, including pro-
ducers and processors of food, fiber, forestry, and ornamental commodi-
ties, contribute systematically and regularly to support research and
extension activities of mutual benefit to themselves and the public.”
Our review indicates that no action has been taken by the university to
. accomplish this goal. Consequently, we recommend that the Legislature
request the Regents to submit a plan for increasing non-state revenues for -
Cooperative Extension.

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT

Overview

The: academic support program includes (1) libraries, (2) organized
activities (activities which provide academic snép&)ort to health sciences
and general campus programs, such as clinics and demonstration schools),
and (3) teaching hospitals. Table 21 shows the budget for this program.
The Governor’s Budget proposes General Fund support for this program
totaling $175.5 million. This is an increase of $1.8 million (1.0 percent) over
current-year expenditures. This increase makes no allowance for any sal-
ary or benefit increases that may be approved for the budget year.
The $1.8 million increase consists of:
o a $1,219,000 increase to cover the costs of moving library materials
into the new Northern Regional Library Facility, ,

e a $472,000 increase for library workload, resulting from the increased
enrollment of 2,171 general campus and 81 health science students in
1982-83,

o a $235,000 decrease to delete the one-time library workload increase

funded in 1981-82 due to over-enrollment, and

» a $310,000 increase to fund start-up costs at the San Joaquin veterinary

facility, in accordance with the previously approved plan.




1422 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6440

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—Continued

Table 21

Academic Support Program
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
{dollars in thousands)

Actual ~ FEstimated  Proposed Change

Element 198081 - 1981-52 198983  Amount Percent
1. Libraries : $79,693 $83,863 $85319 $1,456 1.7%
General funds (78,163) (82,452) (83,908) (1,456) 18
Restricted FUnds ... smmmsmmsre (1,530) (1,411) (1,411) — —

2. Organized activities 83,473 81,428 83,183 1,755 22
General funds 42797)  (45876)  (46,186) (310) - 07
T (d0676)  (35552) (36997  (L45) 41

3. Teaching Hospitals.......cooermrermmsssessurnnss 508,514 598,906 673,602 74,696 125
General funds (43533)  (45383)  (45,389) — -
Restricted funds ......ccecicsnsaeserinisnne (464,981) (553,523) (628,219) (74,696) i3_5_

Totals $671,680 $764,197 $842,104 $77,907 10.2%
General funds $164,493 $173,711 $175,477 $1,766 1.0%
Restricted fUnds ........oisivicisnns 507,187 590,486 666,627 76,141 129
Personnel (FTE)
1. Libraries 2,325 2,264 2,274 10 0.4%
"9, Organized ACHVIHES ...oovvvvmrrersssivecssiesscsses 2,191 2,657 2,657 — —
3. Teaching hospitals .......ccicsonnioscenss 14,201 14,475 14,475 - -
Totals 18,717 19,396 19,406 10 0.1%

1. Clinical Teaching Support (CTS).
We recommend approval.

The Governor’s Budget proposes $49.2 million of clinical teaching sup-
port (CTS) in 1982-83-—the same amount as in the current year.

CTS is a state apgropriation to UC’s hospitals and clinics. The purpose
of CTS is to allow the clinical programs to obtain an appropriate number
and diversity of patients to support the clinical teaching programs. CTS
is used primarily to finance the cost of treating patients who are needed
for the teaching program but are unable to pay the full cost of treatment,
either privately or through insurance coverage. Because (1) three of UC’s
five hospitals are former county hospitals serving a large number of Medi-
Cal patients, and (2) Medi-Cal funding has not kept pace with rising
health care costs, CTS has increasingly been used to finance the difference
between charges to, and reimbursement from, the Medi-Cal program.

Allocation of CTS

CTS is provided to each of UC’s five teaching hospitals and two dental
schools. There is no formula governing the allocation of CTS, although UC
states that clinical enrollment is the primary allocation criterion. The
specific allocation to each of the five recipients is based on prior-year
levels, inflation, enrollment, and other factors specific to each program.
Table 22 shows the CTS allocations for 1981-82 and the allocations per
clinical student. :

In 1978 UC published a study of CTS. One of the questions addressed
by the study was: “On what basis can the university best establish and
quantify the need for CTS?” The study committee did not recommmend
a means for quantifying CTS allocations. Instead, the report recommend-
ed that allocations be based on clinical student enroliment and “factors
that influence the fiscal operation of the clinical teaching facility,” such as
patient mix and county reimbursement contracts. Because a means to
quantify the allocation of CTS has not been developed, allocations contin-
ue to be based on historical funding patterns and negotiated increases.




Item 6440 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1423

Table 22

Clinical Teaching Support (CTS) Allocations
Per Clinical Student, 1981-82
(dollars in thousands)

CTS per
) - Clinical Clinical
Medicine CTS Enrollment*® Student
Davis $8,080 514 $15.7
Los Angeles 7,354 469 15.7
Irvine 11,292 842 134
San Diego 7,782 501 15.5
San Francisco 11,107 606 183
Dentistry
Los Angeles:
On-campus clinic 1,489 237 6.3
Venice —_ 5 —
San Francisco:
On-campus clinic ' 1,327 206 64
General Hospital 454 24 189
Buchanan 289 16 18.1

? For medicine, includes third- and fourth-year students and residents; for dentistry, includes third- and
fourth-year students and graduate professionals.

Requests for Dental and Optometry CTS

The Regents’ budget requested (1) an increase of $685,000 in CTS al-
located to the dental clinics and (2) $200,000 in additional CTS for the
School of Optometry clinic at Berkeley, which currently receives no CTS.
The increases were requested on the basis that (1) both programs contin-
ue to exgerience major operating deficits which can no longer be covered
from other sources, and (2) patient fees cannot be raised to generate
additional income.

The Governor’s Budget does not include funds to provide additional
CTS for the dental and optometry programs.

Our review of the Regents’ requests indicates that:

o there appears to be a need for increased CTS at the dental and op-

tometry programs, but

o thereis no analytical basis for determining the amount of the increase -

that is needed.

Need for CTS. CTS has never been provided to the optometry pro-
gram. This program has been self-supporting through patient fees until
recently. Patient fees, at their present level, are no longer-able to support
the program, and officials at the school maintain that fees cannot be raised
because of competition from local, low-cost optometrists. To the extent
that a state subsidy (CTS) would prevent the loss of patients necessary for
the teaching program, it appears that the optometry program faces the
same need for CTS as the hospitals and other clinical programs which
already receive CTS.

The dental programs currently receive an average of $6,700 of CTS per
student. The Regents requested additional funds to provide CTS for the
first time to one of the community clinics, and to increase the CTS alloca-
tion to the on-campus clinics. UC indicates that the dental clinics face a
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serious problem of attracting enough patients to support the teachin,
program. Even though fees are discounted for all patients, the dent
clix:lilcs are losing patients to other providers and suffering deficits as a
resuit.

Table 23 shows the sources of revenue for clinical programs in medicine,
dentistry, and optometry. The table shows that revenue from patient
charges provides only a small portion of operating revenue for optometry
and dental clinics, but a large portion for the medical hospitals. As a result,
the dental and optometry programs show major deficits, while the hospi-
gl]lls show virtually none. The dental clinic deficits are in spite of state CTS

ocations.

Table 23

Comparison of Revenue Sources for
Maedical, Dental, and Optometry Clinics, 1980-81

Percent of Operating Income
by Source
CIS Patient Fees  Deficit
Hospitals
Davis 83% 9L.7% -
Irvine 73 91.7 1.0%
Los Angeles 70 93.0 -
San Diego 9.2 90.8 —
San Francisco 104 89.6 —
Dental Clinics
Los Angeles:
On-campus 394 456 150
Venice ’ - 29.3 70.7
San Francisco: :
On-campus 40.6 - 294 30.0
General hospital 76.7 188 45
Buchanan 498 25.2 250
Optometry Clinic
Berkeley ; — 76.2 238

? Includes Medi-Cal, Medicare, and other third-party sponsors.

Unknown Level of Need. CTS is basically a state subsidy to bridge the
gap between the cost of providing clinical services in a teaching setting
and the revenue that can be recovered through charges to patients. The
level of CTS needed thus depends on how much revenue can be gener-
ated from patients. Dental and optometry programs differ greatly from
the hospitals in their ability to generate patient revenue.

Teaching hospitals are able to set their patient rates roughly equal to
their costs without risking a loss of patients. They can do so for two reasons.
First, care at a teaching hospital is generally perceived to be as good as
care provided at any other hospital. Second, there is extensive third-party
coverage for medical care which, to a large extent, removes cost as a factor
in patient decision-making.

By contrast, it is difficult for dental and optometry clinics to attract
patients if they set their rates equal to their costs. First, services are not
always provided by licensed practitioners (as they are at teaching hospi-
tals), and typically take longer than at a private clinic. Second, third-party
coverage is not extensive for these services. Consequently the clinics are
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at a disadvantage in competing for patients with private clinics.

Rates at the UC dental and optometry clinics are set below competitive
market rates. Clinic officials maintain that the rates cannot be raised
without losing patients. The size of the discount from market rates needed
to attract (i)atients, however, is simply a matter of judgment. If rates were
raised, and the level of patients did not decline, then additional CTS would
not be needed to maintain clinic revenues.

Our analysis indicates that the dental clinics are somewhat more limited
in their ability to raise rates than is the optometry clinic. One of the two
dental schools has tried setting rates at prevailing market levels, and the
patient load declined dramatically. In contrast, the other optometry
school in California (private) charges market rates and still is able to
sustain a patient load sufficient for its teaching program. Because there is
no way to determine the maximum rates that could be charged, there is
no analytical basis for determining the amount of CTS that is needed.

Alternative to CTS
One alternative to increasing the state allocation for CTS is to reallocate
CTS from the hospitals to the dental and optometry clinics. Because the

resent method for allocating CTS is not based on workload factors or
ormulas, however, we cannot determine whether such a reallocation is
feasible. the UC maintains that the need for CTS at the hospitals will
increase as limits on the budgets of Medi-Cal and Medicare cause reim-
bursement shortfalls to widen. The Governor’s Budget proposes changes
in policies governing the Medi-Cal program, which could reduce Medi-Cal
payment for hospital inpatients by over $200 million. Based on 1978-79
data showing that the five UC hospitals received 9 percent of the state-
wide:Medi-Cal hospital expenditures, these policy changes could reduce
UC hospital revenues by approximately $20 million.

Officials at the optometry school maintain that they would close some
on-campus specialty clinics if CTS is not forthcoming. Our review shows
that the specialty clinics with the greatest operating losses in 1980-81 were
low vision, pathology, and binocular vision. We are unable to judge the
educational impact of closing these or any other clinics. :

The UC is currently considering reducing dentistry enrollments to re-
lieve the operating deficits at the dental clinics. The reductions would be
made at the on-campus clinics. The Legislature may wish to ask UC to
discuss these issues further during budget hearings.

2. Control Section 19.70—Hospital Loan

We recommend approval. v

This control section permits the Director of Finance to authorize the
accelerated expenditure of budget funds by the University of California
(UC), following the adoption of a resolution by the Regents of the Univer-
sity declaring a teaching hospital fiscal emergency. This would be done in
anticipation of a supplementary General Fund appropriation for a loan to
the university. The increased expenditure, however, may not exceed $2,-
450,000.

The purpose of the control section is to provide funding for any shortfall
which may arise as a result of differences in the reimbursement rates
allowed by the Medicare and Medi-Cal programs and the reimbursements
claimed by the UC. The control section provides that the UC will appeal
for exceptions to such reimbursement limits and repay the loan using
funds collected as a result of the appeals. :
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This control section was first added to the budget act in 1981, per our
recommendation. Prior to 1981-82, the UC’s budget each year contained
an appropriation for a loan to UC to help finance Medicare/Medi-Cal
inpatient reimbursement -shortfalls. The appropriation was contingent
upon proof of demonstrated need. Because no loan had been rieeded since
1977-78, we recommended, in the Analysis of the 1981-82 Budget Bill, that
rather than appropriate funds each year, a control section be added to
provide for the availability of funds if needed. The 1982-83 budget bill
mﬁrely carries forward the control section, at an amount adjusted for
inflation.

V. STUDENT SERVICES AND FINANCIAL AID
This program includes (1) Student Services, (2) Financial Aid, and (3)
Student Affirmative Action, and is funded primarily from student fees.

STUDENT SERVICES

Overview , :

The Student Services subprogram includes services such as counseling
and health services that are complementary to, but not part of, the instruc-
tional program. The major source of support for this subprogram is the
registration fee.

Table 24 shows the proposed budget for the student services subpro-
gram. The amount proposed for -1982-83—$90.85 million—is $1.3 million,
or L5 percent, above the current-year level. No changes are proposed in
the level of General Fund support, although any increases in employee
salaries and benefits approved for the budget year will increase General
Fund costs above the level shown in the,ta.gt)le. Table 24 shows that $12.9
million (14.2 percent) of the total proposed for student services would
come from the state General Fund. The remaining $77.9 million will come
grom restricted funds, primarily the registration fee and the educational

ee. ' :

Table 24

Student Services
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
(dollars in thousands)

Actual  Estimated Proposed Change ‘

Element 1980-81 198182  '1982-83 Amount Percent
1. Cultural and recreational activities ............. $15,526 © $12,103 $12,001 —$102 —0.8%
2. Supplementary educational SeTvices ......o... 4311 4,297 4,597 300 70
3. Counseling : 23,152 18,001 18,001 - — —_
4. Financial aid administration...... 10,152 9,712 9,980 268 2.8
5. Student admissions and records ... . 16916 - 12,997 13,700 703 5.4
6. Student health Services .......covcuoemneerevrrererees 21,995 18,403 18,497 94 0.5
7. Employee benefits —_ 13,999 14,074 B 05
Totals $92,052 $89,512 $90,850 $1,338 1.5%
General Fund $23884 $15,862 $12919 ~$57 04%

Restricted funds .. 68168 76,650 77931 1981 17
Personnel (FTE) , : 2,967 2,971 2,971 —
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STUDENT FINANCIAL AID AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Overview : ,

This subprogram includes (1) university-supported student aid pro-
grams and (2) state support for the Student Afgrmative Action program.
The major source of support for this subprogram is the educational fee.

Table 25 displays the proposed budget for Student Financial Aid and
Affirmative Action. The table does not show the financial aid that UC
students receive from other sources, such as the federal government and
other state aid programs. The budget proposes $52.5 million for this sub-
Frogram in 1982-83, an increase of 6.8 percent above the current-year
evel. No General Fund support is budgeted.

Table 25

Student Financial Aid and Affirmative Action
{in thousands)

Actual  Estimated  Proposed Change
1980-81 - 198182 198283 Amount Percent

University financial aid ..........ccooourvermererrermernronns $37,958 $43,697 $47,023 $3,326 7.6%
Student affirmative aCHON .......ccoovvvuemnesrvesrereens 5,295 5434 5,434 —_ —_—
Totals $43,183 $49,131 $52,457 $3,326 6.8%
General funds $4.298 —_ — _— —
Restricted funds 38,955 $49131 $59.457 $3.326 68%

1. Student Affirmative Action Funding

The student affirmative action program began in 1975-76, supported
with UC funds. For the next four years, through 1979-80, funding was
shared on a 55 percent state/45 percent UC basis. In 1980-81, UC request-
ed that the state provide 100 percent of the funding, on the basis that
student affirmative: action was a state responsibility. The Legislature
agreed to increase the state’s share to 75 percent and the 1981-82 budget
maintained the state share at 75 percent.

In acting on the 1981-82 budget, the Legislature reduced UC’s overall
budget by $10.5 million, but did not designate where the reductions would
be made. In response, UC raised student fees and used the added fee
revenue to offset the entire $10.5 million reduction. As part of this action,
UC used student fee revenue to eliminate all state funding for student
affirmative action. UC maintains that it had no choice but to allocate the
student fee revenue to the affirmative action program. Any other alloca-
tion, UC claims, would have meant using fee revenue for instructional
programs, thereby violating control language in the 1981 Budget Act.

The 1982-83 Governor’s Budget proposes that student affirmative ac-
tion be funded entirely with student fees.

Our analysis indicates that UC did, in fact, have other options for using
additional student fee revenue to supplant state General Fund support,
and thus did not have to eliminate the General Fund contribution for
student affirmative action. Several months after deciding to use fee reve-
nues to replace General Fund support for affirmative action, UC was able
to allocate an additional $5 million in student fee revenue to fund student
service programs that had been funded by the General Fund. These funds
were raised through a surcharge imposed as an offset to the one-time 2
percent reduction of state General Funds during the current year.

In supplanting General Fund support for student affirmative action, the
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university has given a misleading picture of the state’s commitment to the
program . S '

TUITION AND FEES

Overview

The UC imposes two types of student charges-—tmtlon and fees. Accord-
ing to the Master Plan for Higher Education, “tuition is defined generally
as student charges for teaching .expense, whereas fees are charged to
students, either collectively or individually, for services not directly relat-
ed to mstructlon such as health, special clinical services, job placement,
housing, and recreation.” The UC c?nar es tuition only to students who are
not legal residents. of California, including foreign students. Fees are
charged to all students.

The two major fees are the educational fee and the registration fee. The
educational fee is centrally administered and is the same at all campuses.
Graduate students pay $60 more per year than undergraduates. Educa-
tional fee revenues are used for student affirmative action, financial aid,
and other student services. The registration fee is administered by the
campuses. Rates are allowed to vary, up to a maximum set by the Regents.
Registration fee revenues are used pnmanly to support the activities of
the Student Services program.

Table 26 displays the tult10n and fee levels for the past, current, and
budget years.

Table 26
- UC Tuition and Fees°.

- Proposed _ Change
1950-81. " 1981-82 - 1982-83 -Amount Percent

* Tuition (nonresident and foreign only) ......c....coccnneeies $2400 - $2,880 - $3,1500  $270 9.4%
Educational Fee: : ‘ : .
Undergraduate : 300 - 415 625° 150 316
Graduate (including Health Sclences) ........ suvionmana - 360 535% - 685° 150 28,0
Registration Fee ¢ . 430 442 510 68 154
Total Undergraduate Fees v . 130 917 1,135 - 218 23.8

 Does not includé one-time application fee or miscellaneous campus fees.
Change from 1980-81 is due to (1) fee increase of $75 per quarter for two quarters (winter and spring)
and (2) $25 one-time surcharge for spnng quarter : nnposed by the Regents as part of 2 percent
" General Fund budget.reduction.
¢ Change from 198182 is due to (1) fee increase of $75 per quarter for fall quarter, (2) elimination of $25
surcharge, and (3) proposed annual increase of $100:
9 Increases reflect the plan approved by - the Regents in 1979

1. Student Fees

The revenue from the reglstratlon (r 5) fee ($64 million) and the edu--
cation (ed) fee ($76 million) is “restricted,” in that it is not combined with
state General Fund revenue and other general purpose funds, but is ac-
counted for and budgeted separately. The allocation of student fee reve-
nue is not reviewed by the Legislature as part of the annual budget
process.
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Change in Budgeting Procedures Recommended

We recommend that, beginning in 1983-84, UC submit as part of the
annual budget review process, materials to permit a full annual review of
fee-funded programs and the allocation of fee revenues. v

Our analysis indicates that it is no longer appropriate for the Legislature
to review the university’s General Fun bud%et request without consider-
ing the amount and allocation of revenue from the ed fee and reg fee, for
two reasons: v .

¢ Currently, ed fee and reg fee income is used more like general pur-

pose revenue than like restricted revenue. _

« Decisions on the use of fee revenue can affect the funding obligations

of the state General Fund. '

Use of Fee Income. Table 27 lists selected restricted and general pur-
pose funds. All restricted funds, with the exception of ed fee and reg fee
revenue, share two characteristics. First, the fund revenue can only be
used in certain program areas. For example, fee revenue from UC exten-
sion programs can only be used to pay the costs of operating UC extension.
Second, restricted fund revenues are spent for purposes for which other
funds, including state General Funds, are not spent. For example, auxiliary
enterprises funds are used to support student housing and parking, ex-
penditures which receive no state General Fund support. Restricted funds
with these characteristics can be looked upon as independent, self-sup-
porting operations which must limit their expenditures to the amount of
revenue generated.

Table 27

Selected Fund Sources by Category
Restricted General Purpose
Ed fee Nonresident tuition
Reg fee . Overhead on federal contracts—
UC extension fee state share
Endowments . State General Fund
Auxiliary Enterprises
Hospital Patient Charges

Ed fee and reg fee funds meet only one of the two restricted fund
characteristics. While use of these revenues is restricted to non-instruc-
tional programs, these revenues frequently are supplemented by reve-
nues from other sources, notably the state General Fund, in supporting
various non-instructional activities. In this regard, student fee revenue is
used like general purpose, rather than restricted, revenue.

The university’s recent policy toward the use of student fee revenue has
all but eliminated any meaningful restrictions on the use of student fees.
This is particularly evident in the Regents” decision to use income from
increased student fees as a direct offset to state General Fund reductions
in both the current and budget years. Thus, student fee revenue has
become just another source of general purpose funds.

Impact of higher fees on the General Fund. Increases in student fee
revenue have typically been used to adjust fee-supported programs for
inflation. When fee revenue increases in excess of inflation, however,
funds become available to UC for new or expanded program efforts. Such
expenditures are not reviewed as part of the budget process. Because
student fee revenue and state General Funds can be used interchangea-
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bly, UC’s decisions on raising-and spending fee revenue can affect the
funding obligations of the General Fund.

Budgetary treatment of fee revenue does not reflect its use as general
purpose revenue. While fee revenue is considered general purpose reve-
nue for purposes of offsetting state General Fung reductions, it is not
considered’ general purpose revenue when the university presents its
General Fund request to the Legislature.

Because fee revenue can be used like general purpose funds and can be
allocated in ways that directly affect the state General Fund, we recom-
mend that the Legislature direct UC to submit detailed information on
projected fee revenue and expenditures as part of its annual budget.

2. Tuition and Fees

“Tuition” has never been clearly defthed for purposes of state higher
education policy. The definition of tuition is important because it deter-
mines how student fee revenue may be spent. The broader the definition
of tuition, the smaller the domain in which student fee revenue may be
spent. Conversely, the narrower the definition of tuition, the greater the
number of programs that can be paid for with fee revenue without calling
it a “tuition”.

In our analysis of the budget for the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC), we recommend tht CPEC undertake a review of

. how revenue from student charges is used, and develop a policy regarding
the use of these funds.

Increase in Graduate Charg'es Recommended

We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to increase
charges in 1953-84 by $600 for all general campus resident graduate stu-
dents. For 1982-53, we recommend that the increase be prorated over two
quarters, for an increased charge of $400. We further recommend that
$1,803,000 (25 percent) of the revenue raised from this charge be reserved
for increased student financial aid so as to maintain access to UC for low
income students. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $5,408,000.)

Last year in the Analysis, we recommended that the Legislature request
the Regents to increase charges to all graduate students, including health
science students. Our recommendation was based on the three following
considerations that we believe warranted such an increase:

o Graduate programs cost more per student than undergraduate pro-
grams, due to the specialized nature of the instruction and the typical-
ly low student-faculty ratios.

e A greater portion of the benefits from graduate education accrues to
the individual directly, because specialized knowledge is more likely
to translate into a higher income than is the general knowledge ac-
quired as an undergraduate.

o Low student charges at the graduate level create incentives for the
over-investment in graduate education.

In our Analysis, we also pointed out that:

» public universities typically charge more for graduate programs than
for undergraduate programs, in recognition of the cost ﬁifferential
noted above, and

« the UC’s charges for graduate instruction are considerably lower than
student charges imposed by comparable public universities.
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We continue to believe that the three reasons listed above justify the
imposition of increased graduate charges. In fact, the Governor’s Budget
shows graduate instruction to be four times more costly than undergradu-
ate instruction. Furthermore, as Table 28 shows, UC graduate student
charges have fallen even further behind the fees/tuition charged by its
four public comparison institutions during the past 12 months.

Table 28

UC Resident Charges Falling Further
Behind Comparison Universities °

Comparison

: Group Average uc Difference
Graduate

1979-80 $1,393 $795 $598

1981-82 1,720 1,018 702

Dollar Increase v » 327 223 104
Medicine

1979-80 2,764 781 1,983
" 1981-82 3,888 1,015 2,873

Dollar Increase . 1,124 234 890
Dentistry

1979-80 2,545 773 1,772

1981-82 . 3,359 1,024 2,335

Dollar Increase 814 251 563

8 UC public university comparison group includes the University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), University of
Wisconsin (Madison), State University of New York (Buffalo), and University of Illinois (Champaign-
Urbana). The comparison group average for dentistry is the average of three universities, because -
the University of Wisconsin does not have a dentistry program. !

Table 28 shows that in 1981-82, UC charges for resident graduate stu-
dents are $700 less than the average charge imposed by the four public
comparison institutions. Assuming no change in the charges imposed by
these four institutions, the Governor’s Budget would reduce the differen-
tial to $600 by raising fees $100. ,

We recommend that the Legislature request that the Regents raise
student charges for 1983-84 by $600, or $200 per quarter. This would set
UC’s 1983-84 charges at a level equal to the average comparison school
charge for 1981-82. Assuming that the four comparison schools will contin-
ue to raise their charges during the next two years, as seems likely, our
recommendation would still leave UC charges below the average for the
comparison group. :

For 198283 we recommend that the $600 increase be prorated over two
quarters, for an increase of $400. The increase we recommend would raise
a total of about $7,211,000.

We further recommend that $1,803,000 (25 percent) of this amount be
reserved for increased financial aid so as to maintdin access to UC for
low-income students. Consequently, the recommended General Fund re-
duction, to be offset by student fee revenue, is $5,408,000.

Health Science Tuition

We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to charge an
annual health science resident tuition in 1953-84 of $2,500 for medicine,
$2,000 for dentistry, and $600 for all other health science graduate stu-
dents. For 1982-83, we recommend that the annual tuition be prorated
over two quarters, for an annual charge of $1,667 for medicine, $1,333 for
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dentistry, and $400 for other health science students. We further recom-
mend that $1,761,000 (25 percent of the tuition revenue) be reserved for
increased student financial aid to maintain access to UC for low income
students. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $4,433,000). . _

We believe that the same three reasons cited to justify an increase in
graduate student charges also justify even higher charges for students
enrolled in medicine (M.D. curriculum) and dentistry (D.D.S. cur-
riculum). Medicine and dentistry are the two most expensive degree
programs funded by the state, and private benefits from these programs,
as measured by prospective incomes, are high. -

Table 29 displays the cost to the General Fund of additional students in
various disciglines. For all disciplines, the table includes the cost of faculty
and support budgeted for additional students. For medicine and dentistry,
the table also includes clinical teaching support (CTS), which is not re-
quired for other programs. In 1982-83, $15,600 of CTS is budgeted per
medical student, and $7,300 is budgeted per dental student. The table
shows that in 1982-83, the incremental cost of each additional medical
student is 4.4 times the cost of other health science graduate programs,
and the incremental cost of dentistry is 3 times more costly.

Table 28

Comparison of Marginal Cost Per Student
in Selected Disciplines

Medical curriculum $32,936

Dentistry curriculum . 22,494
Health science graduate academic : 7,552
- Health science graduate professional 7,552
General campus undergraduate : 3,573

The UC’s public comparison institutions all charge considerably more
for. medical and dental students than they charge for other graduate stu-
dents, while UC char‘ies roughly the same fees for all graduate students.
Consequently, as can be seen in Table 28, UC’s charges for medicine and
dentistry students are much further below the comparison school average
than are its charges for other graduate students. For medicine, UC charges
$2,873 less than the average for the comparison schools. For dentistry, UC
charges $2,335 less. ‘ ‘

We recommend that the Legislature increase charges for certain health
science students as follows: $2,500 for medicine, $2,000 for dentistry, and
$600 for all other health science resident graduate students. These in-
creases would become fully effective in 1983-84. Our recommendation
would set UC charges for 1983-84 roughly equal to the comparison school
average for 1981-82. Assuming that the four comparison schools will also
raise their charges during the next two years, as seems likely, our recom-
mendation would still leave UC charges below the average of its compari-
son schools. o '

For 1982-83, we recommend that the increase be prorated over two
quarters, for an increase of $1,667 for medicine, $1,333 for dentistry, and
$400 for all other health science graduate students. The recommended
increase in student charges would raise about $7,042,000 in tuition reve-
nue. We further recommend that, of the total, $1,716,000 (25 percent) be
reserved for financial aid so as to maintain access to UC for low-income
students. In addition, the Regents woulld no longer be required to pay
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$848,000 in the health sciences tuition offset.” (The Regents have been
reimbursing the General Fund for the tuition revenue lost as a result of
their 1970-71 decision to eliminate a health science tuition). Consequent-
ly, the net General Fund reduction, to be offset with student fees, would
be $4,433,000. :

Nonresident Tuition for Medical Students

We recommend that the Legislature request the Regents to. raise non-
resident tuition by $2,500 for medical students and by $2,000 for dentistry
by 1985-84. For 1982-83 we recommend increases of $1,667 for medicine
and 81,333 for dentistry. We further recommend that $51,000 (25 percent)
of tuition revenue be reserved for increased student financial aid to main-
tain access to UC for low income students. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by
$154,000). , _

Table 30 shows UC charges for nonresidents compared to the average
charged by its four public comparison institutions:

Table 30

198i—82 Nonresident Tuition and Fees
- UC and Comparison Institution Average

Comparison :
Group Average uc Difference
General Campus } ) : ) o
Graduate : : $3,734 $3,897 —$163
Health Sciences ' :
Medicine 6,846 3,895 2,951 -
Dentistry . . 6,035 3,904 2,131 -

Table 30 shows that UC tuition and fees for nonresident general campus
graduate students are greater than those charged by the comparison
group, on average, Consequently, we recommend no increase in general
campus nonresident tuition. : : ' :

UC’s nonresident charges for medicine and dentistry, however, are well
below the comparison group average. Our recommended increase for
resident students of $2,500 for medicine and $2,000 for dentistry, by 1983~
84, if applied as well to nonresident tuition, would bring the nonresident
charges closer to the comparison group charges. Consequently, we recom-
mend.the same phased-in increase in medicine and dentistry tuition for
nonresidents as we recommended for residents. This would raise the
charges by $1,667 for medicine and $1,333 for dentistry in 1982-83.. We
further recommend that $51,000 (25 percent) of the increased tuition
revenue be reserved for iricreased student financial aid so as to maintain
access to UC by low-income students. v : v

Table 31 summarizes our recommendations for increases in student
charges. As the table shows, no increases in student charges are recom-
mended for undergraduates. ‘

VI. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT

The Institutional Support program includes (1) general administrative
services and (2) operation and maintenance of plant. Table 32 shows the
budget for this program in 1982-83. The Governor’s Budget proposes a
total General Fund support level of $264.2 million for the Institutional
Support program, which is $1.1 million (0.4 percent) above the current
year level. The proposed increase doesnot make any allowance for salary
or benefit increases, which if approved by the Legislature, will be pro-
vided in another budget item. ,
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) Table 31

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recomn:ﬁrendedv
Increases in Student Charges

Residents Nonresidents
1982-83 1 .9&?—84 b 19582-83 198%-54*

General Campus
Undergraduates : — — — —
" Graduates $400 $600 — —
Health Sciences » v
Medicine (M.D.) - 1,667 2,500 $1,667 $2,500
Dentistry (D.D.S.) 1333 . 2,000 1,333 2,000
Other _ . 400 600 - -

2 Amounts shown are total increases recommended by 1983-84. They are not'in addition to increases
recommended for 1982-83. ! ’

The general administrative services subprogram includes the planning
and policy making functions of the office of the president, the chancellors,
~and officers of the Regents, as well as supporting activities such as comput-
ing, police, accounting, personnel, purchasing, and publications. No in-
creases are proposed for this subprogram,

Operation and maintenance of plant includes activities such as building
maintenance, janitorial services, and utilities purchase and operation. The
budget proposes a General Fund increase of $1.1 million to fund the
increased workload related to 304,000 square feet of new building space.
Our review indicates that this expenditure is warranted. :

Table 32
: Institutional Support
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel
(dollars in thousands) »
) Actual  Estimated  Proposed Change
Element . 1950-81 1981-82 1982-83  Amount Percent

1. General administrative Services .........cooeee.. $156,712 - $146,808  $146.808 — -
General funds ....... (127,685) . (122,985)  (122,985) S — —_
Restricted funds - (29,027) (23,823) (23,823) — —_

2. Operation and Maintenance of Plant ........ 132,048 145844 - - 146,947 $1,103 08%
General funds (125,823) . (140,147) - (141250) 1103 08
Restricted funds (6295)  (5697)  (5697) - =

Totals $288,760  $292,652 $293,755 - - $1,103 04%

General funds . . $253,508  $263,132 $264235  $1,103 04%

Restricted funds 35,252 29,520 29520 — —

Personnel (FTE)

General Administrative Services......o.. 6,439 6,608 6,608 - —
Operation and Maintenance of Plant.......... 2,989 © 3,400 3419 19 06%

Totals 9,428 10,008 10,027 19 -
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1. Utilities Conservation (ltem 6440-00'.-189(!:))
We recommend approval. o

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 conservation efforts. The 1981 Budget Act provided $260,750
for.continuation of this function in 1981-82. The Governor’s Budget pro-
poses $283,000 for utilities conservation in 1982-83. ’

The Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) was created by the Legislature
in Ch. 899/80. Chapter 899 expresses the Legislature’s intent that funds
from the ERF be used only for short-term projects and not for any ongoing

rogram. The budget proposes a third year of support for. this program
rom the ERF. '

2. Deferr‘ed Maintenance (lfe_m 6440-001-146(!:))
We recommend approval.

In the 1980 Budget Act, the Legislature provided UC with $5 million
from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE)
to help cover a portion of UC’s deferred maintenance backlog. The 1981
Budget Act provided $4.75 million for this purpose. The Governor’s
Budget proposes $5,082,000 for 1982-83, which is an increase of 7 percent.

RETIREMENT

Overview

UC employees are members of the University of California Retirement
System (UCRS). The State of California, however, provides the employer
contribution to the UCRS fund by allocating the necessary funds to the
Regents, who contribute them to UCRS. UC employees also contribute a
portion of their salaries to the fund. Benefit payments to annuitants are
made from the UCRS fund.

The state contribution to the UCRS in 1982-83 will be approximately
$100 million. This is equal to 14.97 percent of the proposed General Fund
salary base of $668 m%lion.

1. Study Needed

We recommend that the Legislature request UC to conduct a study of
UCRS funding to examine the impact of different benefit levels and ac-
tuarial assumptions on the fund status, employee costs, and state costs. We
Ffurther recommend that representatives from the Public Employee
Retirement System (PERS) participate in the study, and that a study
design be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review
prior to the start of the study. :

Two major factors which determine the level of the state contribution
to UCRS are (1) the actuarial assumptions employed in the calculation of
costs and. (2) the level of benefits paid. _ ;

Actuarial assumptions. An actuarial valuation calculates costs and
liabilities by predicting (1) the level of benefits payable in the future and
(2) the investment yield on assets. These predictions are based on assump-
tions about the economy and the workforce of the university. Accordin
to the UCRS actuary, UCRS “is using the most conservative actuaria
funding method and has achieved one of the strongest funded ratios of
accrued benefits of any public system.” While this may be commendable, -
we note that to the extent the funding method is “too conservative”, the
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state General Fund bears an unnecessary cost, in that its contributions to
the UCRS are larger than they need be.

Benefits. The UC maintains that UCRS benefits are lower than the
benefits provided by the Public Employee Retirement System (PERS),
which is also funded by the state. If the benefits were comparable; accord-
ing to UC, the state funding obligation would be greater, other things
- being equal. Without additional information, we are unable to verify this
assertion. : :

Because there are variations among state-funded systems in both ac-
tuarial assumptions and retirement benefits, we recommend a study
which examines the impact on state costs of using different benefit levels
-and different actuarial assumptions. The study should address how such
costs should be shared among. the state, UC employees, and the UCRS
fund. We further recommend that in order to insure objectivity, the study
be conducted with the participation of a PERS representative, and that
;he study design be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee

or review.

VH. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS
o (Auxiliary Enterprises)

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

The largest element of this program is student housing, which covers
over 20,500 residence hall spaces and approximately 4,000 apartments. The
second major element is the parking program, which includes more than =
60,000 spaces. The UC budget provides for a program level of $138.7 -
rnillion in 1982-83. \ _ : ,

VIil.  SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAMS

- The state has historically allowed the Regents to retain a portion of
overhead charges received from federal contracts and grants. The Re-
gents use these funds to support special programs and projects. Table 33
shows the use of Special Regents” Program funds, by broad category, in the
past, current, and budget years.

-. The Governor’s Budget reflects an increase in the federal overhead rate
from 31 percent to 35 percent. The Regents’ share of the increase is $4
million, which the Regents propose to use for research, as shown in Table
-33. The state’s share of the increase is being proposed as an offset to.part

of the required 2.5 percent reduction. As noted earlier, the state would

receive these funds in any event, pursuant to an agreement with UC
. reached in 1967. Thus, the Governor’s proposal does not offset any General
Fund appropriations that would not be offset anyway.

Health Sciences Tuition Offset : . ' '

* “The Governor’s Budget proposes that $848,000 from the Regents’ Spe-
‘cial Program Fund be paid to the General Fund as an offset for the
revenue lost as a result of the Regents’ 1970-71 decision to eliminate a
special resident tuition charge imposed on students in medicine, dentistry,
and pharmacy. Wé note that if a health sciences tuition is reinstated, as we
recommend elsewhere in this Analysis, the offset will not be required, -
giving the Regents an additional $848,000 to allocate to other programs.
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1"able>33
Special Regents’ Programs
{in thousands)

Actual - . Fstimated Proposed
1980-81 1981-82. - 1962-83 Change

o ~1 O Ut

Programs ' .
1. Extension of research opportunities ............c. $6,854 $8,653 $12,654 - $4,001
2. Instructional innovations and improvements .... 6,787 9,030 9,030 =
3. Administrative planning 5,227 5,886 5,886 =
4. Mandated and other recognized university re- S :
sponsibilities 5,175 5,489 5,339 - —150
.- Interim flmdmg .. 2417 2,342 2,342 —
. Provisions for increases . - 185 2479 2,294
. Seven percent Retroactive salary payment........ 3219 — C— S—
. Other—urgent needs 199 e = —_
Tota.ls $29,878 $31,585 $37,730 - $6,145

We note that given the uncertamty regarding the increase in federal
overhead funds, Table 33 may overstate the Regents’ Special Program
Fund by $4 million.

“IX. UNALLOCATED ADJUSTMENTS

Overview

The Unallocated Adjustment Program serves-as a temporary holdmg
‘account for appropriations which eventually will be allocated by the sys-
tem to the campuses, and from the campuses to the operating programs.
This program includes two subprograms—(1) Provision for Allocation and

(2) ‘Fixed Cost and Economic Factors.

The Provisions for Allocation subprogram includes 1981-82 base budget
items which were unallocated as of July 1, 1981. Among these items are
- funds for merit and promotional increases, salary range adjustments, aca-
demiic and staff position reclassifications, price increases, deferred mainte-
nance, and unallocated endowment income. Also included are
incremental provisions for new programs related to more than one cam-
pus which have not been allocated.

The Fixed Costs and Economic Factors subprogram includes salary ad-
: Justment funds and the funds needed in 198283 to maintain the univer-

’s purchasing power at 1981-82 levels for such items as utilities, library.
olumes, general supplies, and equipment.

Table 34 shows the proposed budget for Unallocated Adjustments. ‘The
Provisions for Allocation subprogram reflects two General Fund adjust-
ments proposed in the budget: (1) restoration: of the one-time travel
reduction in 1981-82, and (2) an increase in UC’s budgetary savings target
of $4,185,000. The budget proposes $42 3 million of general funds §or price
and fixed cost increases.

1. Nonresldeni Tumon

“UC students who are not residents of California pay an annual tuition.
Table 35.shows the tuition charge and the 1980—81 nonresxdent enrollment
as a percent of total enrollment
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‘ Table 34
Unallocated 'Adjustments
{doliars in thousands)

Estimated Proposed

A. Provisions for Allocation 1981-82 1952-83 Change
. General Funds:
Price Increases $10,983 $10,983 —
1981-82 Salary Funds 24,107 24,107 —
Employee. Benefits 14,974 14,974 —
Budgetary Savings Target ; —38,792 —42.977 —$4,185
Travel Restoration ; — 1,655 1,655
Other Provisions 7427 7,429 2
Subtotals . $18,699 $16,171 —$2,528
Restricted Funds: o
Educational Fee : —$829 - $5,571 $6,400
Registration Fee . 2,359 2,674 315
Endowments 3,796 5,176 1,380
Contract and Grant Administration ...........wierismne 2,738 6,068 3,330
Other Provisions : —861 697 - 1,558
Subtotals ‘ $7,203 $20,186 $12,983
B. Fixed Costs and Economic Factors :
General Funds: . .

General Price Increase : — $10,310 $10,310

Library Price Increase . — 2,100 2,100

Utilities Price Increase........ ;- 8,500 8,500

Merit Salary Increases - 17,252 17,252

Dental Insurance . - 3,681 3,681

Social Security , — 482 482

Subtotals — $42,325 $42,325
Restricted Funds: .

‘General Price Increases . . — $1,167 $1,167
Totals . . $25,902 © $79,849 - $53,947
General Funds : , $18,699 858496 £39,797
Restricted Funds . ' 7203 21,353 14150

Table 35

Nonresident Tuition and Enroliment
, : 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
Annual tuition charge . $2,400 $2,880 $3,150

Nonresident enrollment as percent of total enrollment: ;
Undergraduate -....... 49% N/A N/A
- Graduate 19.0% N/A - 'N/A

Combined # HERR : 8.6% 89%"* 9.4%"

* Estimate based on 400 additional nonresidents, due to change in residency criteria.
. b Estimate based on 1,000 additional nonresidents, due to change in residency criteria.

Technical Adjustment—Nonresident Tuition Underestimated
We recommend that the estimates of nonresident tuition income in the

‘Governor’s Budget be increased to accurately reflect the actual income
that will be generated. (Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $1,150,000).

-Income from nonresident tuition is general purpose revenue which
offsets state General Fund appropriations. The amount of the state Gen-
eral Fund appropriation proposed each year reflects estimates of nonresi-
" dent tuition for both the current year and the budget year, as follows:
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¢ Nonresident tuition income is estimnated for the budget year and is
credited towards general purpose revenues, in order to determine
-the state General Fund appropriation.

o Any nonresident tuition income in excess of the amount budgeted for
the current year is budgeted as a “balance available” for the budget
year, and consequently allows the state appropriation to be reduced.

Because income estimates for 1981-82 and 1982-83 were based on 1980-81
figures which were lower than the actual 1980-81 income received; the
Governor’s Budget underestimates income from nonresident tuition. As
a result, the state General Fund appropriation is overbudgeted by $1,150,-

Table 36 shows the revenue estimates in the Governor’s Budget and our
estimates. Using the correct 1980-81 income total, we estimate that (lf the
balance of nonresident tuition income generated in 1981-82 but available
in’ 1982-83 is underestimated by $150,000 and (2) the 1982-83 income is
underestimated by $1,000,000. Consequently, we recommend that support
from the state General Fund be reduced by $1,150,000.

Table 36

Estimates of Nonresident Tuition income
{in thousands)

Legislative
Governor's Analyst’s
Budget Estimate Difference
1981-82 $30,840 $30,990 $150 .
1982-83 34,270 35,270 . . 1,000
Total 7 ‘ $1,150

Change in Residency Requirement

Prior to 1981-82, a student could be classified a. California resident after
one year of residing in the state. Beginning in 1981-82, the residency
requirement was changed, making it more difficult to obtain resident
status. In addition to one year of residency, a student also must show
financial independence from parental support for three prior years in
order to be designated a California resident. As a result of the change, it
was expected that, relative to prior years, more students would-be classi-
fied as nonresidents beginning 1981-82 and consequently more nonresi-
dent tuition revenue would be collected. During hearings on the 1981-82
Budget Bill, the Legislature reduced UC’s general fund budget by $2,880,-
000 in anticipation of an increase of 1,000 nonresidents resulting from the
change. (Because 1981-82 tuition was $2,880, nonresident tuition revenues
were expected to increase by $2,880,000.)

Impact on Number of Nonresidents., 1t is too soon to know for certain
the effect of the stricter requirements for residency on the number of
nonresidents. A survey conducted by UC between September 1981 and
mid-December 1981 identified 312 students who were cfenied reclassifica-
tion as residents. Under prior law, these students would have been eligible
for reclassification simply on the basis that they had resided in the state
for one year. The survey underestimates the impact of the change, howev-
er, because it does not identify those students who did not apply for
reclassification due to the new criteria. L

The UC estimates that fewer than 1,000 students will be affected by the
stricter criteria in 1981-82. The decision to change the criteria was made
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after the resident status for the majority of UC’s students in the current
year had been determined. The UC did not apply the decision retroactive-
ly and thus did not deny resident status to students already awarded the
status under the prior criteria. Consequently, the full effect of the change
will not be realized until 1982-83. The UC continues to consider the esti-
mate of 1,000 additional nonresidents as reasonable for 1982-83.

Impact on Nonresident Tuition Revenue. FEven though fewer than
1,000 students will be affected in 1981-82, the $2.8 million reduction will
not adversely affect UC’s budget. This is because nonresident enrollment
is higher than anticipated due to general overenrollment. The current
estimate of 1981-82 tuition revenue is $31 million, which is $3.1 million
lg)reater than the estimate used by the Legislature in reducmg the budget.
by $2 8 mllhon

Consideration of Higher Nonresident Tunlon for. Graduaies

Earlier in our analysis, we recommend that graduate students pay high-
er student charges tﬂan undergraduates because of the higher costs and
greater private benefits associated with graduate education. We based our
recommendation on the average charges imposed by UC’s comparison
institutions. The same logic applies to nonresident graduate students. The
UC’s charges for nonresidents, however, exceed the average charges im-
posed by the comparison institutions. Consequently, we did not recom-
mend an increase in nonresident graduate charges.

Consideration should be given to charging differential nonresident tui-
tion, with graduates paym more than undergraduates. Differential rates
could be accomplished in the future as nonresident tuition is increased to
keep pace with inflationary increases in costs.

2. Disabled Student Funding—Technical Adjustment

We recommend that $134,000 in General Fund support for services to
Department of Rehabilitation clients at UC be deleted because federal
funds are available for this purpose. Reduce Item 6440-001-001 by $134,-
000 and increase reimbursements to Item 6440-001-001 by $134,000.)

The Governor’s Budget includes $806,000 in General Fund support for
services to disabled UC students. Of the total, $134,000 is included to fund
services that are provided to students who are clients of the Department
of Rehabilitation. In our analysis of the budget for the Department of
Rehabilitation (Item 5160) , we note that excess federal funds are available
for this purpose, and we recommend that such funds be transferred to the
UC bu get to replace state General Fund support. Accordingly, we rec-
l(;n:imen that $134,000 of General Fund support be deleted from the UC

udget
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Items 6440-301 and 6440-495

from various funds Budget p. E 139
Requested 1982-83 ........coociieieiriremreerennissiosnenesiessassosssesssssesssssns $39,123,000
Recommended approval.............. T eeeetereer et neaanas S 23,798,000
Recommended reduction ...........ivsieionnnsensennensesenes 5,163,000
Recommendation pending ..........ccurcctinisiereienssienionnes $10,162,000

| o - ' A;zalysij
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Dpage

1. Transfer to General Fund. Recommend that savings re- 1443
sulting from our recommendations on projects.to be fund-
ed from tidelands oil revenues be transferred to the
General Fund in order to increase the Legislature’s flexi-
bility in meeting high-priority needs statewide.

2. Rebudgeting of 1981 Projects. Recommend that prior to 1445
legislative hearings on the budget, the Department of Fi-
nance identify the amount of additional funds that may be
needed to finance these projects because of delays result-
ing from the capital outlay freeze in the current year.

3. Southern ' Regional Library Facility-—Universitywide. 1446
Withhold recommendation on working drawings and par- -
tial construction funds for the southern regional library
facility, pending receipt of additional information.

4. Food and Agricultural Sciences Building I—Davis. 1447
Reduce by $1,415,000. Recommend that working drawing

funds -for the food and agricultural sciences building at
Davis be deleted, because preliminary plans for -the
proposed facility have not begun, and it is unlikely that
working drawing funds will be needed in the budget year.

5. Clinical Sciences Third Floor Completion—Los Angeles. 1447
Reduce by $251,000. Recommend that proposed equip-
ment funds for alterations to the clinical sciences facility be
reduced, because the amount of funds proposed for equip-
ment exceeds university cost guidelines for space of this
type. : s

6. Animal Quarters Addition—Santa- Cruz. Reduce by - 1450
$7,000. Recommend that equipment for the animal quar-
ters addition at Santa Cruz be reduced by deleting equip-
ment unrelated to the project. . :

7. Life Sciences Addition—Berkeley. Reduce by $750,000. 1450
Recommend that partial preliminary planninﬁ funds for a
life science building addition be deleted, because the
project would provide instructional and research space in
excess of the existing space needs, based on state-approved
guidelines. e : ' ‘

8. Engineering . Unit —II—Santa ~Barbara. Reduce by 1453
$426,000.. Recommend that preliminary planning funds
for engineering unit Il be deleted, because the project

. would replace existing engineering space at a high cost,
and less expensive alternatives are -available. ;

51—75056




1442 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6440

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—CAPITAL OUTLAY.
AND REVERSION—Continved

9. Thimann Laboratory Alterations—Santa Cruz. Reduce 1455
by $170,000. Recommend that working drawingsand con- = *-
struction funds for the chemistry laboratories portion of
Thimann Laboratory building alterations be deleted, be-
cause these research laboratories are not justified, based on
state-approved space guidelines. Further, withhold recom-
mendation on the balance of the requested funds, pending
receipt of additional information.

10. Completion of Applied Science Building Basement—Santa 1456
Cruz. W1thhol£ recommendation on $401,000 for work-
ing drawings and construction funds to complete the ap-
plied science building basement pendlng receipt of
additional information. '

11. CAC Deficiencies, Fire/Life Safety (High-Rise Buildings) 1457
—Berkeley. Withhold recommendation on working
drawing funds, pending receipt of additional information.

12. Royce Hall Audztonum Code Corrections—Los Angeles. 1458
Reduce by $1,142,000. Recommend proposed working -
drawings and construction funds be deFeted because as a
nonstate funded project, this building is not a state funding
responsibility.

13. Cogeneration Facility—San Francisco. Reduce by 1439
$60,000. Recommend funds for steam line be deleted, be- e
cause this project should be accomplished using utlhty‘
budget savings. Further, withhold recommendation on
$350,000 for working drawmgs and construction of a cogen-
eration system, pending receipt of additional information.

14. Energy Conservation (Air Recirculation System)—Berke- 1461
ley. Reduce by $269,000. Recommend working draw-
ings and construction funds be deleted, because the
university has not provided adequate information to sub-
stantiate the energy savings claimed by implementing this
project. ‘

15. Energy Conservation (Variable Speed Fans)—Berkeley. 1461
Reduce by $95,000. Recommend preliminary plans and
working drawings for variable speed fans be deleted, be-
cause the university has not provided adequate informa-
tion to substantiate the energy savmgs claimed by
implementing this project. :

16. Energy Conservation—Riverside.  Reduce by $542000 1462
Recommend deletion of working drawing and construc- -
tion funds, because (1) the university has not provided

adeg uate 1nformat10n on the energy savings to be-devel-

oped by this project and (2) the campus’ central monitor- -
ing system s%ould provide adequate control of energy
consumption in campus buildings.

17. Sacramento Medical Center, North/South Wing Recon-: 1463
struction—Davis. - Reduce by $36,000.. Recommend '
working drawing funds for reconstruction and remodeling
of the Sacramento Medical Center North/South Wing be
deleted, because seismic upgrading of this nonpatient-oc-
cupied space should be considered in priority with other
statewide seismic rehabilitation needs.
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The budget includes $39,123,000 for capital outlay for the University of
Ca%)ilfornia. The proposed funds, by source of funding, are summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1

. University of California
Summary of Capital Improvement Program for 1982-83
(in thousands)

Budget Bill

ltem Fund ’ Amount .
6440-301-146—Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education $36,402
6440-301-189—FEnergy and Resources Fund, Energy Account 2,179
6440-301-718—Health Sciences Facilities Program Fund ; 542
Total ; $39,123

Of the $36,402,000 proposed from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public
Higher Education (COFPHE), $17,732,000 is proposed to replace funds
which the administration proposes for reversion in the current year (Item
6440-495) . The reversions are proposed in order to allow these funds to be
transfered to the General Fund so as to avoid a deficit in the General Fund
- during the current year. Similarily, $863,000 of the $2;179,000. proposed
from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) is for. replacement of revert-
ed funds.

For discussion purposes we have divided the university’s program into
two parts (1) fungs requested for projects which the Legislature has previ-
ously reviewed and approved, but which are proposed for reversion in the
curreént year, and (2) new funding requests. We have further subdivided
our discussion of new project requests into four categories—(a) general
improvements, (b) code corrections, (¢) energy conservation, and (d)
health sciences projects.

- Transfer to General Fund

We recommend that the savings resulting from our recommendations on
Ttems 6440-301-146 (84,161,000} and Item 6440-301-189 ($966,000) be trans-
ferred from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education and the
Energy and Resources Fund to the General Fund in order to increase the
Legislature’s flexibility in meeting high-priority needs statewide.

We recommend reductions amounting to $5,127,000 in the University of
California’s capital outlay program funded from the Capital Outlay Fund
for Public Hig}ixer Education ($4,161,000) and from the Energy and Re-
sources Fund ($966,000f. Approval of these reductions, which are dis-
cussed individually below, would leave unappropriated balances of
tideland oil revenues in these special funds which would be available only
to finance programs and projects of a specific nature.

Leaving unappropriated funds in special purpose accounts limits the
Legislature’s options in allocating funds to meet high-priority needs. So
that the Legislature may have additional flexibility in meeting these
needs, we recommend that any savings resulting from approval of our
recornmendations on Item 6440-301-146 and Item 6440-301-189 be trans-
ferred to the General Fund. ‘
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FUNDS PROPOSED FOR REVERSION IN THE CURRENT YEAR AND
REBUDGETED FUNDS

The administration proposes reversion of $17.732, 000 appropnated in
the Budget Act of 1981 for capital outlay for the Umver51ty of California.
The reversions are proposed in Item 6440-495. Table 2 shows the amount
appropriated in the 1981 Budget Act for these projects, the amounts ex-
pended in the current year, and the amounts proposed for reversion. The
table also indicates the amounts proposed in the Budget Bill to replace the
reverted funds and the estimated future cost to complete the projects.

Table 2
University of California
1982-83 Project Funds to Replace Funds
Proposed for Reversion
(in thousands)

19618 Reversion ltem 644045 198283 Item 640301
L Estimated
Fund : Amount = Amount - Amount  Budget Bl Analyst’s Future
Project Title/Location Appropristed*  Epended  Reverting - Amount®  Proposal Cost®
PART A~Project Funds Ptopafed to Heplace
Reverted Funds With No Change in
Amounts for 1989-83
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Edu-
catton
Social-ecology building—Irvine ........cwuiunss $3515¢ - $3515 $3515¢ $3,515 $529
Cory Hall alterations for micro-electronics .
laboratory fabrications—Berkeley ....... Lll8we  §74 1,044 1044 ¢ 1,044 -
Equip Cory Hall—Berkeley ... 1289¢ - 1,239 129e 1,239 -
Cory Hall, utilities systems and hand- )
icapped improvements—Berkeley ... 9N7¢ - 917 N7c 917 —
Nematode isolation and quarantine facility )
—RIVETSIAL .eoereretsrensssssssserersisins 612pwee 17 595 595 ce 595 -
Organic chemistry laboratory conversnon—
Irvine W2 we 10 T 192 192¢ 192 =
CAC * deficiencies (handicapped) »step Q—
Berkeley 110¢ - 110 110¢ 110 -
CAGC deficiencies (handicapped), step 1— :
San Diego 53¢ - 153 - 183¢ 153 -
CAC deficiencies (handicapped), step 2— .
Davis 410 we 25 385 e - 385 —
Handicapped -access altérations, step 1—
Riverside 253 we 13 240 AUl 240 -
CAC deficiencies (handicapped), step 2— : -
Santa Cruz 242 we 14 28 e 28 -
CAC deficiencies, elevators, step 2~Berke-
ley 692 we 644 64 c 644 -
Natural gas service, electrical cogeneration ‘ v
FACHtY —DAVIS o s 413 we 3 38’0 B 380 —
SIO (Scripps) seawall extension, step 2—— :
San Diego.... 3Bl we 1l 320 3¢ 320 -
Medical Education Center—-Drew/UCLA 4340¢ = 4340 4340¢ 4340 769

Subtotal ' o §14547 $245 §14302 ¢ $14302 $14,302 $1,2091
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[Energy Account; Fnergy and Resources Fund

Gas turbine generator—Berkeley ........... 33 - 393 Wp 3 10487
Preliminary plans for eriergy cogeneration
facility—L.05 AnGElEs.......ivuersesmnronri .- M8p — 348 H8p 348 11653
Preliminary plans for combustion turbine !
. cogeneration system—San Diego........ 192p — 192 192p 192 7,038

Subtotal....::: $863 - $863 - $863 $863 - -$29,178
PARTB—Project Funds to Replace Reverted R S :
Funds With Additional Funds Proposed
for 1962-83 .
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Fdu-
cation” - - '
Southern regional library compact shelving : i '
" facility—Universitywide ....:..cuimesree Colepw = $512  $92lwc pending 83,720
Food and ‘agriculture sciences building I— S g ' '
DaviS i Mmp - g2 238Tpw 912 3097
Drew/UCLA: undergraduate medical edu- : ' .
cation program facilities, completion of
(psychiatric and clinical science) build-
ing, Martin Luther King, Jr., County

Hospital—Los ANgEles .o.ovvvvrursrsicnns 1946¢ — 1886 3254ce 324 -
Subtotal : $3430 — $3430  §14882  pending  $38817
Total $18,840 $245  $18595 - $30047  pending  $69,.286

® Phase symbols indicate: c—construction; e—equipment; p—preliminary plans; and w—working
drawings. ) .
b UC estimate.

¢ CAC—California Administrative Code,

Funds Rebudgeted At 1981 Level .

We recommend that prior to legislative hearings on the budget, the
Department of Finance identify the amount of additional funds needed
for these projects because of delays in the current year.

Part A of Table 2 shows the project funds requested in the Budget Bill
to replace funds proposed for reversion in the current year. In each case,
the amount proposed in the Budget Bill is identical to the amount ap-
proved in 1981-82. Thus, approval of the proposed amounts would essen-
tially restore project funds to the level originally approved by the
Legislature in the 1981 Budget Act, less any expenditures during the
current year. h T .

. Given the Legislature’s previous action on these projects, we recom-

. mend approval of the proposed amounts. The amounts requested, howev-
er, do not include any additional funds which may be needed because of
the delay in undertaking these projects. Accordingly, we recommend that
prior to legislative hearings on the budget, the Department of Finance
identify any additional amounts needed so that the projects may proceed
in the budget year. == .

Replacement Funds Proposed at an Increased Amount

Part B of Table 2 shows that, of the projects for which funds were
reverted in the current year, three are rebudgeted in 1982-83 at an in-
creased amount. These three projects, the southern regional library com-
pact shelving facility, the food and agricultural services building at Davis,
and the Drew/UCLA clinical science project, are discussed below.




1446 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6440

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—CAPITAL OUTLAY
AND REVERSION—Continued '

Southern Regional Library ‘ :

We withhold recommendation on Item 6440-301-146 (3), working draw-
Ings and construction of the southern regional library compact shelving
Ffacility, pending receipt of preliminary plans for this project.

The Budget Bill includes $9,241,000 for working drawings and construc-
tion of a li%)rary compact shelving facility to be located on the UCLA
campus. The facility will house 3.67 million volumes of seldom-used library
volumes, with a capability of being expanded to a capacity of 11 million
volumes. The purpose of the compact shelving facility is to provide a
regional depository for seldom-used volumes which can be removed from
general campus library space in Southern California. By transferring the
seldom-used volumes to this facility, the general campus libraries will%lave
additional capacity for more frequently used volumes. Compared to gen-
eral campus library space, the storage facilities should be less costly to
construct and operate, and should eliminate any need to construct addi-
tional library space on the various campuses.

The Budget Acts of 1980 and 1981 included a total of $767,000 for initial
planning and development of preliminary plans and working drawings for
this project. The proposed 1982-83 funds would restore $348,000 in work-
ing drawing funds—proposed for reversion (under Item 6440-495) in the
gurlll';ent year—and provide $8,893,000 for partial construction of the new

acility. ' -

Preliminary Plans Currently Being Prepared. The administration has

roposed reversion of the preliminary planning and working drawing

nds for this project. Normally, this reversion would delay construction
of the project by approximately one year. To avoid this delay, the univer-
sity has a.Jllocated nonstate funds to complete the needed preliminary
plans. According to the university, the plans are to be completed in Febru-
ary ﬁ)l82. Until this information is available, we withhold recommendation
on this item. ‘

Proposed Phasing for Construction Funds. The amount included in
the budget for construction of this project is $3,000,000 less than the
amount requested by the university. The reduction in construction funds
is based on the Department of Finance’s decision to phase the construc-
tion portion of this project. The budget amount is su.&icient to complete
only the structural portion of the project. As a result, an additional $3,000,-
000 will be needeg in 1983-84 for the compact shelving. Our analysis
indicates that phasing of this project may not be economical. The one year
delay in obtaining the shelving could result in an added cost of 10 percent
because of inflation. This factor, coupled with the current favorable con-
struction bidding market, may make it more advantageous to include the
shelving portion with the structural component and solicit bids for both
in the budget year. , -

We recommend that prior to legislative hearings on the budget, the
Department of Finance detail the economic advantages of proceeding
with this project in two phases. : ‘
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Davis—Food and Agriculturdl Sciences Building |

We recommend that Item 6440-301-146(9), preliminary plans and work-
ing drawings for the food and agricultural sciences bui]ding at Davis, be
reduced by $1,415,000 by deleting funds for working drawings, because
preliminary planmng has not begun, and it is unlikely that working draw-
ing funds would be needed in. 1952-83.

The budget requests $2,387,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings for the food and agncultural sciences building at Davis. This building
would provide additional space for research, teaching and extension ac-
tivities for the Departments of Animal Smences Avian Sciences, Environ-
mental Toxicology, and N utrition, plus space for the Food Protection and
Toxicology Center. Included in the 129,800 assignable square foot buildin,
will be areas shared by the respective bu11d1ng occupants. The estimate
total cost of the building and related equipment is $37.5 million.

The university plans to undertake major remodeling of existing space
scheduled to be vacated upon completion of the new building. The remod-
eling will involve approximately 110,000 assignable square feet in six build-
ings. We estimate that this work will cost an agdltlonal $15 million,
excluding allowances for inflation. Thus, the project contemplates the
ultimate expenditure of $52.5 million. .

The Budget Act of 1981 appropriated $972,000 for preparation of prelim-
inary plans for the new building. These funds are proposed for reversion
in the current year (Item 6440-495), and rebudgeted for development of
preliminary plans in 1982-83. An addltlonal $1,415,000 is requested for
development of working drawings.

Architectural/engineering drawings and specifications have not been
developed for this building because of the administrative freeze on capital
outlay funds in the current year. Accordingly, the Legislature does not
have any information beyond that which was presented last year in sup-
port of the preliminary planning request. Due to the size and complexity
of the proposed facility, development of prehmmary plans will consume
approximately nine months.

Our analysis indicates that the working drawing request is premature
because it is unlikely that workinig drawing funds could be used in 1982-83.
For this reason, and because no additional roject information has been
developed since the Legislature approved EF anning funds for this project,
we recommend that this item be reduced by $1,415,000 by deleting funds
for working drawings. The remaining $972, 000 would restore the prelimi-
nary lanmng funds previously approved by the Legislature. Given the

s ature’s prior action to provide these funds, we recommend approval
e reduced amount of $972,000. ‘

Drew/UCLA Progrum, Clinical Sciences

We recommend Itern 6440-301-146 (27) , construction and equipment of
the Drew/UCLA program, clinical sciences third floor completion, be
reduced by $251,000 beciuse the proposed amount for equipment exceeds
the guidelines for equipping space of the type provided in this project.

The budget includes $3,254,000 for construction and equipment related
to alterations to the third floor of the Psychiatric and Clinic Sciences
building of Martin Luther King, Jr., County General Hospital for use by
the Charles R. Drew/UCLA Undergraduate Medlcal Education Program

Since 1972, the UCLA Medical School has had an “affiliated agreement”
with Drew. Under this agreement some UCLA medical students and
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residents receive a portion of their clinical training at Drew and a number
of Drew faculty have nonsalaried faculty appointments at UCLA. Prior
budget acts have provided funds to expand the Drew/UCLA program and
to allow for the enrollment of up t6 24 third-year and 24 fourth-year UCLA
students at the Drew School. The proposed alterations to the third-floor
clinical sciences space would provide multi- and special-purpose laborato-
ries, offices, support-and service areas for the Drew/UCLA Undergradu-
ate Medical Education Program. ‘ f '

The 1981 Budget Act included $1,946,000 for construction of the
proposed alterations at Drew. The funds, however, have not been expend-
ed and the Governor’s Budget proposes that these funds revert in the
current year. The 198283 budget includes (1) $1,946,000 to replace the
funds proposed for réversion in the current year and (2) $1,308,000 for
equipment needed to make the remodeled facilities operable.

Adequacy of Construction Amount Uncertain. ‘'The construction
amount included in the 1982-83 budget is identical to the amount ap-
proved in the 1981 Budget Act. Consequently, there has been no revision
in the budgeted funds to account for any inflationary cost increases which
may have occurred since the time the Legislature initially approved this
project. Accordingly, we recommend that prior to budget hearings, the
Department of Finance verify the adequacy of the amount requested for
construction. v :

Proposed Equipment Budget Excessive. Equipment which is needed
to make newly completed facilities operable is included in the capital
outlay portion of the budget so that support budget resources are not
burdened with equipment expenditures needed to initially occupy a new
building. In order to provide a consistent funding base for equipping new
facilities, the university has adopted cost guidelines. These guidelines
identify all spaces, by category of use, and establish the amount of equip-
ment needed to complete facilities. o

Our review of the equipment funds proposed for the Drew alteration
project indicates that the request substantially exceeds the university
guidelines. For example, the university guidelines for equipping office and
administrative type space is $10.21 per assignable square foot. The Drew
funding request, however, requests equipment funds for a conference
room indicating a cost per square foot of $103.90, or over 10 times the
aﬁ)plicable guideline. Using the university’s eqm(’ipment cost guideline for
the type of program to be housed in the altered space, our analysis indi-
cates that $1,057,000 would provide adequate resources to equip this space.
Accordingly, we recomxpend that Item 6440-301-146(27). bé reduced by
$251,000 to provide equipment funds at a level consistent with university
guidelines. : ' o

- NEW PROJECT REQUESTS

A. General Campus Improvement Proiecfs

This category contains four projects at three campuses plus three uni-
versitywide ?roposals. Table 3 summarizes the projects and our recom-
mendations for each. , - : '
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Table 3
University of California
General Campus Improvement Projects
1982-83
(in thousands)

. o " Budget Estimated
ltem ; Bl Analpsts  Future
6440-301-146 . Project Title. . ' Phwe®  Caumpus.  Amount Proposal  Cost®

(1) Project planning—1982-83 ......civereresserssmirss P Systemwide $150 $150 —
(2) Minor capital outlay ... we . PWC - Systemwide 3,610 3,610 -
(8). Animal quarters addition .......swwcmrcmomcmsmens e ~ Santa Cruz 75 68 -
(12)- Life science building p " Berkeley 750 - $80,263
(13) Engineering unit 2 : p  -Santa Barbara 426 - 20,117
(14) Thimann Hall alterations we Santa Cruz 340 pending 67
(15) Applied sciences basement.........mmivessssirsons we Santa Cruz 401 pending 9

Totals $5,752  pending  $100,545
® Phase symbols indicate: c—construction; e—equipment; p—preliminary planning; and w--working

drawings:

b UC estimate.

Universitywide—Project Planning ,

We recommend approval of Item 6440-301-146 (1), project programmin
and preliminary plans.

The budget includes $150,000 for project programming and preliminary
plans for Eroposed major capital outlay projects. Budget Act language
specifies that these funds shall be released for planning of projects which
are anticipated to be included in the 1983-84 Governor’s Budget for work-
ing drawings and construction, for development of Environmental Impact
Reports, or benefit/cost analysis . for proposed 1984-85 capital outlay
projects. ' : »

These funds will provide for development of scope and cost information
on projects to be included in the Governor’s Budget. The amount has been
recH.lced from the historical level of $250,000 because a substantial number
of university projects have been deferred during the current year. These
deferrals will delay other projects in the planning phases, and accordingly,
areduced planning program is anticipated for 1983-84-and 1984-85. Under
the circumstances, the requested amount is reasonable and we recom-
mend approval. :

Universitywide—Minor Capital Outlay Program

We recommend approval of Item 6440-301-146 (2), minor capital outlay,
universitywide. : SRR

This $3,610,000 request would fund minor capital outlay projects ($150,-
000 or less per project) at the campuses. The requested amount would be
appropriated on a lump-sum basis, and would be allocated to the various
campuses by the systemwide administration. The university: has estab-
lished procedures consistent with legislative direction contained in the
Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act specifying that the allocation
of funds to the campuses be on a priority basis. ' v
_ The university has provided an informational copy of the minor capital
improvement program. Based on our review of the information provided
by the university, and the procedures established to ensure allocation of
funds on a priority basis, the requested funds are reasonable and we
recommend approval of the proposed amount of $3,610,000.
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Santa Cruz—AnlmuI Quarters Addmon

We recommend Item 6440-301-146(8), equipment for the amma] quar-
ters addition at Santa Cruz, be reduced by $7,000 by deleting equipment
items which are unrelated to this project.

This $75,000 would provide funds for movable equlpment related to an
alteration project at the Santa Cruz campus. In order to provide adequate
code complying animal quarters, this project altered vacant space.in the
Thimann laboratory building and adjacent Thimann shop building. The
project also included relocation of shop and storage facilities to the base-
ment of the applied sciences building. The Budget Act of 1981 included
$359,000 for working drawings and construction of the alterations.

Our review of the university’s equipment list indicates that several
items are unrelated to the alterations and relocation of functions included
in this project. For example, the request includes office equipment, a
computer terminal, and electric-powered delivery carts. The need for
these equipment items, estimated to cost $7,000, is not related to the
alterations completed under this roject. The items should be considered
for funding from the support bu(f et, in priority order with other equip-
ment needs. Accordingly, we recommend that Items 6440-301-146 (8) be
reduced by $7,000.

Berkeley-Life Science Bu:ldmg Addition

We recommend deletion of Item 6440-301-146 (12), partial preliminary

planning for a life sciences bu11dmg addition, because the project would

provide space in excess of existing space guidelines for blologlcal sciences,
for a savings of $750,000.

The budget includes $750,000 to fund a portlon of the preliminary plan-
ning for a life science bulldmg addition at the Berkeley Campus. This
project, estimated to cost $35,830,000, would be the first step in a series of
projects to provide new and remodeled space for the biological sciences.
The university envisions a six-phase program consisting of two new build-

gb and renovation of the existing life sciences building. As shown. in

le 4, the total program involves 480,235 a551gnable square feet (asf) at
a total estimated cost of $112 million.

Table 4

University of Callforma—Berkeley Campus '
Biological Sciences and Alterations
(in thousands)

Estimated Cost
Year of . (1982 Cost Base)
Program Element, Area - Completion.  State Funds Non-State

1. Life science building, addition (120,258 asf) ................. . 1986 $35,800 —
2. Blochemxstry annex (105,190 asf) .......cconiiieins . 1987 - - 800 - $31,000
3. Life science renovation, step 1 (42,500 asf). ... - 1987 7,400 —
4. Life science renovation, step 2 (84,900 asf) ... 1988 14,800 -
8. Life science renovation, step 3 (84,900 asf) ... 1989 | 14,800 _ -
6. Life science renovation, step 4 (42,500 asf) 1990 © 7400 —
Total Program (480,248 asf) $81,000 $31,000

The university indicates that the phased program would be funded from
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a Cﬁmbination of state and non-state-funds, with the state contributing $81
million, : .

This first phase—Life Science Building Addition—includes construction
of a 105,190 asf building to house several disciplines within the biological
sciences relating to organismal biology. The disciplines include ethnology,
endocrinology, immunology, neurobiology, and cell and developmental
biology. Instructional, research, and support space for 46 faculty members
would be located in this building.

The university intends to remedy two problems through the implemen-
tation of the total program. First, the new facilities would provide addi-
‘tional space which the university believes is needed to accommodate the
related instructional and research activities. Second, the project would
upgrade the exisiting life sciences building, constructed in 1930, to meet
current life safety, plumbing, electrical and seismic codes.

Need for Additional Space. Construction of the proposed facilities
would consolidate the location of several program areas within biological
sciences. More importantly, the additional space will allow for a significant
increase in the amount of research and office space assigned to the biologi-
cal sciences. Under state space guidelines, approximately 900 asf per fac-
ulg member would be justified for these activities. The university
indicates that at the Berkeley campus, the amount of research and office
space assigned to a faculty member and associated research group aver-
ages approximately 1,430 asf per faculty member. The university believes
that facilities such as biochemistry and cell biology laboratories have spe-
cial needs which require a minimum of 2,050 asf, and that more sophisti-
cated laboratories with requirements for control of dust particles and
- infectious agents require 2,300 assignable square feet. Using these and
other proposed space allocations (class laboratories, administration and
collections), the university has constructed a proposed space allocation
program for the biologicial sciences which totals 480,235 asf. Of this total,
34,737 would be unassigned and the use of this space would be determined
at a later date. . . ‘

The overall program proposed by the university. would increase the
amount of space available in the biological sciences to a level significantly
in excess of the state-approved guidelines developed for evaluating space
needs in higher education. Using the approved guidelines for existing and
projected enrollment, instructional and research activities in the biologi-
cal sciences would require 192,200 asf. The actual assignable square feet
allocated to the biological sciences currently is 245,886 assignable square
feet—28 percent more than the amount of space justified under the state
guidelines. Construction of the proposed adgitional space would increase
this differential to 49 percent over the guidelines. For comparative pur-
poses, Table 5 shows 'Ble amount of (1) assigned space and (2) justified
space, based on the space guideline, for biological sciences at the eight
university general campuses.

Except for the Santa Cruz campus, all of the UC campuses have excess
space assigned to the biological sciences area in comparison to the guide-
line amount. Overall, the university has 152,137 asf more in the biological
sciences than the guideline would indicate is necessary.
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. . University of California = .
Biological Sciences, Instruction and Research Space
Comparison of Assigned Space and Guidelines

1982-83
{assignable square feet)

Fercent
Over (+) or
Under (-)
: ) standard
Campus Assigned Space - Guideline Difference -~ guideline
Berkeley 245,886 © 192,202 453,684 +28%
Davis 110,909 © 97,056 +13,853 +14
Irvine " 108,883 108,428 455 - -
Los Angeles 199,044 - . 154,839 C 44205 +29
Riverside 44,836 29712 +15,124 S 451
San Diego . 85087 78,768 +6,319. o +8
Santa Barbara ..o 114,147 . . 85962 428,185 +33
Santa Cruz . 47,689 57,371 —-9,688 ° =17
Totals - ~ 956,481 " 804,344 . 152,137 O +19%

Based on the state-approved guidelines; the amount of space currentty
available for biological sciences at Berkeley should be sufficient for the
campus’ program. If the university believes that some research-activities
require additional space—beyond the guideline—the university has the
administrative authority to assign space on a priority basis to meet that
need. Given the current 53,684 asf surplus on-the Berkeley campus,
however, we see no justification for constructing additional space.

Existing Life Science Building. The university has conducted an engi-
neering study of the existing life science building. The study concluded
that many of the building systems (mechanical/electrical) and space con-
figuration are inadequate to support properly the instructional program.

The deficiencies noted in the university’s study of the life science build-
ing are not surprising, given the fact that this building was constructed
over 50 years ago. The building’s space efficiency and utility systems are
certainly not as useful as what could be provided in a new building con-
structed to meet moderrn standards. S » )

The adaptation of older facilities to meet changing programmatic needs
in higher education is a concern on many older campuses, and over time
will be a concern on the newer campuses. The easiest and possibly the
optimum way to meet these needs is to construct new space. This solution,
however, must be evaluated in light of (1) the limited funds available for
capital outlay funds and (2) other statewide needs. An alternative solu-
tion, of course, is to upgrade or alter the existing facilities to a level which
provides a balance between the optimum program needs and what the
limited funds available can finance. Taking these factors into considera-
tion, the university should reevaluate alterations which would upgrade
the life science building to a level that serves the program requirements,
and thereby avoids the need to construct new space. This may involve
some compromises in space quality compared to a new building.

In addition, the university should evaluate its present and projected
utilization of space available on the campus. As the enrollment distribu-
tion changes, space allocations to specific programs must change. Reas-
signment of underutilized space to meet higher priority space needs
provides ‘a less-costly solution to construction of new space. Currently,
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enrollments in higher education in California‘are at a steady state,and
significant additions of new capacity for increased enrollments will not be
required for many years. Consequently, the inventory of existihg physical
facilities must be considered the primary source of space needed to ac-
commodate changes in the academic programs. : :

Because of this, there will be a continuing rieed—throughout higher
education-—to modify physical facilitiés to meet changing enrollment and
academic program requirements. The university should evaluate means
of achieving maximum utilization of available space, and propose solutions
which are more cost-efficient than constructing new space. ;

In summary, we recommend deletion of the proposed planning funds
for this project because (1) the proposal would provide additional space
beyond that justified by state guidelines and (2) the university can and
should evaluate upgrading and alteration of existing space to meet high-
priority needs.

Engineering Unit 2—Santa Barbara ‘ :

We recommend deletion of Item 6440-301-146 (13), preliminary plans for
engineering unit 2, for a savings of $426,000 because there appear to be Jess
expensive alternatives to this project. ‘ ‘

The budget includes $426,000 to develop preliminary plans for the engi-
neering unit 2 building at the Santa Barbara campus. This project, with an
estimated total project cost of $20,543,000, would provide 80,000 additional
assignable square feet (asf) for the College of Engineering, which includes
computer sciences. The additional space plus existing space to be retained
would provide a total of 138,900 asf for engineering dnd. 7,425 asf for
computer science.

Computer Science Space. The proposed: project would provide 4,700
asf additional space in computer scientes. The existing space allocated to
computer sciences totals 2,725 asf while space guidelines indicate a need
of 14,400 asf. Thus, the project provides space for computer sciences that
is justified by the guideline. Even after completion of the project, howev-
er, a substantial need for space will still exist, based on the guidelines for
computer sciences.

Engineering Space. The majority of the riew space proposed in this
project is for engineering. Table 6 summarizes the proposed changes in
space allocations for engineering as a result of this project. :

Table 6 .
University of California—Sarita Barbara
Engineering Unit 2
Proposed Changes in Space Allocations
(assignable square feet)

Existing engineering space . 84,837
Engineering 2 80,000

Subtotal 164,837
Less existing space to be reassigned to art and physics 23,213
Existing space to be demolished 2,724

Total available 138,900
1980-81 existing space needs - 139,600
1985-86 projected space needs _ 159,559

Based on current and projected engineering enrollment at this campus,
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there is a significant space deficiency for the engineering program. The
proposed project would reduce this deficiency by constructing 25,000 asf
for chemical and nuclear engineering, 25,000 asf for mechanical and envi-
ronmental engineering, and 30,000 asf for faculty/administrative offices
and shared support space. '

Existing Space to be Replaced at High Cost. While the university
proposed construction of 80,000 asf for engineering, the net gain in avail-
able space will be only 54,000 square feet. As shown in Table 6, this net gain
is less than the amount constructed because 23,213 asf of existing engineer-
ing space is assigned to art and physics.

Costly Solution for Art Space Deficiency. Based on existing space
guidelines, there is a need for additional space for art on the Santa Barbara
campus. Reassignments as a result of the engineering unit 2 project would
provide 18,243 asf for art, increasing the amount of space available to
124,000 asf. This compares to a projected need of 128,000 asf.

Our analysis indicates, however, that the proposed reassignment of en-
gineering space to-art is an expensive solution to this space deficiency.
Engineering space is relatively expensive to construct compared to space
for other disciplines such as art. Consequently, the cost of providing the
additional space for art actually amounts to the cost of constructing new
engineering space to replace the areas to be assigned to art. In view of the
high unit cost for engineering space, the university should evaluate more
cost efficient means of meeting the deficiency in art.

Other Campus Space Available. Under the university’s proposal, 4,970
asf of existing engineering space will be reassigned to physics. The amount
of space allocated to physical sciences on the Santa Barbara campus,
however, totals 152,000 asf while the space needs according to state guide-
lines is only 124,000 asf. The space need is projected to increase to approxi-
mately 129,000 asf in 1985-86. Thus, there is a projected continuing surplus
of approximately 25,000 asf in physical sciences, and the need to assign an
additional 4,970 asf to these disciplines is not apparent. Furthermore, the
university should evaluate the fgasibility of modifying a portion (up to
25,000 asf) of the space currently assigned to physical science to either
engineering or art. _

Major Space Deficiency in Graduate Research. The School of Engi-
neering has a space deficiency of about 56,000 asf, based on 1980-81 enroll-
ment and space guidelines. Table 7 compares existing space needs (based
on guidelines) to actual space allocated to the School of Engineering. This
data shows that the major space deficiency is in academic staff and gradu-
ate research labs, for which 76,047 asf is justified but only 19,058 asf is
allocated. The proposed project, however, would construct not only new
research labs but also offices, class laboratories, and additional support
spaces in engineering. Thus, our analysis indicates that the university has
not addressed the specific space deficiencies within the School of Engi-
neering, but rather proposed an overall plan for construction of new and
replacement. space in all categories.

In view of the fact that a substantial portion of the space proposed in
the project would not be needed to satisfy existing space needs—but to
replace existing space—we suggest that the university revise its plan in
order to maintain maximum use of existing space. Based on the data
contained in Table 7, the additional space is needed for research labs and
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support spaces, not for class laboratories and offices.

Table 7
“University of California—Santa Barbara
Engineering Space Based on Guidelines
' (assignable square feet) ‘

- ) , » Space Fall 1980
Space Category Guidelines Actual Difference
A. Engineering
Research Labs: , ‘ , ‘ -
Academic staff . 21,102 14,581 —6,521
Graduate students . 54,945 - 4417 —50,468
“ Subtotal : 76,047 19,058 —56,989
Offices ) :
Academic staff . 11,254 9,841 —1413
Graduate students ; 4,455 2,671 -1,784
Administrative 4990 629 +4,409
Subtotal 19,929 21,141 : +1,209
+Class Laboratories :
- Undergraduate C— . — -
Subtotal 25,415 36,913 . +11,498
Support Spaces
_ Shops, storage, etc. . 18,209 7,122 ~11,908
" "Total, Engineering ; 139,600 84,837 —56,187
B. Computer Science : .
Total Computer SCIENCE........oceivureverarrrsremmaesnecrens © 14,400 2,725 —11,675
Grand total . * 154,000 87,562 —66,438

Clearly, there is a need for additional space to support the engineering
and.computer science programs at Santa Barbara. In view of this need, a
f)roject which addresses the specific space deficiencies would warrant
egislative support. The project proposed by the university however, does
not address specific space nieeds, and consequently, we cannot recom-

mend that the project be approved.

In summary, although the Santa Barbara campus needs additional engi-
neering space, the proposed project would provide this space in an expen-
sive manner and does not address the marginal needs. The university
should reevaluate its plan and reduce the programs involved and cost of
the project. Consequently, we recommend deletion of the requested plan-
ning funds.

Santa Cruz—Thimann ‘I.dboruiory Alterations

We recommend Itemn 6440-301-146 (14), working drawirigs and construc-
tion for Thimann Laboratory building alterations, be reduced by $170,000
because a portion of the project would provide additional research
laboratories which are not justified. Further, we withhold recommenda-
tion on the balance of requested funds, pending receipt of additional
iformation.

This $340,000 project would alter 1,990 assignable square feet (asf) in the
Thimann Laboratory building on the Santa Cruz campus. The altered
space—currently a stock room—would provide five biology uridergradu-
ate teaching laboratories and two chemistry research laboratories. The
estimated future cost for equipment related to the alterations is $67,000.
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Chemistry Research Space Not Justified. The two proposed chemistry
research laboratories (995 asf) are not justified. Based on projected re-
quirements for 1983, research activities in chemistry will require 17,550
asf. This compares to a current inventory of 17,412 asf. Clearly, sufficient
space is available for research activities in chemistry. Consequently, we
recommend deletion of $170,000 proposed to provide alterations for addi-
tional chemistry laboratories. ' v

Biology Space Needs. The Santa Cruz campus has experienced a sig-
nificant enrollment shift from liberal arts to the natural sciences. Com-
pared to 1978 data, the 1981 enrollment for the sciences has increased by
33 percent and declared majors in the sciences have increased 41 percent.
Based on this enrollment shift, the 1983 need in undergraduate biolo%y
laboratories will be 16,600 asf, while approximately 9,200 asf is current
available for undergraduate biology lagoratories. The 995 asf proposed in
this project, for five undergraduate biology laboratories, will partially off-
set this shortage. ,

In view of the significant deficiency in undergraduate biology labora-
tory facilities, our analysis indicates that the proposal to modify a portion
of the Thimann Laboratory building for biology is justified. Preliminar
plans however, for the proposed remodeling have not been completed.
This information, which is needed to substantiate the construction re-
quest, should be available prior to budget hearings. Accordingly, we with-
hold recommendation on that portion of the requested funds related to
biology, pending receipt of this information.

Santa Cruz—Completion of Applied Science Building Basement

We withhold recommendation on Item 6440-301-146(15), $401,000 for
working drawings and construction to complete remaining areas of ap-
plied sciences building basement, pending receipt of additional informa-
tion.

This $401,000 project involves completion of 4,630 asf in the basement
of the applied science building on the Santa Cruz campus. The basement
area would be altered to accommodate shop and service functions in the
natural sciences division—3,270 asf for machine, electronics, paint and
marine shops, 1,130 asf for storage, and 230 asf for a conference room. Upon
completion of this project, the existing. shop areas would be altered for
research laboratories and support facilities for physics.

This project provides two benefits. First, it will consolidate and expand
support facilities which currently are located in two buildings. Consolida-
tion will allow for better supervision of students using these facilities.
Second, the project will provide 2,235 asf of additional space for physics.
Currently, only 5,300 asf is assigned for physics research lagoratories_, while
sgace guidelines indicate a need of 8,700 asf. Thus, this project will offset
the deficiency in space needs.

While our analysis indicates that the proposed project is justified, we
have not received adequate information to substantiate the requested
construction funds. Moreover, the university does not indicate the costs
associated with altering the space proposed to be assigned to physics.
Pending receipt of the preliminary plans and cost estimates, including the
cost of space to be assigned to physics, we withhold recommendation on
the $401,000 requested in Item 6610-301-146(15).

y .
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B. Projects to Correct Code Deficiencies : - o ;
This category includes three projects to correct building code deficien-

cies at three campuses. A summary of the projects in this category and our

recommendations for each is provided in Table 8. ,

Table 8
University of California
Projects to Convert California Administrative Code Deficiencies
1982-83
(in thousands)

) o Budget FEstimated
ltem Bill - Analysts Future
640-301-146  Project Title Phass®  Campus - Amount Proposal  Cost®
(22) CAC*® deficiencies—high-rise fire/life safety ........... w  Berkeley $39  pending $704
(23) CAC deficiencies—Royce Hall-fire/life safety ... w,e . Los Angeles 1,142 - -
(24) CAC deficiencies—elevators ......ummmmmmmmnns W - San Francisco 85 8 1079

TOTALS v $196  pending  $1783

¥ Phase symbols indicate: c—construction; w—working drawings.
bUC estimate.
¢ CAC—California Administrative Code.

Berkeley Campus '

We withhold recommendation on $39,000 in Item 6440-301-146 (22), for
correction of fire and life safety deficiencies in high-rise buildings on the

Berkeley campus, pending receipt of additional information.

This $39,000 request would provide for development of working draw-
ings to modify high-rise buildings (over 75 feet in height) to meet Califor-
nia Administrative Code regulations. The majority of the work involves
modifications to establish adequate exiting corridors and doorways, emer-
Eency operation of air circulating system, and the installation of various

re alarm/protection items. The estimated future cost for construction of
the proposed modifications is $704,000.

The university has allocated current year planning funds to develop
detailed information on the specific work to be accomplished. In discus-
sions with representatives of the university, we have indicated three con-
cerns relative to the scope of work under this project.

¢ In some instances, the university proposes construction of a second
exit from a room which—according to fire code—has a capacity which
does not require two exits. , .

e A substantial portion of the project (over $200,000) would be for
installation of rechargeable battery-powered emergency lighting sys-
tems in the corridors and stairwells. In view of the high cost of these
items, the university should evaluate the use of an emergency genera-
tor and auxiliary lighting system in lieu of the battery system.

e Many of the existing doors and doorframes to be replaced may pro-
vide adequate fire protection. The doors, however, do not contain a
label specifying a fire rating. These doors should be inspected by the
State Fire Marshal and, if necessary, tested to determine if replace-
ment is warranted. ‘ ‘

The university is reponding to these concerns during development of

preliminary plans. This may result in significant cost savings to the project.
We therefore withhold recommendation on the requested amount, pend-
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ing féceipt-of this information. S e e R R
Furthermore, completed preliminary plans should provide -adequate
information for.appropriation of construction funds which would expedite
completion of this project. The Legislature may wish to consider appro-
priation: of additional funds; based on preliminary plans, particularly in
view of the fact-that the university’s project schedule indicates that work-
ing drawings for the modifications could be completed four months from
the time funds are made available. -~~~ .o : ,

Los Angeles Campus PR . -

- ‘We recommend deletion -of Item 6440-301-146(23), ‘working drawings
and construction for code corrections to the Royce Hall Auditorium at Los
Angeles, because as a nonstate funded project; university funds should be
used for any necessary code corrections, for a savings.of $1,142,000,

“This $1;142,000 réquest provides for work related to a rionstate funded

project—Royce Hall Auditorium on the Los Angeles campus. The Gover-
nor’s Budget indicates that $8,480,000 in nonstate funds will be spent for
renovations to the auditorium. This project would provide remodeling of
building systems, offices, classrooms, and support-areas. The propoesed
state participation ($1;142,000) would-fund the estimated cost associated
with building code requirements. The total amount proposed from state
and rionstate sources is $9,622,000.
. State Fund Request Overstated. ~As previously indicated, this state
funding request relates to. the code corrective portion of the proposed
alteration project. Our review of the itéms to be Funded from state funds,
however, indicates that not all the items are code-required. For example,
the request includes $400,000 for firé sprinklers in this facility. The State
Fire Marshal indicates that fire sprinklers are not routinely required in
auditoriums. In addition, proposed modifications for access for the physi-
cally handicapped may not be needed. For example; the project includes
an elevator and modifications to make the balcony of ‘the ‘auditorium
accessible. These modifications may not be needed if the university pro-
vides a means of accommodating wheelchairs on the main lével of the
facility. Finally, we note that the state fund request is not based on archi-
tectural plans, and thus the construction fund request has not been sub-
stantiated. ' L -

Proposed Work Is Not a Staté Responsibility. A substantial portion of
the code corrections proposed to be funded by the state would not be
required if the university were not undertaking a major alteration project
using nonstate funds. Consequently, this places the state in a position of
being asked to fund alterations which—on a statewide basis—may be a low
priority rélative to other needs and given the limited funds available for
capital outlay. The university has made the decision to proceed with major
upgrading of this facility using nonstate funds. This decision was made
without legislative review or approval. Under these circumstances, we
believe the university should assume responsibility for'the full cost of this
project; including modifications-which may be needed to-bring the facility
into compliance with the’codes. Accordingly, we recommend that the
proposed funds included in Item 6440-301-146 (23) be deleted, for a savings
of $1,142,000. - o A AR ’
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San Francisco Campus

We recommend approval of $&5,000 In Item 6’440-301 -146 (24), workmg
drawings for CAC deficiencies, elevators. (fire, seismic and Imndzcapped) ,
San Francisco.

This request is for $85,000 to develop working drawings to modlfy 40
elevators in nine bulldmgs on the San Francisco campus. The pro osed
work would (1) improve the seismic resistance of the elevator sh
equipment, (2) install smoke detectors and modify car controls to allow
operation by fire personnel, and (3) provide handicapped accessibility
modifications by installing braille symbols on controls and lowering con-
trols to the emergency telephones. We recommend approval of e re-
quested working drawing funds.

According to the university’s schedule, workin drawmgs should be
completed within five months after funds are available. Thus, construction.
fun s could be used in the budget year. We recommend that prior to

dget hearings, the Department of Finance indicate why construction
fun s are not included in the budget, and identify any addltlonal costs
relative to deferral of construction.

C. Energy Conservation Proposals

This category contains four projects related to energy conservation at
three campuses. A summary of this category and our recommendatlons for
each project are shown in Table 9.

Table 9

University of California
Energy Conservation Projects
1982-83
(in thousands)

Budget o Fstimated

Item Bill Analyst’s  Future
6440-301-189 . Prgject Title Phase®  Campus - Amount Proposal  Cost®
(4) Cogeneration system ..........ccuwuesseses we  San Francisco $410 Pending - - .
(5) Air recirculating system. wc - Berkeley 269 - -
(6) Variable speed fans.... .. 'pw - Berkeley 95 N .
(7) Energy retrofits ........ceermeesmmemmeersnsons we  Riverside - 549 - -
Totals ) $1,316 -  Pending - $848

® Phase symbols indjcate: c—construction; p—preliminary planning; and w—working drawmgs
UC estimate.

Cogeneration Prqecf—Sun Francisco

We recommend Item 6640-301-146 (4), working a'ra ngs and construc-
tion of a campus cogeneration plant, be reduced by $60,000, by deleting
a portion of the project which can be accomplished by redirection of
utility funds in the university support/operations budget. Further, we
withhold recommendation on the balance of $350,000, pending receipt of
additional information.

This $410,000 proposal would prov1de two modlﬁcatlons to the existing
energy system on the San Francisco campus— (1) the existing steam distri-
bution system would be modified to allow for better. utilization of steam
produced at the central power plant and (2) -electrical distribution equip-
ment would be modlfleg to provide for cogeneratlon
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© At the present time, electricity and steam heating for all the major
buildings on the San Francisco campus aré provided via the centrally
located power plant. At the present time, however, steam is vented to the
atmosphere during periods of low steam demand even though the equip-
ment is operating at its lowest practical load. The university proposes
.~ construction of a low-pressure steam line so that this wasted steam energy
" can be utilized. A feasibility study prepared by a consulting engineer
_indicates that the cost of installing the low pressure steam line would be
. gggrt)ximately $60,000 and result in annual savings of approximately $119,-

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—CAPITAL OUTLAY

" Based on the information contained in the consulting engineer’s feasi-
bility report, the steam lirie portion of this project is very cost effective.
Although the report was comipleted in 1979, the university has not yet
imf)lemented this recommeridation. In view of the fact that the annual
utility cost savings generated from implementing the project is substan-
tially more than the cost of the project, we do not understand why utility
funds have not been redirecte(f to ‘accomplish this project. Our analysis
indicates that energy conservation projects.for which the annual utility
savings will more than compensate for the cost of the project should be
undertaken utilizing funds budgeted for utilities. Accordingly, we recom-

"mend that the steam line portion of this project be deleted from the
capital outlay request, for a reduction of $60,000 to Item 6640-301-146 34) ,
and that the university redirect utility funds to accomplish the needed

- modifications. '

Cost/Benefit of Cogeneration. . In our analysis of the Department of
Developmental Services’ budget (Item 4330-301-189), we indicate that the
economic feasibility of cogénetation is dependent upon (1) the initial cost
of the proposed system, (2) the estimated cost of fuel, (3) the estimated
revenue from sale of electrical power or reduced electrical purchases from
the serving utility, and (4) the steam requirement at the facility. We
further indicate that initial feasibility studies for cogeneration ‘proposals
do not provide adequate information tojustify construction fund requests.
Only ager preliminary plans are completed is adequate information avail-
able to substantiate construction requests. Moreover, during this phase of
the project, the entity proposing the project should validate the conclu-
sions contained in the initial feasibility study as to the most economical
cogeneration proposal from the standpoint of the state.

The university has allocated preliminary planning funds in the current
year for this project. According to the university’s schedule, these plans
should be available prior to legislative hearings-on the budget. Pending
receipt of the completed preliminary plans, we withhold recommenda-
tion on the requested working drawings and-construction funds for the
cogeneration portion of this request. -

Alternative Uses of Electricity Produced by Cogeneration.  According
to the information provided by the university, the electricity to be gerner-
ated by the cogeneration facility could be used on campus or could be sold
to the utility district. The university indicates that the use of electricity on
campus would save approximately $5.7 million in utility costs over the life
of the system. On the other hanc{ if the university sel{s the power to the
utility district, the net revenue generated would be $7.2 million over the
life of the system. Consequently, sale of the power to the serving utility
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is the best economic alternative identified by the university. We recom-
mend thdt prior to budget hearings, the university verify that sale of
power is feasible at this facility. At a minimum, the umvers1tg should
‘provide a tentative contract with the utility d1str1ct spemfymg e terms
and condition for sale of this electrlcal power,

Berkeley—Energy Coriservation’

We recommend deletion of Item 6440-301-189 (5), Workmg dra ngs and
construct campus energy conservation, air reczrcu]atzon, for a savings of
$269,000.

We further recommend deletion of Item 6440-301-189(6), pre]zmmazy
plans and working drawings for campus energy conservation, variable
speed fans, step 1, $95,000. The umvemzty has not provided adequate
information to substantiate the energy savings claimed on beha]f of these
prajecls.

The budget proposes funds for two prOJects at Berkeley whlch would
modify the ventilation system in eleven buildings to reduce energy re-
quirements. One project, proposed for working drawings and construc-
tion, would modify air circulation systems in six buildings to reduce
operating hours of the equipment. The other pro ject, proposed for prelim-
inary plans and ‘working drawings, would provide for installation of varia-
ble speed fans in one of these buildings and five other buildings at the
campus. The variable speed fans would reduce the ventilation rate in the

facilities, and thus reduce electrical and steam heating requirements.

The university claims that 1mplementat10n of these energy conservation
measures woulzl’ generate sufficient savings to payback the initial invest-
ment in under four years. The university, however, has not provided
adequate information to substantiate this claim. Specxﬁcally, e docu-
mentation is deficient in the following areas: .

o The proposals do not consider the impact ¢ of the newly 1nstalled com-
puter control systern .on the Berkeley campus. This system was par-
tially justified on the basis of reducmg the operating time of installed
ventilation equipment.-. /

 The campus does not. indicate if mstallatmn of time clocks to reduce
the time during which ventilation equipment operates (24-hours per
day in the case of the Wheeler Hall Augltonum) would e less costly
than the system proposed by the university.

o The university has not indicated if the claimed energy saved and
related cost have been evaluated on the basis of providing that energy
through the cogeneration system proposed for this campus.

+ There is no mformatmn to 1nd1cate the basis of the est1mated cost of
the projects. -

In view of the fact that- the Umvermty has not' evaluated adequately
energy conserving alternatives at the Berkeley campus, funding of the
proposed conservation measurés would not be aEpropnate at this time,
Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the working drawings and con-
struction funds for the air recirculation system,-for a savings of $269,000,
and deletion of the preliminary- plans and working drawings. for the varia-
ble speed fan systems for a savmgs of $95 000.
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Riverside—Energy Conservuiion, Building Retrofit ‘

We recommend deletion of Item 6440-301-189(7), working drawings and
construct energy conservation—building retrofit, phase I, for a savings of
$542,000, because the Riverside campus already has a central control sys-
temdft‘)]r energy conservation measures and this project should not be
needed. R :

This project would modify the heating, ventilating and air conditioning
systems in an attempt to reduce energy consumption in 14 campus build-
ings. The proposed modification consists primari?y_'of installing controls so
that no heating or cooling will take place when the outside air tempera-
ture is between 65°-78° F. ' -

Turning off heating/cooling equipment in these temperature ranges
should save energy. The university, however, has not developed adequate
information regarding the basis of the claimed energy savings. Conse-
quently, the cost-benefit of this proposal cannot be determined. More-
over, 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 conser-
vation—rather than undertake the proposed modifications. _

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.

D. Health Sciences Projects

This category contains four projects related to health sciences at three
campuses. A summary of the projects and our recommendations for each
are contained in Table 10.

Table 10
University of California
Health Sciences Projects

© 1982-83
(in thousands)

Budget Estimated
' : _ Bill “ Analysts Future

Fund/Item/Project Title - - - Phase® Campus Amount Proposal Cost®
COFPHE, 6640-301-146 Coe »
(4) Purchase Sacramento Medical Center..........cooooeee a - Davis $200 - $200  $1,000
Health Science Bond Funds, 6440-301-718 S
(1) Library medule; Irvine Medical Center ............. e [Irvine 79 79 -
(2) Veterinary medicine expansion San Joaquin Val-

ley : e Davis . 427 427 —
(3) North/South wing reconstruction and remodel- ‘ ’

_ing—Sacramento Medical Cénter.........cccocnnnc. w Davis 3% — 658

TOTALS : $742. . §706 - $7,583

® Phase symbols indicate: a—acquisition, e——équipxﬂent, w—Wofking drawings.
b UC estimate.
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Davis Campus

We recommend approva] of $427 000 in Item 6'440 301-718, (2), equip-
ment for the veterinary medicine expansion, San Joaquin Valley Clinic
Facility. We recommend ‘approval of $200,000 in Item 6'440-301-146' (4),
purchase of the Sacramento Medical Center. .-

We. recomniend. that Item 6440-301-718(3), Workmg dra ng:s for the
Sacramento Medical Center. North/South Wing reconstruction and re-
modeling be deleted, for.a reduction of $36,000, because seismic upgrading
of this nonpatzent-occupzed space should be conszdered in pnonty order
with other statewide seismic rehabilitation needs.

“The proposal for the Davis campus health sciences consxsts of three :
FI'O_]eCtS totalinig $663,000. The first proposal represents equipment funds

or the new veterinary expansion, San:Joaquin Valley Clinic facility. The
second proposal represents the fifth of 10 installments to purchase the.
Sacramento Medic Il) Center. The third proposal is for working drawings
related. to a major project:to alter and structurally upgrade the north/
south wing of the Sacramento Medical Center. o

Veterinary Medicine Fxpansion—San Joaquin Valley C]zmc Fac:];ty
This -$427,000 request would provide funds: for. purchase of moveable
equipment needed to operate the new veterinary clinic in the San Joaquin
Valley. This facility would serve as the main clinical teaching resource for
the food animal health programs at the Davis School of Veterinary Medi-
cine. The university estimates that with the San Joaquin Valley faci lity, the
number of graduates entering food animal practice will increase from the
current 8 or 9 to.20 or more per year. The $3 838, OOO facﬂlty is scheduled
to be completed in January 1983:

Our review of .the information prov1ded in support of the equ1 ment
request indicates that the amount requested is within accepted guidelines
and that the items of equipment to be purchased are consistent with the
program to be housed at this new facility. Accordingly, we recommend
approval of the requested funds for this project.

Purchasé—Sacramento Medical Center. Item 6440-301-146 (4) 1n-
cludes $200,000 to provide the fifth installment to purchase the coun
interest in the Sacramento Medical Cérnter (SMC) land and buildings. T
requested amount is in accordarice with the agreement between the
County of Sacramento and the university, providing for the university’s
continued operation, ownership and control of the SMC. Upon completion
of 10 annual payments totaling $2 million, the university may purchase the
county’s remaining interest in the hospltal land and buildings for $6,687,-
942. This amount compares to the current base value of $10 million. Conse-
quently, the requested funds are needed to preserve the terms of the
present agreement between the county and the state for ultimate pur-
chase by the university of the existing land and bulldmgs ‘

We recommerid approval of the fifth prepayment amount of $200 000.

North/South Wing Reconstruction and Remode]mg——Medzca] Cen-
ter. This $36,000 request represents the university’sstate funding request
for preparation of working drawings for reconstruction and remodeling of
the north/south wing of -the SMC.

Structural analysis of the SMC has revealed that the north/south wing
of the main hospital does not meet the seismic code requirements of Title
24. A new structure is under construction to house the acute-care patient:
beds currently located in the north-south wing. Upon completion of the
replacement facility, the university proposes to undertake major recon-
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struction in the north/south wing for support facilities. In addition to
structural modification of the existing building (proposed from state
funds), the project includes alterations to meet programmatic require-
ments. This portion of the alterations would be funded from hospital
reserves and nonstate sources. According to the university’s capital im-
provement program, the estimated total cost of the proposed remodeling
is $24 million, with $6.6 million requested from state funds. other than
hospital reserves, and $17.7 million coming from hospital reserves and
nonstate sources. '

Seismic Rehabilitation Not Required for Functions to be Housed in
North/South Wing. Upon completion of the Replacement Facility, all
acute-care patient beds will be removed from the north/south wing. This
will allow allocation of additional space for clinical and support facilities.
In addition, the School of Medicine will occupy approximately 25,000 asf
of the space to be vacated. The university’s proposal to alter the building
for the expanded and new functions includes state funding for seismic
rehabilitation of the structure. Existing code, however, does not require
that this facility be upgraded structurally. The proposal to do this work,
instead, is based on the university’s policy that the facilities be upgraded
to meet seismic code. '

The need for seismic rehabilitation of state facilities has been addressed
by the state Seismic Safety Commission. The commission has established
amethod to evaluate the relative seismic risk of buildings, and has evaluat-
ed most state buildings. As a result, it has established a priority listing for
potential rehabilitation of deficient buildings. Using the results of this
evaluation, the Legislature can determine the relative needs for seismic
upgrading on a statewide basis. The need to rehabilitate the north/south
wing should be assessed using the commission’s methodology, and the
need should then be evaluated in priority with other state buildings. If,
however, the university wishes to proceed with major upgrading of the
north/south wing, then the proposed alterations should be accomplished
within available hospital reserves and nonstate funds.

Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $36,000 for working draw-
ings included in Item 6440-301-718(3).

Status Report on Accreditation Needed. In July 1981, the California
Department of Health Services identified 66 wide-ranging licensing and
certification deficiencies at the Sacramento Medical Center facility. These
deficiencies focused on the cardiovascular surgery and kidney services at
the hospital. The Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals
(JCAH) moved to deny accreditation of the SMC. A new survey by the
JCAH has recently been completed, and the university is preparing plans
of corrections for deficiencies noted in the survey. The Legislature should
be apprised of the progress which the university has made towards resolv-

“ing licensing and certification deficiencies at the Sacramento Medical
Center.

Accordingly, we recommend that prior to legislative hearings on the
budget, the university provided the Legislature with a status report on its
efforts to maintain accreditation at the SMC facility.
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irvine Campus

-We recommend approval of Item 6'440 301-718 (1), equipment {'or the
Iibrary module, UCIMC, Irvine.

This $79,000 request is for equipment related to the UC Irvine Medical
Center, library module. This building is the initial component of a modular
facility Wthh has been planned to accommodate future construction at
the Center on a project-by-project basis. Funds in the amount of $666,000
were appropriated in the 1981 Budget Act for construction of this initial
module, and the university allocated an additional $1 880,000 in hosp1ta1
reserve and nonstate funds to the prOJect

The state fund request for equipping of the new library module is
consistent with state cost guidelines for the state-funded portion of the
project. We recommend approval of the requested funds.

Pro|ecis by Descriptive Category

In the A—pages for our Analysis, we discuss the cap1ta1 outlay funding
problemsd resulting from the distribution of tidelands oil revenue in 1982
83. To aid the Legislature in resolving these problems, we have divided
those projects which our analysis indicates are Justlﬁed into the followmg
categories:

1. Critical fire/life safety and security prOJects—lncludes prOJects to
correct life threatening conditions.

2. Projects needed to meet code requirements—includes projects that
do not involve life threatening conditions.

3. Essential utility, site development and equipment—includes projects
geelcéed to make new bulldlngs usable or continue usability of existing

uildings.

4. Meet existing instructional capacity needs in higher education—in-
cludes projects that are critical, and for which no alternatives are available
other than reducing enrollments.

5. Improve program efficiency or cost effectlveness—mcludes new of- -
fice buildings, alterations, etc.

6. Energy conservation prOJects—mcludes projects with a payback peri-
od of less than five years.

7. Energy conservation projects—includes projects with a payback peri-
od greater than five years.

Table 11 shows how we categorize the projects funded from tideland oil
revenues that our analysis mcﬁcates are warranted.

Table 11

University of California
Projects by Descriptive Categories
(in thousands)

Estimated
] . Analyst’s Future
Category/Item/Campus/Project Title Proposal® Cost®
1. None
6440-301-146
2. (16) Berkeley—CAC deficiencies, handicapped, step 2 .....cierverreeiens $110 e —_
(17) Davis—CAC deficiencies, handicapped, step 2...........eemmiseemmmmeonsenss 385 ¢ —_—
(18) Riverside—handicapped access alterations, step 1...... . 2A40c —
(19) San Diego—CAC deficiencies, handicapped, step 1 .. . 153¢ —_—
(20) Santa Cruz—CAC deficiencies; handicapped, step 2 :........ccvwuries 28¢ —_

(21) Berkeley—CAC deficiencies, elevators 644 ¢
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(22) Berkeley—CAC deficiencies, high-rise fire and life safety ............ T39w - 8T04
(24) San Francisco—CAC deficiencies, elevators (fire, seismic and P
.. handicapped) et 8OW 0 LOT9
‘Subtotal : : 31,884 $1,783 -
. 6440-301-146 R
3. (8) Santa Cruz—animal quarters addxtlon ) ' $68e . -
6440-301-146 RO
4. (4) Davis—purchase of Sacramento MedJcal Center ... ’§200 a ©$1,000
(5) Berkeley—Cory Hall, alterations for microelectron: a o
‘laboratory " 2 283 ce- =
(6) Berkeley—Cory Hall, utilities-systems and handicapped-improve- - - : b
ments ; 917 c —.
(7) Irvine—social ecology building ; 3515¢ 522
(9) Davis—Food and agricultural sciences bmldmg .............................. Mp - 36,512
(10) -Riverside—nematode isolation and quarantine facility ..595.ce : -—
< {11): Irvine—organic chemistry lab conversion 192¢ AT p—
(27) Los Angeles—construct and equip Drew/UCLA program, chmcal ’
sciences third floor completion 3003ce -
(98) Los Angeles—Drew/ UCLA | program, medical education center 4340c 7 169
Subtotal S ‘ i e $16,017 $38,803
5. (1) Systemwxde—pro;ect programming and prehmma:y plans ...... i $150° -
(26) San Diego—SIO seawall extension...... o 320¢ —
Subtotal ' . $470 —
6440-301-146 - o
6. (25) Davis—natural gas service, electncal cogeneration facxhty ............ $380¢c - -
6440-301-189
(1) Berkeley—heating plant, alteratlons and addition for power cogen- »
eration . $323p $10,487
(2) Los Angeles—cogeneration facility ; " 348p . 11,653
(3) San Diego—cogeneration facility ....... o i 192p 7,038
Subtotal . $1,243 $29,178
7. None )

Totals......... I 7 $19682 . $69.764

% Phase symbols indicate: a—acquisition; c—construction; e—equipment; p—preliminary ‘planning; and
w-—~working drawings.
b UC estimate.
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HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW
Ttem 6600 from the General | v

Fund . : Budget p. E 153
Requested 1982-83 .......ccoevcinenerenssivnsesenssensssssinssaisinissssiisnsses $7,175,000
Estimated 1981-82........ccccoceieiiinriiinrnnionenrrenesrassnsnes iedessereeneasinenes 7,405,000
Actual 1980-81 .......cceiee.ee. ririeseessirasaniasitensasaresisenonsresersasennssessesinne 6,923,000

Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary
increases) $230,000 (—3.1 percent)

Total recommended reduction .......ccccevivinrerereniivnsenssesereseones $781,000
1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE »
Item - Description . Fund : . Amount
6600-001-001—Hastings College of Law * General . $7,175,000
6600-001-890-—-Hastings College of Law Federal (802,000}
' : ' $7,175.000
. . Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Educational Fee Increase. Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by 1469

$150,000. Recommend Hastings set educational fee equal
- -to the University of California’s educational fee. .

2. Student Charges. Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by $338,000. 1470
Recommend an increase in student charges of $300 in 1982
83 and an additional $300 in 1983-84 so that the contributions
of graduate students toward the cost of their education are
more reflective of the benefits they derive.’

3. Technical Budgeting Error. Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by 1470

. $120,000. Recommend correction of technical budgeting
error in OEE.

4. Salary Savings. Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by $173,000. 1472
Recommend that budget reflect actual salary savings expe-
rience in the past. ;

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

Hastings College of Law was founded in 1878. It is designated by statute
as a law school of the University of California, although it is governed by
its own board of directors. Hastings is budgeted for 1,500 law students
during the regular year and 300 students during the summer session. The
college has approximately 223.5 full-time equivalent positions in the cur-
rent year.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The budget proposes a total of $10.4 million for support of Hastings
College of Law in:1982-83. Of this amount, $7.2 million is requested from
. the General Fund. This is $230,000, or 3.1 percent, less than estimated
expenditures from the General Fund in 1981-82. The proposed decrease,
however, makes no allowance for any salary or staff benefit increases that
may be approved for the budget year. Hastings estimates that each 1
percent increase in salaries would cost an additional $71,170 beyond what
is requested in the budget.
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Funds received from the federal government ($0 8 million) help sup-
Eort the student services program, primarily student financial aid. Reim-
ursements ($2.4 million) are received primarily from student fees and
nonresident tuition, and are used to offset part of the cost to the General

Fund of supporting the college:.

Table 1 shows proposed expenditures and fundmg sources for Hastings.

Table 1

‘ » Hastmgs Proposed Expendltures and Fundlng.
. (in thousands).

Aectual ,E'sbmated Proposed

. : L ; ‘ Change
Program . 1980-81 - 198182 = 198283 Amount Percent
1. Instruction..... : -$2,972 - $3,759 43, 791 $32 0.8%
9. Public and Professional Semces w187 176:: 180 4 2.3
3. Academic Support...... PR . 1,941 ~1,688 - - =253 -130
4. Student Services tieesssiieireeneenes i 1744 1,679 1,730 51 30
5. Institutional Support.: . 2,954 2,801 2,985 94 33
6. Provision for ALoCation .......i.cowmriniviiier ~ 983 30 39 9 30.0

Totals 3 . reseionniens, . $9,685 $10476 $10,413 —~$63 —0.6%
General Fund ... e : $6923  $T405 $7175  —$230 ~3.1%
Federal funds I, i 8T8 802 802 — -

167 74

ReimbUISEments. ... uwivivissmsnios i L8B4 269 . 5436

Changes Proposed for the Budgei Year

Table 2 shows the proposed changes in General Fund support between

1981-82 and 1982—83 The major changes 1nclude

" Table 2 :
Hastings Proposed 1982—83 ]
‘General Fund Budget Changes
(m thousands)

1981-82 base budget
Program changes: i
A. To Maintain Existing Budget

1. Merit and promotions ; : : $88
2. Price increases... : 222
3. OASDI....... ; 3
4. Reduction for one-time expenses : » -321
B. Restoration of One-Time Reductions :
1. 2 percent reduction X s 151
2. Travel ......... ' : 5
C. Five Percent Reduction- . ; ; . :
Total Changes.............: —$230

Total, 1982-83 Support....

$7,405
-8

156

—378

$7,175

« A $310,000 increase for merit, promotion, and price increases to main-
. tain the current-year budget at the same level in 1982-83.
« A $156,000 increase to restore the reductlons made ona one-time basis

in 1981-82.

o A $378,000 decrease in baseline expenditures to reﬂect the 5 Ppercent

reductlon called for by the Governor.
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« A $321,000 reduction to delete the one-time expenses associated with:
opening the new law library.

There are no program increases proposed for 1982-83.

The Five Percent Reduction

The Governor’s Budget reflects a reduction of $378,000 to comply with
the Governor’s directive that the baseline budgets for many General Fund
agencies be reduced 5 percent. Hastings proposes to achieve this reduc-
tion as follows:

o Reduce existing programs..............c.c.... it 0 $82,0000 0 (22%)
e Increase educational fee revenues:...:.......... Lo $125,000 (33%)
o Increase other reimbursements .........c.......... $171,000 (45%)

Program Cuts—$52,000. Hastings proposes to make small reductions in
several programs, including facilities operation, operation of the law li-
brary, student health services, and admissions. In addition, Hastings pro-
poses to increase its salary savings by $40,000. This means that an additional
$40,000 of authorized salary and benefit costs will be saved through vacan-
cies and turnover. s ah

Increased Educational Fee Revenue—$125,000. The educational fee at
Hastings typically has been set at a level equal to the educational fee
charged to graduate students at the University of California (UC). Until
1981-82, the fee was $360 per year, or $180 per semester at Hastings.

The 1981 Budget Act provided for reductions in the budgets of both UC
and Hastings. The Legis?ature, however, did not allocate these reductions,
and instead allowed UC and Hastings to implement them. The UC
achieved its reduction by raising the educational fee by $75 per quarter
for the winter and spring quarters. For 1982-83, the $75 increase will apply
to all three quarters, raising the annual fee for graduate students to $585—
$225 above the fee charged in 1980-81. = o

In order to match UC’s annual increase of $225, Hastings raised its fee
by $112.50 per semester, beginning with the seécond semester of 1981-82.
In 198283, Hastings’ 1,500 graduate students will pay the increased fee in
both semesters, increasin% total revenues by $168,750. Of this amount,
$43,750 (26 percent) will be used to increase student financial aid pay-
ments, resulting in net revenue increase of $125,000. The budget does.not
contemplate any increase in the fee during 1982-83. v

Increased Reimbursements—$171,000.. Hastings will achieve a portion
of the 5 percent reduction by increasing reimbursements. Most of the
reveli}ue would come from increases in nonresident tuition and registra-
tion fees. :

Increase in Educational Fee Needed to Maintain Parity With UC

We recommend that the educational fee at Hastings be increased by
$100 per year. (Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by $150,000).

Because Hastings is part of the University of California, fees at Hastings
traditionally have been set so as to equal the fees charged to other UC
graduate students. The budget for 1982-83 proposes to abandon the policy
of fee parity at the two institutions. The budget reflects a $100 increase in
the educational fee charged graduate students at the University, bringing
it to an annual level of $685. Hastings’ educational fee, however, would
continue at an annual level of $585. : ’ :

There is no analytical reason why a law student at Hastings should pay
less than a law student at the other three UC law schools. Consequently,
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we recommend that Hastings” educational fee be increased by $100 to an
annual level of $685. This would result'in a revenue increase of $150,000
in 1982-83, ‘and permit a corresponding savings to the General Fund.

Increased Graduate Student Charges Recommended

We recommend that the fee charged Hastings students per semester be
increased by $300, effective January 1, 1953, so that the contributions of
graduate students toward the cost of their education are more reflective
of the benefits they derive. We further recommend that $112,000 (25 per-
cent) of the additional revenue raised by the higher fee be used to increase
student financial aid so that low income students continue to have access

. to Hastings. (Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by $338,000).

Elsewhere in this Analysis, we recornmend that the annual fee charged
UC graduate students be increased by $600 per year. To allow the univer-
sity and graduate students time to make the necessary adjustments, we
recommend that the higher fee ($200 per quarter) not be imposed until
the second quarter of the 1982-83 academic year. (Thus; fees at the univer-
sity would be increased by $400 during the budget year).

This recommendation, which is discussed in greater detail in our analy-
sis of Iterm 6440-001-001 (University of California), is based on three consid-
erations: .

o It costs the state more to educate a graduate student than it costs to

educate an undergraduate. : ‘ . '

o A greater proportion of the benefits from a graduate education ac-

" crues to the student (as opposed to the society as a whole) than is the
case with undergraduate education. : :

o Low student charges at the graduate level create incentives for the

* over-investment in graduate education.

Because (1) the same reasons apply to law students at Hastings, and (2)
Hastings, as part of UC; should charge the same fees as the university, we
recommend that Hastings also raise student charges by $600 per year. To
allow Hastings and its students time to make the necessary adjustments,
we recommend that the higher fee ($300 per semester) become effective
on January 1, 1983. The $300 fee increase would raise $450,000 in revenue.

‘We also recommend that 25 percent of the revenue from the increased
charges ($112,000) be used to provide financial aid to students so that
low-income students will continue to have access to Hastings. The net
effect of this recommendation would be an increase in uncommitted avail-
‘able revenues of $338,000 in 1982-83, and a corresponding savings to the
General Fund. . _

Technical Budgeting Error ,

We recommend that $120,000 be deleted from the budget to correct for
overbudgeting, resulting in a corresponding savings to the General Fund
of this amount, ' ’

The budget request for Hastings provides for a 7 percent across-the-
board increase as a ﬁrice adjustment for operating expenses and equip-
ment (OEE) costs. The 7 percent, however, was not applied to the correct
baseline budget, causing the price increase to be over_gudgeted by $120,-
Two errors were made in calculating the price increase. First, the base
included funds that had been deleted from the 1981-82 budget by the
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egislature. Second, federal funds.and reimbursements were imnproperly
1nc uded in the base. Only those OEE costs funded by the General Fund
should receive a General Fund price increase. -
We recommend that $120,000 be deleted from the requested appropria-
tion to correct the overbudgeting. The detalls behmd our recommenda—
tion are shown in Table 3. . S L :

“Table’ 3

OEE Pnce Increase Overbudgetmg : k
Legzs]abve . Legzslabve e
Govemors Ana!ysts Office Analyst’s Office

- . . Budget .. Adjustment Dz!ference |
1981 Budget Act Appropriation for OEE .......... e $3491 . 83401 L =

Adjustments ‘ ‘ - : ‘
One-time library costs » SUNEECIR IR ) B 1 N [
Unallocated reduction ® ... btestenlionins -$u3 —8113
Adjusted Base Total ... - $3,170 $3057 1 -8l
Deductions” ' el ’ e o B
Federal funds ......... ; : : = —$981 - - —$981 -
Reimbursements " .... e Co-Bl9 2619
General Fund Total, OEE....... ; ' <R U( RS 3 . SR ) R K
7 Percent Price Increase ' : 222 12 120

2 The 1981 Budget Act reflected a $300,000-uniallocated reduction in the university’s budget. We estimate
that $113,000 was reduced from OEE expenditures.

b We estimate that 32 percent of total reimbursements ($1,935 403) are budgeted for OEE based on total
budgeted expendrtures of 32 percent OEE, 68 percent personal services. :

Technical Recommenduhon—lncrease Solary chmgs |

All state agencies realize some savings-in personal services durmg the
year because of (1) vacancies in authorized positions and (2) turnover
which results in new employees being paid at lower salaries than the
departing employees, Consequently, agencies do not receive full funding
for their authorized positions. “Salary savings” are estimated and deduct-
ed from the appropriation to account for the difference between the costs
of authorized positions and expected expenditures for salaries and wages.

Our analysis of Hastings’ actual vacancy rates for the past several years
indicates that Hastings has consistently experienced hlgl'ler vacancy rates
than those anticipated in the budget. Table 4 compares the budgeted and
actual vacanoy rates for the past four years.

Table 4
Comparison of Budgeted and Actual Vacancies
{As Percentage of Authorized FTE) - .. : ci T
R . L e Budgeted " Aetual - Difference -
1977-T8 ...viiiecierain : IS SRR 05% - 47% T 499

1978-79 : 05 . T4 . 69
1979-80 , _ , , v Lo 22 108 . - 86,
1980-81 . . . : , . 20 R ¥ AR & |
1981-82 (Est.) e . e 190 S
1982-83 (Prop.) o - L1

Normally, when confronted w1th a d1spar1ty between actual and budget-
ed vacancy rates, we compute an average of the actual vacancy rates for
the recent - past and recommend that the agency budget for vacancies at
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the average rate. In Hastmgs case, however this mlght not be appropriate
for two reasons:

o Hastings did not experlence dollar. savmgs commensurate with its

higher vacancy rates in 1977-78 and 1978-79.

¢ 1979-80 was an atypical year, and should be excluded from the compu-

tation of an average.

Absence of Savings in 1977-78 and 1.978—7.9 Vacancies should translate
into expenditure savings because salaries are not paid for vacant positions.
Our analysis of Hastings’ budgets for the past several years, however,
indicates that in .two years, although vacancy rates were cons1derab1y
higher than antmpated in the budget, Hastings reported no excess dollar
savings. Table 5 shows the relationship between the vacancy rates and the
salary savings over the past four years.

Table 5
‘ Comparlson of Vacancies and Dollars Saved
e 1977-78 1978-79 197980 - - 1980-81
Number of positions (FTE) vacant............ : 86 136 C 216 147

Salaries and wages saved ...........co... e $36,000 $14,000 $513,000 7 $288,000
Savings per FTE vacancy.....cessssises $4,186 $1,029 $23,750 $19,592

In 1978—79 for example, Table 5 shows that although an equivalent of
13.6 positions were vacant, only $14,000 of authorized salary costs were
saved) This would séem to indicate that each vacant position cost only
$1,029, which clearly is not true. It appears that, instead, the vacancies
generated salary savings which were used to fund personal services at
hlgher-than-authonzed levels. Hastings has not been able to: 1dent1fy how
. the excess salary savings were used.

1979-80 was Atypical. In 1979-80, Hastings budgeted a 2.2 percent
vacancy rate, but experienced a vacancy rate of 10.8 percent, as sh)own in
Table 5. Hastmgs explains that the high rate of savings and vacancies in
1979-80 was the result of a change in administration and accompanymg
high turnover.

Increased Salary Savings Recommended

We recommend that salary savings be increased to reflect actual va-
cancy rates and actual savings, for a savings of $173,000 to the General
Fund. (Reduce Item 6600-001-001 by $173,000).

While it is clear that Hastings has consistently underbudgeted its vacan-
cies and salary savings, it is not clear what adjustment should be made in
1982-83. Due to the'data problems discussed above, we recommend that
the budget reflect Hastings’ actual experience in 1980—81 rather than the
four-year average. In 1980-81, actual salary savings were $288,000, which
is equal to 5.4 percent of budgeted salaries and wage. The budget proposes
a savings of $149,000, which is only 2.5 percent of budgeted salaries and
wages. Conseqb ently, we recommend that salary savings be increased to
5.4 percent of budgeted salaries and wages, resulting in additional salary
savings of $173,000 beyond what is shown in the Governor’s Budget. Delet-
ing this amount from the budget will result in corresponding savings to the
General Fund. ,
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
Item 6610 from the General and »

various Funds | ‘Budget p. E 166
Requested 1982-83 ......cuvviierivesins s nesssiresssnessisesorssssnsasns $1,043,669,000
Estimated 1981-82................. Leeeret et asen e sessbas s s bbb e as 1,025,841,000
ACtUAl 198081 .....c.coviirecienrereiteeee et st ene s 1,011,738,000

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary
increases) $17,828,000 (+1.7 percent)

Total recommended FEAUCHON ..............soeermsessmenserins $8,112,000
Recommendation pending ...........coceveriennisinivenenns R $34,513,000
1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE
Item ' Description Fund - © Amount
6610-001-001—Support » General ’ $986,774,000
Available from Ch 867/ 81——Support General o 115,000
6610-001-146—Instructional Equipment, Deferred
Maintenance, and Special Repair COFPHE 9,820,000
6610-001-890—Student Services Federal Trust 46,960,000
Total $1,043,669,000
: _ . ’ . v . Analysis ‘
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Two and one-half percent reduction. Recommend the 1480
Legislature direct CSU to submit its final plan for imple-
menting the required $25.2 million, 2.5 percent basef)
budget reduction to the budget committees by April 1
1982.

2. Enrollment prOJectlons Recommend ‘that the Legisla- 1483
ture ask the Department of Finance to explain to the fiscal -
committees the reasons why the Trustees” enrollment re-
quest for 1982-83 was reduced by 2,000 FTE.

3. Graduadte enrollment plan. Recommend that the Chan- 1484
cellor’s Office report to the Legislature on why a graduate
student enrollment plan has not been developed as re-
quired by the 1980 Budget Act.

4. Investment in People—Technical education. Reduce Item 1489

-6610-001-001 .- by $3,000,000. Recommend deletion of
proposed “Investment in People” program because infor-
mation on how the funds would be spent has not been
provided and consequently, it is not clear that an augmen-
tation is needed to achieve the. goals of the program.

5. Library acquisitions. Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $272,000. 1493

. Recommend that the 1982-83 CSU library volume acquisi-
tion rate be reduced to 469,093 volumes, to reflect the
formula approved by the Leglslature last year, for a Gen-
eral Fund savings of $272,000.

6. Media services. . Recommend that the’ Leglslature adopt 1494
Supplemental Report language directing the Chancellor’s
Office to review implementation of .the 1978 Trustees’ pol-
icy statement on instructional development and media

52—75056
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services and report its findings to the legislative budget
committees by December 1, 1982.

7. EDP support. Recommend that the Chancellor’s Office 1494
and the Department of Finance develop information prior
to the budget hearings which (1) correets technical budg-

. eting errors and (2) .addresses other issues critical to the
enhancement of computing.  Withhold recommendation
on funding for support of electronic data processing, pend-
ing receipt of this information. Also recommend adoption *
of supplemental report language directing the CSU and
the Department of Finance to prepare a report by Decem- |
ber 1, 1982, addressing long-range 1ssues associated with
the support of computing.

8. Mt Laguna observatory, Augment Item 6610-001-001 by 1498
$56,000. Recommend permanent support for a full-time
observatory director because the current arrangement
does not provide for: the.kind of extensive supervision
necessary to (1) adequately protect and maintain the facil-
ity and (2) sustain the high level of program activity.

9. Two tier student service fee. -Recommend that the Legis-- 1500 .
lature reject the budget proposal to charge all CSU stu- -~
dents the same student services fee ($216), regardless of
the number of units taken, because the proposal dlSCI’lml- :

" nates against part-time students

10. Financial aid administration. Recommend that financial 1503
aid administration support be maintained at the current -
level, and that funding for the estimated $776,000 shortfall
in federal support be provided by a $3 increase in the
Student Services Fee which is the appropriate source of -
support for this activity.

11. Graduate student charges. Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by 1504
$4,315,000. Recommend that the Legislature require an
increase of $400 in the annual student charge for resident
graduate students to reflect more fully the cost of their
education to the state and the direct benefit they derive
from this education. Further recommend that $1.4 million
of the fee revenue generated be used to augment available
student financial aid so that low-mcome students continue

_ to have access to CSU. o

12. Disabled Student Program. Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by 1512
$455,000 and increase reimbursements to Item 6610-001-001 .
by $455,000. Recommend that $455,000 in General Fund .. -
support proposed for service to Department of Rehabilita-
tion clients at CSU be deleted because federal funds are .
available for this purpose.

13. Washington, D.C. office. Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by . 1515.
$126,000.  Recommend - that the Legislature eliminate ;
$126,000 in General Fund support for the California State

- University Washington, D.C. office, and allow the system
to use federal overhead funds for this purpose, because the . .
program primarily benefits overhead-supported activities. .

14. Administrative fellows program.. Recommend that the ‘1518
Legislature direct the Chancellor’s Office to developase- .. -
lection process for the Administrative Fellows Program to
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ensure that each campus (and the Chancellor’s Office)
forward the names of three candidates to the systemwide
selection committee in order to ensure a maximum num-
- ber of nominees. :
15. Foundations. .Recommend that the Legislature direct the 1522
Trustees of CSU to submit a plan for implementing the
Auditor General’s recommendation to revert excess in-
direct costs recovered by foundations to the campuses be-
cause campuses incur related costs which are not currently
reimbursed. Further recommend that the report include
means for increasing the rate of recovery of indirect costs.

. -Summary of Legislative Analyst’s
Recommended Fiscal Changes to the
1982-83 CSU Budget

~Program Changes Impact on
Reductions Augmentations General Fund

Investment in PEOPIE.......wiurrreisssmrsmssssissivees —$3,000,000 - ‘— $3,000,000
Library acquisitions - —272,000 - —272,000
Mt. Laguna obServatory ... —_ $56,000 56,000
Graduate student fees ....... I (4,315,000)*- — —4,315,000
Disabled Student Funding ............ieweeesisn: © . (~455,000)" -— —455,000
Washington, D.C. office -126,000 — 126,000

Totals ' —$3,398,000 $56,000 —$8,112,000

* Funding shift.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT | |
The California State University system (CSU) provides instruction in
the liberal arts and sciences and in applied fields which require more than
. two years of collegiate education. In addition, CSU may award the doctoral
degree jointly with the University of California or private institutions.

Governance ; . _

- The CSU system is governed by a 23-member board of trustees. The
Trustees appoint the Chanceller who, as the chief executive officer of the
‘system, assists. the Trustees in making appropriate policy. decisions, and
provides for the administration of the system.

The system includes 19 campuses with an estimated 1981-82 full-time
equivalent (FTE) enrollment of 242,372. In the current year, the system
has 33,634 authorized personnel-years. T '

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 undergraduate admissions. :

Transfer students may be admitted from other four-year institutions or
from community colleges if they have maintained at least a 2.0 grade point
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or “C” average in prior academic work. To be admitted to u%;lner -division
standing, the student must also have completed 56 transferable semester
units of college courses. To be admitted to a graduate program, the mini-

mum requirement is a bachelor s degree from an’ accredited four-year
institution. .

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1982-83 Budget Overview

The budget proposes expenditures of $986,889,000 from the General
Fund for support of the CSU system in 1982-83. This is an increase of
$23,436,000, or 2.4 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. -

Table 1 provides a budget summary, by program, for the past, current,
and budget years. This table indicates that, while General Fund support
will amount to $986.9 million, total funds ‘available to CSU will be $1.3
billion, which is an increase of $33.5 million, or 2.6 percent, over total
expendltures in the current year.

Table 2 shows total expenditures proposed in the budget for the CSU
system in 1982-83, by program and source of funds.

Table 1
‘The California State University Budget Summary
(dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated Proposed Change
1950-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount - Percent

INStTUCHON ...cvveromisecssciverroermissionsns $619,200 $651,026 $666,475 $15,449 2.37%
Organized Research ... 54 - - - -
Public SErvice .........cceveeumimmsrnene 770 599 710 171 2845 -
Academic Support ........icnossus 115,638 118,172 122,126 3,954 3.35
Student SErVICe. ..ommmemmmrmmsresiesse 138,183 145,254 137,304 7850 . . —54

Institutional SuPPOTE ..ccerre 273,101 280,742 298,998 18256 6.50
Independént Operations . 46,763 47673 49,807 2,134 448
Aux:hary Organizations .. . 199,271 211,600 292,800 11,200 5.29
Total Programs...........cocuconeususicns $1,392,980 $1,455,066  $1,498,280 $43,214 2.97%
Special Adjustments: 7 -
Enrollment (unallocated) -....... - $1,004 $1,965 $961 95.8%
State Educational Opportunity SRR
Grants ...oeeinermesmerssmeniseassesses g - 355 35 °© N/A
_Science Enhancement.. ; - : - 3,000 3,000 N/A
Unidentified Reduction ............ : - - ~3,635 —3,635 N/A
Totals . $1,392,980 $1,456,070 . - $1,499,965 $43,895 3.01%
Reimbursements . —141,503 —178,459 —188,817 —10,358 - 580
Net Totals...... $1,251,477 $1277,614 - $1,311,148 - - $33,537 2.62%
General Fund ...... $952,052 $963,453 $956,889 $23,436 L 243%
Federal Trust Fund 56,450 56270 46,960 9310 ~16.54
Capital Outlay Fund for Public
Higher Education................. 3234 6118 9820 3702 60.51
Energy and Resources Fund........ 637 679 v - —679 - —100.00
Dormitory Revenue Fund: .
Housing. 13,578 15,463 17,354 1,891 1223
. Parking : 5356 544 6058 634 1169
Continuing - Education Hevenue
Fund 3 20899 - 18,604 21267 2,663 1431
Auvxiliary Orgamzabons o : :
Federal 33,000 38,000 38000 - <
Other e 166271 173600 184800 11,200 645

Personnel Years ...iccnicnns » 33,748 33,634 33,646 12 0.04%
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1982-83 Budgef Changes

As detailed in Table 3, CSU’s proposed budget for 1982-83 contains
several offsetting increases and decreases. The table shows: that increases
for baseline adjustments total $53.4 million; including $14.3 million for
general price increases, $2.1 million for increased contributions to Social
Security (OASDI), and $11 6 million for merit salary increases and faculty
promotions. An increase of $20.1 million reflects, in part, the restoration
of prior funding levels for travel and other programs which were reduced
in -the current year as required by the Budget Act and the 2 percent
budget reduction imposed by the Governor.

Program maintenance proposalsresult in a net decrease of $16.3 million
reflecting, in part, the impact of (1) a $4.7 million decrease in physical
glant operations and (2) an increase of $9.1 million in reimbursements

om student fees. -

One program cbange proposal is included for 1982-83—the Governor’s

“Investment in People” Initiative for which $3,000,000 is requested (This
proposal is d1scusse§ later in this analysis.) '
" Finally, the budget reflects two special reductions, totaling $16.7 mil-
lion. The first consists of $13.1 million, which will be offset by a proposed
new $55 per FTE student fee. The remaining $3.6 million represents
unidentified reductions needed to comply with the 2.5 percent budget
decrease required by the Governor.

2.5 Percent Budget Reduction Not Fully Identified

We recommend that the Legislature direct CSU to present to the budget
committees its final plan for implementing the 1952-83 requzred 2.5 per-
cent baseline budget reduction no later than April 1, 1952.

The Governot’s Budget proposes a 2.5. gercent $25.2 million reduction
in the normal 1982-83 state General Fund baseline budget for CSU. This
reduction (which also applies on the same percentage basis to the Univer-
sity of California), is in Feu of the 5 percent reduction that most other
General Fund- supported state agencies were requlred to make in their
baseline budgets.

Table 4, which summarizes CSU’s preliminary plan to achieve the re-
quired General Fund reduction of $25.2 million, shows that most of the
reduction—#$13.1 million (52 percent)-—would be. offset b{/ student fee
increases. (either a new $41 per regular student or $55 per full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) State University Emergency Fee). Consequently, the actual -
reduction is only $12.1 million—1.2 percent of the baseline. Itemized re-

.ductions in expenditures add up to $3.6 million. The remaining $3.6 million
in savings is not identified.

The list of reductions shown in Table 4 is not final, and could change.
A CSU task force has begun work on 1dent1fy1ng the specific reductlons
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Table 2

California State University
Source of Funds by Subprogram
1982-83 Governor's Budgst
(in thousands)

S i

Genersl Fund ' Total - Foundations
_ Reimburse- Continuing Federal  Specisl . and Aunilyy  Grand
. Net * -menty ot Fweation Dormitory  Farking  COFPHE Tt Funds  Orgenizations - Totaks

. Instruction . . )

Regular Instruction. ; . $614,937 $34,048  $649,086 - —_ —  $4,068 — $4368 — - $653454

Special session instruction - — - —  $8484 - = — e 8484 - 8,484

. Extension instruction ' — - o 455 - - - - 453 . - 4535

Totals, Instruction $614,937 $34,148 9649086  $13,019 - - $43%68 — §1738T . —  $666474
Public Service ' )

* Carpus community service - $769 $769 — - - - - - - $769
Academic Support _ : . o .
Libraries : i $58,826 $3.931 $62,758 $2 - - - - $2. - $62,780
Audiovisual services : 12731 - 12731 59 — - - - 59 - 127%
Computing support : $38W - 33,898 76 . - - - - 76 - RI5
Ancillary SUpport......... ’ 12578 . - 1258 - - - _= - - - _ 1958

Totals, Academic SuppOrt ...z e niarnismses i - $118035 $3931  $121,966 $157 - - — - $157 —  $1221%

Student Service - B ' : ) ' .
Social and cultural development - - $4536 . $4536 - —_ - - — - - $4,536
Supplemental educational services—EOP ... $14,947 - $14,94 - = = - - - - 14947
Coumseling and career. guidance ... T 20816 20816 40 . — - - - $40 - 20,857
Financial aid , - 19,886 19,886 - - - —  $46959 46959 - 66,845
Student Support.... : : 3,198 23,380 26,578 T $3462 - - = 3,539 — 30,117
" Totals, Student Services : " $18,146 $68,619 486,765 $117  $3462 - —  $46959  $50538 — - $137.305
Institutional Support S : ‘ _
Executive management...... : . $20560 - - $3,190 $23750. 5840 - - - - $5,840 - $29,59%
Financial operations 12,716 - 9,193 21910 . 5% $754 $589 - - 1,865 - PANGE]
General administrative SEIVICES wivmmmuriccmmssiines - "30,910° 10,101 41,012 212 - L= - — 212 - 41,204
i ; [/ - = 5,520 - 475%

Logistical services : ; 39,846 . 2,206 Q03 %6 1,483

NOILVONAA AMVANODHSLSOd -/ 8Lbi
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Physical plant operations

112,349 6,330 118,679 40 11,655 1309 $5452 - 18,457 - 137,127

Facilty-and staff services 14,204 % 14,998 — - - - - - - 14998
Commimity relations:..... 3,496 552 4,049 627 - -— - —_ 627 - 4677
“Totals, Institutional SUPPOTE ....uvvmsisimmmsinnns $234085°  $323000  $266475 - $7.965 - $13892 © - $5210- $5952 — . $32521 - $298.998
6. Independent Operatiors R S B o g T
Tnstitutional operations . — $48,956 $48,956 - - $849 - - $849 - $49,806:
Special ‘Adjustments: : i w S
Stite'Enrollment - $1,963 — $1,963 — - = — - - — $1,963.
Edtcationial 0pportunity grants.........iuiuweomsi 355 — 355 - - - - -~ — - 355.
“Scierice entiancement :........coii: 3,000 - 3,000 - — —_ —_ — — - 3,000

< Unidentified TeAUCHOR .....oumreucivscivirrsissssossesssonss 3,634 - -3,634 - - - - - - - —3,634
Auxiliary organizations . — —~ — — — - = — ~ .. §202.800 - $222.800
 Totals, Support Budget Expenditures ... $986,889 $188817 SLIT5,706- . $21,267 817354  .$6,058  $9,820 . .$46960 -$101,459 $292.800  $1,499.965

0199 Wey
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Table 3

Proposed 1982-83 General Fund Budget Changes

{in thousands)
1981-82 Adjusted General Fund Expenditures

1. Baseline adjustments
A. Increase of existing personnel costs

. Salary adjustments
. Full-year funding
. Faculty promotions
0ASDI
Retirement.
. Dental care (Full year funding)
. Unemployment
. Worker’s compensation
NDI
B. Nonrecurring items
1. Travel (One-year reduction)
2. Restore-one-time 2 percent unallotment of 81/82 appropriation
3. New position furniture
4. Unallocated salary increase
5. Other adjustments
C. Price increase

Total, Baseline Adjustments
2. Program maintenance proposals
A. Enrollment/Population/Caseload
B. Special cost factors
Instruction:
1. Summer quarter faculty
2. Change in student mix
Academic Support:
1. Off-campus centers
2. Ancillary support
Student Services:
1. Financial aids
Institutional Support:
. Executive management
.-General administrative services
Logistical services
. Physical plant operations
. Faculty and staff services.
. Student services fee
. Nonresident fees
. Financial aids

© 0010 U LoD K

© 00 =10 Ui 0O

. Other

Systemwide:
1. Systemwide offices

2. Systemwide provisions
Total, Program Maintenance Proposals

3. Program change proposal

1. Investment in People
4. Special adjustments
1. State University Emergency Fee

2. Unidentified reduction

Total, Special adjustments

Total Change (Amount/Percent)

Total, 1982-83 Support

$10,487
1,865
1,131
2,071
—41
3,182
550
950
—50

1,105
19,642
~114
-213
—287

- —538
—1,703

2712
16

—182

—404
68
—4,694
—40
—5,410
—3,741
—48
—156

—461
—1,594

3,000

—13084
—3634

Item 6610

$963,453
$19,045

$20,133

$14,320
$53,408

$2,408
—$18,662

~$16,254
$3,(m

—$16,718
$23,436
(2.4%)

$986,889
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to be made. Given the importance of this information to the Legislature’s
review of CSU’s budget request, we recommend that the fina/ reduction
plan be submitted as soon as possible, but no later than April 1, 1982.

Table 4

Derivation of 2.5 Percent General Fund Reduction for CSU
{in thousands)

Governor's
Budget

Base Budget Recommended by Department of Finance Prior to Reduction ... $1,014,403
Less Student Service Fee adjustment —5,410
Revised base , ; $1,008,993
Identified Reductions:
A. Included in Trustees’ Budget Request:

1. Batch Computer Replacement —$1,208

2. Nonresident Tuition -3,741

3. Moving Expenses ~194

4. Shift Differential —40

5. Complement of Expendable Supplies —587
B. Late Adjustment of Trustees’ Budget Request:

1. Shift in Student Demand -1,703
C. Included in Trustees’ Budget Reduction Plan:

1. Work-study matching -89

2. Summer- Quarter Faculty .... —538

3. Library Development. —500

4. Statewide Academic Senate and Trustees Audit Staff —21

Total, Identified Reductions . : —$8,621
Student Fee Increases —$13,084
Unidentified Savings » —$3,634
Adjustment $139

Total Reduction : —$25,200

Budget Presentation

The CSU budget is separated into eight program classifications. The first
three—Instruction, Organized Research, and Public Service—encompass
the primary educational functions. The remaining five—Academic Sup-
port, Student Services, Instructional Support, Independent Operations,
and Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations—provide f;lllpport services
to the three primary programs (see Table 2 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 enrollment and three instruction elements: regufar, special
session and extension.

Expenditures for instruction in the past, current, and budget years are
shown in Table 5. '
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o Tablg . 0

. csu.
Instruction Program Costs
(doliars in thousands)

‘Actual  FEstimated  Proposed Change
1950—81 . 1981-82 1982-83 Amount  Percent

L. Regular instruction ......... $605,929 - $639,793. = $653,454 $13,661 2.1%
2. Special session instruc 08394 . 7306 8484 1,158 158
3. Extension instruction . <4871 3908 | 4537 629 0.2
Totals - $619,200 .~ $651,027 . $666475 $15448 24%
General Fund....... . $585934  $606939  $6I7557  $10618 17%
ReitiBUISEMENES ..c.oovovrsressrsrsssssrs 19995 28694 31529 28%5 99
Continuing Education Revenue Fund.. 13271 11234 13.021 1,787 159
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher o o . _
Education - 4160 4368 208 50
Personnel i ' ‘ o E
Regular inStruction ............usrmeseees 185140 © 17,8293 17,7117 <1116 —06%
Extension and special session.............. . 789.7 618.2 705.0 868 140
Totals ; : 193037 18,4475 18422.7 —248 . —0.1%
ENROLLMENT- ’ ;

A. Regular Enroliment

Enrollment in the CSU is measured in full-time equivalent (FTE) stu-
dents. One FTE equals enrollment in 15 course units. Thus, one FTE could
represent one student carrying 15 course units or any other student/
course unit combination, the product of which equals 15 course. units.

As shown in Table 6, the revised current-year enroliment in the CSU
(1981-82) is estimated to be 242,372 FTE students. This is an increase of
(1) 5,522 FTE (2.3 percent) over the 236,850 FTE budgeted for1981-82
and (2) 3,363 FTE (1.4 percent) over the actual 1980-81 enrollment of
239,009 FTE. N o ' : St

The Governor’s Budget projects a 1982-83 enrollment of 237,900 FTE.
This is 4,472 FTE (1.8 percent) below the revised enrollment estimate for
1881ﬁ2, but 1,050 FTE (0.4 percent) above the enrollment budgeted for
1981-82. , . o ‘ ,

Also shown in Table 6 is the Trustees’ projection of 1982-83 FTE—
239,900. This is 2,000 more FTE than the enrollment recognized and fund-
ed in the Governor’s Budget. We discuss this issue later in'this analysis.
Enroliment Up in Current Year. ( e o

Each fall, CSU surveys the 19 campuses to determine how actual enroll-
ments compare to the enrollment estimates on which the budget for the
current year is based. Table 6 shows that CSU systemwide enrollment for
1981-82 was budgeted at 236,850 FTE students. The revised estimate,
based on the fall survey; indicates that actual enrollment will be 242,372,
or 2.3 percent (5,522 FTE students) above the budgeted level. (UC gen-
eral campus enrollments are up an estimated 3.8 percent above the budg-
eted level). - - ‘ , UL SR

As discussed later in this analysis,- Control Section 28.90 .of the annual
Budget Act permits the Director of Finance to authorize the accelerated
expenditure of budgeted funds by CSU and UC (not to exceed $5 million
total) when actual systemwide enrollments exceed budgeted enrollments
by at least 2 percent. This action may be taken in anticipation of a General
Fund deficiency appropriation. The Department of Finance has notified
the Legislature that it will seek a deficiency appropriation of $5 million for
1981-82 to cover the marginal costs related to the unbudgeted enrollment
in excess of 2 percent at UC and CSU. Of this amount, $4 million will go
to UC and the remainder will go to CSU. '
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' Table 6

Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students
1980-81 to 1982-83

1950-83

1981-82 Trustees’
: 1980-81 . .Revised Revised Governors

Campus Actual  Budget Estimate Budget = Budget Difference
Bakersfield ... 2308 . 9300 . 9377 2430 2300 —60
Chico . 12,557 12,300 . 12,836 12,300 12,300 —
Dominguez Hills ..........ccousmemreenss 5,359 5,300 5,647 5,700 5,540 —160
Fresno . 12,847 12,700 13,166 13,280 12,980 —300
Fullerton 15,438 15,300 16,082 15,600 15,450 —150
Hayward : 8,569 8,650 9,153 9,730 9,160 —570

Summer Quarter ..o (941) (950) (993) - (1,070) (970) (—100)

Academic Year ... (7,628) (7,700) (8,160) (8,660) (8,190) (—470)
Humboldt... 6,618 6,600 6,694 6,680 6,640 —40
Long Beach..... . 21,413 21,450 21,839 21,500 21,500 -
Los Angeles........... 16,030 16,300. - 16,181 16,220 16,160 —60

(2,494) - -(2,500) (2,474) (2,500) (2,470) (—30)

Summer Quarter :
(13,336)  (13,800)  (13,707)  (13,720) (3,690) (—30):

Academic Year .....

NOrthridge .....coeseeeeeeersesersssssssssssonnses - 19,498 19,100 19,194 19,100 19,100 —
Pomona......c.......: 13,671 13,820 14213 14,180 - 13,980 —-200
Summer QuArter ..o " (1,196) (1,220) (1,308) - (1,380) (1,260)  (-120)
Academic Year ..... . (12475)  (12,600)  (12910) (12,800) - (12,720) (—80)
Sacramento .......... 17,050 16,600 17,378 16,600 16,600 —
San Bernardino.... 3312 3,250 3,524 3,700 3,500 —-200
San Diego..... 25,033 ° 24,500 25,115 24,600 - 24,540 —60
~ San Francisco . . 17,640 17,400 - 17,544 17,400 17,400 -
San Jose . 18,035 18,000 17,678 17,600 17,600 -
San Luis ObiSPo ......c.cmsersermnss 15,833 15,500 16,096 15,500 15,470 -30
Summer Quarter . - (1,275) (1,300) (1,268) (1,300).  (1,270) (=~30)
Academic Year ... (14558)  (14,200) ~ (14,828)  (14200)  (14,200) (—)
Sonoma......... : 4285 4500 4,145 4,180 4,160 -20
StAnISIats .....ocvevvicremmeienseserseesivensrives © 2860 2,900 3,070 - 3150 3040 . —110
Systemwide Totals: . )
Summer Quarter ... 5,906 5,970 6,038 6,250 5,970 —280

Academic Year ..... 232,740 -~ 230500 235894 233,200 231,520 —1,680
College Year ............ 238,646 236470 241932 239,450 237,490 —1,960
International Programs 363 380 440 450 410 —40

Grand Totals .........commmmmgirssimmnes 230009 236850 242372 239900 237,900  —2,000

Underbudgeting of 1982-83 Enroliment » \ _

We recommend that the Department of Finance explain to the legisla-
tive budget committees the basis on which the Trustees” enrollment re-
quest for 1982-83 was reduced by 2,000 FIE., ‘

California has long maintained the policy that all qualified undergradu-
ate students shall be allowed to enroll in the public institutions of higher
education. To this end, (1) the annual budget is based on the latest esti-
mate of enrollment, and (2) Section 28.90 is included in the annual budget
act to provide up to $5 million to CSU and UC in the event of a subsequent
overenrollment, : :

As shown in Table 6, it is currently estimated that 242,372 FTE will
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enroll in the CSU in 1981-82, Wthh represents an incredse of 5,522 FTE
over the 1981-82 budgeted level of 236,850. As noted above, $1 m1lhon will
be allocated to the CSU under Sectlon 28. 90 to help offset the costs related
to this overenrollment.

The Trustees’ latest 1982-83 enrollment prOJectlon based on fall 1981
data, estimates that 239,900 FTE will be enrolied in CSU next year. The
Governors Budget, however recognizes and funds only 237,900 FTE.
Consequently, the 1982-83 budget proposal appears to underfund the
Trustees’ latest enrollment estimate by some 2,000 FTE. This translates
into a support budget requirement. of $3,677, 744,

We recommend that, in accordance with tradlhonal budget policy, the
Legislature use the most accurate FTE projection in establishing the 1982~
83 CSU budget. Changes to the Trustees’ enrollment projections should be
subject to legislative review in-order to assess the policy impact of such
changes. Such a review is also necessary to avoid bu11p a deficiency into
the 1982-83 budget that would later result in an unbudgeted increase in
expenditures pursuant to Control Section 28.90. To permit this review, we
recommend that the Department of Finance explain the basis on which
the enrollment level prOJected by the Trustees was reduced in the budget.

Graduate Enrcliment Plan Not Submitted

We recommend that the Chancellor’s Office report to the Legws]ature
on why the graduate student enrollment plan required by the 1950 Budget
Act has not been developed.

The Supplemental Report of the 1950 Budget Act prov1ded that CSU:

“shall submit to the legislative budget committees, by February 1, 1981,
a systemwide graduate enrollment plan for the next three years. The
plan shall specify the societal and discipline needs, student demands and
other factors, which are the basis for the level of enrollments by areas
proposed in the plan. CSUC enrollment increase requests for 1981-82
and future years shall be based on this plan.”

To date, this report has not been submitted. We have not been able to
determine a reason for the system’s failure to comply with the Legis-
lature s directive.

~ We continue to believe that a graduate enrollment plan is needed by
the Legislature in order to allocate resources effectively in response to
student demand, the labor market environment and other societal factors.
Therefore, we recommend that the Chancellor’s Office report to the
Legislature the reason why the graduate enrollment plan has not been
submitted.

B. Self-Support Enrollmeni

Other enrollment beyond that referred to as regular occurs in special
sessioni and extension courses, as shown in Table 7. The special session
category cousists: of enrollment in self-su orting courses, which grant
credit towards a degree, including external) d)egree programs and summer
sessclltl)ns Extension courses, also self-supportmg, are predommantly non-
credit
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Table 7 _
Special Séssion and Extension Program Enrollment
~Net Enroliment v Annual FTE
Special o . Special : .
» Session - Extension * Totals  Session Extension — Totals
1979-80 73,760 68,638 142,398 88612 - 5,729.9 14,591.1

1980-81 76482 59338 135820 91882 55331 147913
1981-82 (est.) .. . 14741 54959 129700 79720 - 51250 13,097.0
1982-83 (proj.) 71,367 58733 130,100 84313 54769 13,9082
C. Section 28.90—Enroliment Adjustments

We recommend approval.

This Budget Bill control section permits the Director of Finance to
authorize the accelerated expenditure of budget funds by the California
State University and the University of California when actual systemwide
enrollments exceed budgeted enrollments by at least 2 percent. This
would be done in anticipation of a supplementary General Fund appro-
priation, The increased expenditure; however, may not exceed $5 million.

In addition, this section authorizes the Director of Finance to withhold
aﬁ)propriations when actual enrollments in either system decline by more
than 2 percent below budgeted enrollments. The Director of Finance may
use these funds to preclude layoffs, provided the Legislature is given 30
days prior notice: (The section also restricts.the use of funds withdrawn
from CSU campuses due to fluctuations in student enrollment.

The purpose of this section is to insure implementation of the state’s
policy that no qualified undergraduate student be denied admission to a
public institution of higher education. , R

The section has been activated on several occasions; the most recent
being in the current year when the Director of Finance allocated $4
million to UC and $1 million to CSU. Because this section has been effec-
tive in correcting for enrollment fluctuations, we recommend approval.
D. Student Composition B

The composition of the CSU student body changed significantly during
the 1970’s, as Table 8 shows. During the past decade; the proportion of
undergraduates represented by students 25 years of age and over grew
from 19.4 percent in 1970 to 29.2 percent in 1976. The proportion has since
declined s%g’htly, to 27.5. percent in 1980. Ovet the same 10-year period,
the proportion of graduate students age 25 or older grew steadily, from
69.0 percent in 1970 to 83.8 percent in 1980. Also during this period, the
numger of full-time students decreased relative to the number of part-
time students, partially reflecting this changing age composition. The ratio
of full-time to part-time students fell from 2.23:1 in 1970 to 1.56:1 in 1980.

Table 8 ‘
CSU Comparative Student Data

Students age 25 and over as a percent of all under- 1970 1976 1980

gradu:im ; © 194% 29.2% 271.5%
Students age 25 and over as a percent of all graduate

studengts 69.0% 79.3% 83.8%
Students age 25 and over as a percent of all students 342% 40.7% 39.5%
Participation rates (rate per 1,000 population) of un-

dergraduate students age 25 and over ... 119 139 120
Participation rates of all students age 25 and over * 215 25:1 22.0
Ratio of full-time to part-time students, all levels... = 223tol 152 to 1 156 to 1

® Participation rates based on 25- to 39-year-old population.
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As shown in Table 9, the proportion of CSU students represented by
Hispanics, blacks, and other minorities has increased as the proportion of
whites has declined. Hispanics accounted for 9.2 percent o? CSU enroll-
ment in the fall of 1980—an increase of 2.9 Eercentage points over the fall
of 1972. Similarly, the proportion of black students increased from 6.1
gercent to 7.0 percent during the 1972-1980 period, although there has

een a decline in the proportion of black students since 1978. Two factors
appear to explain this trend: (1) the increasing proportion of minority
group members among those eligible to atterid CSU and (2) increased
affirmative action efforts by CSU (discussed later).

Table 9
CSU Ethnic Group Distribution ¢

Ethnic Group 1972 194 1976 1978 1979 1980
Hispanic ® 63% 65% 16% 86%  89%  92%
Black: 6.1 6.1 638 77 7470
Other minority 87 80 92 98 103 107
White : 789 194 164 B9 T34 11

Totals 1000% 1000% 1000% 1000% 1000%  100.0%

® Percentage distribution based on students responding, fall term.
“Hispanic™ category defined as “Spanish-surnamed” in 1972; “Mexican-American” and “Other Hispan-
ic” all other years. :

REGULAR INSTRUCTION RS
The regular instruction Yrogram contains all state-funded expenditures
for the normal classroom, laboratory and independent study activities. It
also includes all positions for instructional administration up to, but not
including, the vice president for academic affairs. These positions which
are authorized by established formulas, include (1) deans, (2) coordina-
tors of teacher education, (3) academic planners, (4) department chair-
men, and (5) related clerical positions. Collegewide administration above
the dean-of-school level is reported under the Institutional Support pro-
gram. : :

A. Student Workload -

During most of the past decade, student workload in the CSU system
was declining. In 1978-79, however, this trend was reversed, and the
average student workload increased slightly in that, and the following two
years. Sirnply put, students are beginning to take more course units per
academic year. Table 10 show the trend in student workload.

Table 10
Ccsu
Average Student Workload

Average Student Workload
Annual Term Academic ~  Per
FTE Enrollment Year* Term
1974-75 ' . 221,985 289,072 22.96 11.48
1975-76 299,642 303,429 2270 1135

1976-T7 225,358 298,604 22.64 11.32
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197778 i : 997,679 303,946 2247 1124

197819 ........ easaiees ' -223,000 296,875 253 - 11.26
1979-80 : Seeneins -226,793 - 209987 - 2268 11.34

1980-81 .o . 239740 . 307456 @7 . 1136

“ Expressed in semester units. Annual FTE X 30 -~ ‘average term enrollment.

B. Faculty Staffing : S

Most faculty positions are budgeted on the basis of a single systemwide
student-faculty ratio. Resources thus generated are then distributed to
campuses by the Chancellor’s Office, where they are in turn allocated to
the various academic disciplines.

-As Table 11 shows, from 1974-75 through 1976-77, CSU faculty were
budgeted based on a student-faculty ratio of 17.8:1. Since 1977-78, the
student-faculty ratio has been adjusted to reflect shifts in student demand
among academic disciplines (described below). Thus, the 1982-83 budget-
ed ‘student-faculty ratio of 17.87:1 reflects the impact of a decrease in
faculty positions resulting from shifts in student demand. ‘

Table 11 .
CSU Student-Faculty Ratios
o Faculty Positions Student-Faculty Ratio
Budgeted © - Actual Budgeted Actual

1974-75 : 12,9733 12,770.8 o 1780 17.78
'1975-76 : 12,900.6 12,902.3 1780 - ., 1827
~1976-T7 ...... - 13,4270 13,1579, - 17.80 17.58
1977-78 . . 13,364.5 13,211.2 B 17.66 17.23
1978-79 ... - 134310 13,090.2 1763 1749 .
1979-80 . 12,9186 12,9304 17.72 17.98
1980-81 ... , s 13,0342 130155 17671 1825
1981-82 : 13,3203 = —= 17.75 ' —
1982-83*(proposed) ............. ebusmiorionse 13,2325 o= 1787 : -

®The 1982-83 budget was prepared under a method utilizing the mode and level student credit unit
(SCU) distribution reported for the 1980-81 academic year. This yields a student-faculty ratio of
. 17.8T:L. ' . : . - o

- Shift in Student Demand ' '

The 1977 Budget Act provided $2.1 million for 107.2 new faculty posi-
tions to augment those generadted by the regular budget staffing formula
(17.8:1) for 1977-78. These positions were added to meet the shift in
student demand from the lower cost liberal arts and social sciences areas
to the more expensive technically- and. occupationally-oriented disci-
plines. This was done because the f;tter disciplines require more faculty
to teach a given number of students. Consequently, a constant student-
faculty ratio would have resulted in a de facto drop in faculty resources
relative to need. ‘ ,

.The Budget Acts of 1978 and 1979 continued the policy by providing
addition faculty positions to reflect shifts in student demand toward the
more expensive disciplines. The 1980 Budgeét Act, however, reflected the
impact of a shift in student demand back toward lower-cost disciplines.
Because this trend is projected to continue in 1982-83, the Governor’s
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Budget reflects a faculty adjustment of 69 positions. :

Table 12 shows the effects of these adjustments on faculty positions since
1980-81. The table also shows that a total of 13,232.5 faculty positions are
budgeted in 1982-83.

Table 12
CSU Faculty Positions
Budgeted Budgeted Requested

1950-81 1981-82 195983

Prior year base 12,811.6 13,0342 13,320.3
Enrollment change adjustment ®.........ooo..o.oeveeseememmensecsirs +862 +3433 -13
Student demand adjustment —626 -572 —69.0
Reduction in summer quarter support level ... — — -175
Totals requested 12,835.2 13,320.3 13,2325
Budget changes 1990 0.0 -_
Totals Budgeted 13,034.2 13,3203 —

& Includes the effects of changes in joint doctoral enrollment.

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) generated. Table 13 shows these measures which, for the most
part, remained constant during the 1978-80 period.

Table 13
Faculty Workload Indicators
Fall Fall Fall
Indicator 1978 1979 1950 Change
1. General Descriptors:
Faculty FTE* 12,799.9 12,459.8 12,641.6 181.8
Percent of regular faculty with Ph.D.......... 702% 71.3% 71.9% 0.6%
Enrollment FTE® 299,697 231,395 237,832 6437
Lecture and laboratory sections per faculty
FTE 39 40 40 -
Average lecture class SIZe .......ummmimmmnnnns 270 216 28.1 0.5
Average laboratory class size..... 197 20.0 199 -0.1
2. Faculty Contact Hours:
Lecture and laboratory contact hours per
faculty FTE 129 12.8 137 09
Independent study contact hours per FTE
faculty., 41 45 39 —06
Total contact hours per faculty FTE............ 170 173 176 0.3
3. Weighted Teaching Units (WTU) Data:
Lecture and laboratory WTU per faculty
FTE 112 11.3 114 0.1
Independent study WTU per faculty FTE.. 16 17 16 -0l
Total WTU per faculty FTE.......coocouencenns 12.8 13.0 13.0 —
SCU © per WTU 21.02 2147 21.74 0.27
SCU per faculty FTE .......onuemmmsesrsiccesmressenses 269.5 2787 282.2 35

2 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) faculty, the sum of instructional faculty positions repérted used.
b Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) student equals 15 student credit units.
¢ Student credit units.
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C. Investment in People Initiative

We recommend that $3,000,000 proposed for the “Investment in People”
program to promote research and education in high technology fields be
deleted because the CSU has not provided sufficient information on the
proposed use of funds to document the need for additional resources.
(Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $3,000,000.)

As part of the Governor’s “Investment in People” initiative, the budget
proposes a $3 million augmentation for CSU’s budget to “promote re-
search and education in the areas of engineering, computer science, and
related basic sciences.” Information provided by the administration indi-
cates that the funds would be matched by private industry and used “to
produce additional engineers, computer scientists, and related profes-
sional workers.” ‘

The proposal addresses an important problem facing the state: the
shortage of graduates in the high technology fields, relative to the number
of jobs that are anticipated in these areas. The Governor’s office states that
over the next five years, California’s electronics industry will create jobs
for 62,000 electrical and computer engineers, yet California’s universities
will graduate only 14,000 skill%d professionals in these fields. According to
the Governor’s office, such a gap between demand and supply “severely
hampers growth in high technology industries—those firms which provide
real Erowth for the state’s economy.” The $3 million program is presented
as a first step in broadening the partnership between business and public
education for responding to the problem.

Our analysis indicates that efforts to increase the number of engineers
and other high-technology professionals are needed. Consequently, the
goal of this program appears to be worthwhile. At the time aﬁs Analysis
was E}:gared, however, few details were available on the proposed use of
the s. For example, it is not clear whether the funds would be used
for additional faculty, research, equipment, or other purposes. Without a
detailed expenditure plan, we are unable to determine whether an aug-
mentation is, in fact, needed to accomplish the goals of the program, or
whether the program’s purposes could Ee accomplished by a reallocation
of existing resources within the CSU. Reallocation of existing resources
from those fields in which enrollments are declining to the engineering
area might increase the number of engineering graduates without the
need for all or part of the $3 million request. .

In the absence of an expenditure plan or information documenting the
need for additional state funds, we are unable to recommend approval of
the proposed $3 million augmentation, and consequently recommend that
the ?un s be deleted. We note, however, that the CSU administration and
faculty are currently working to prepare an- expenditure plan for the
program. Should additional information become available before hearings
on CSU’s budget that would warrant a change in our recommendation, we
will so advise the budget committees.

D. Replacement of Instructional Equipment. (ltem 6610-001-146(a)).
We recommend approval.

The 1982-83 budget proposes an expenditure of $4,368,000 from the
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE Fund) for
instructional equipment replacement. This represents a continuation of
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the 1981-82 base level of $4.1 millién; adjusted by $207,988 (5 percent) for
price increases. The base, as set by agreement with the Department of
Fmance is established at 2 percent-of the CSU equipment inventory.

- The purpose. of these systemwide funds is to replace old, obsolete, or
mlssmg equipment ‘required for mstructlonal rograms.. The funds are
allocated to- the campuses under a process developed by a Task Force on
Equipment Inventory. The method addresses the book value of campus
inventories, adjusted to reflect movements in the price index, and a set of
factors to estimate wear, obsolescence and student utlhzatlon Consistent
with the 1981-82 budget ovisions, the funding source proposed for
equipment replacement is &e COFPHE Fund. The proposal is reasonable
and we recommend 1ts approval '

: ILY_ RESEARCH

The CSU faculty is authorized to perform research activities consistent
with the system’s primary instructional function. Research is financed
from many sources, including business, industry, and federal and state
agencies whose contributions aré made through campus foundations. No
General Fund support is provided through the CSU budget. =~

Table 14 shows the CSU estimated research expenditures through the
campus foundations: (The foundations are discussed later in our analysis
of the Foundations and Auxxhary Organizations program.)

Table 14
. Organized Research Expenditures
(in thousands)

Actusl  Estimated  Proposed Change
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83° Amount Percent

Exnenditures ' - e $4,700 $5,400 $5,400 - -

Ill. . PUBLIC SERVICE

The Public Service program contains all program elements which bene-
fit groups or individuals who are not formally associated with the CSU
system. This program is supported entirely by outside funding. It consists
primarily of two major types of serwces—contmumg educatlon and gen-

- eral public service.

The continuing educatlon element offers mini-courses” in a vanety of -
general interest and professional growth: subjects as an educational service
to members. of the community.

The general public service element extends to the community various
CSU resources—conferences, seminars and institutes on subjects such as
Erban and 1nternat10nal affalrs general adwsory servrces and reference

ureaus.

Table 15 shows Pubhc Service expendltures in the prlor current and
budget years. R

Table 15 -
Publlc Service Expendltures
(m thousarids) _ ,
Actual . Estzmated Proposed : Change:
: e T 198081 | 1981-82: . 1982-83 . Amount . Percent
‘Expénditures.......... eriintisoiitonsnes - §TI0 - $509 . $T70 -~ - $1T1 - 1285%
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IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT
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” (EDP) support, and (4) ancillary
support.
enditures for the Academic Support program in the past, current,
and udget years are shown in Table 16.

Table 16 .

Academic Support Program Expenditures
{dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated - Proposed - _Change
1980-81 1981-82 195283 . Amount  Percent

1. Libraries ....c.wsmcmmiossscives $58,648 $60,389 $62,779 $2390 - 39%
2. Audiovisual services ; 12,167 12,545 12,790 145 - 19
3. Computing support . 33,932 - 33,421 - 33919 558 17
4. Ancillary support......ccuemmmens 10,891 11,819 12,578 759 _64
Totals $115,638 $118,174 $122,126 $3,952 3.3%
General Fund ... $111,049 - $111,967 $115417 $3450 31%
Reimbursements.............ooooons N 4500 6107 6,550 443 73
Continuing Fducation Revenue ) ’ ) ‘ ‘
. Fund - 10 159 59 59.0
Personnel: v
LADIaries .....messssannsssessssnss 1,698.5 1,663.1 1,661.8 -13 -0.1%
Computing support .................. 6274 600.8 6162 154 27
Other 816.1 7415 755.9 84 11

Totals..... ; 31420 30114 30339 225 0.7%

LIBRARY SERVICES

A. Library Volume Acquisitions - . :

The Legislature in 1973 established a total library holding goal of 40
library volumes per FTE student, to be achieved by 1985. To reach this
goal, the Legislature approved funding for a volume acquisition rate of
500,000 volumes per year. S

1In 1975, it became apparent that, because of declining enrollments, the
40 volumes per FTE goal would be achieved much earlier than expected.
Consequently, 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. In 1980, the
Legislature approved a further increase in the acquisition rate of 20,000
volumes per year, thereby bringing the total annual volume acquisition
rate to 485,200. . :

Last year, the Legislature reduced the library volume acquisition rate
to 467,330, based on a formula relating the need for additional volumes to
the FTE enrollments of each CSU campus. As we discuss later, the CSU
subsequently supplemented the funds ug%feted for acquiring volumes
with other funds originally budgeted for staff to process the volumes. As
aresult, CSU estimates that the actual number of library volumes acquired
in 1981-82 will be 473,940. The Governor’s Budget proposes to continue
this acquisition level in 1982-83. Table 17 shows the history of volume
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acquisitions. : o ' e
o .. Table17.
CSU Library Volume
Acquisition Rates ‘ L
’ Volumes : Volumes
: - . L Autﬁaned ‘ Acquired
1973-74 ' 500,000 500,000
1975-78 — : : 439,0 ~ 439,000
1979.. : 465500 © 465,200
1980... 485,200 * 485,200
1981... 467,330 473,940
1982 (proposed) 473,940 : —

Whether CSU will achieve in 1985 the holdings goal established by the
Legislature in 1973-—40 volumes per FTE student-—depends on (1) the
annual number of volumes acquired and. (2) the toteilp riumber .of FTE
students in 1984-85. In fact, CSU surpassed the holdings goal in 1978-79,
wheén estimated holdings reached 40.7 volumes pet FTE studént: Since all
projections point to a decreased systemwide ‘enrollment beginning in

~. 1985, it is virtually certain that the goal will be exceeded in that year, even
if.no more volumes are acquired. - -

_Table 18 shows the current systemwide holdings, by campus. As .the
table shows, systemwide holdings currently average 44.2 volumes per FTE
student. :

. Table 18
CSU Library Holdings ‘
Countable Volumes  ~ Estimated Estimated

Holdings ~ " to be Countable  Budgeted Holdings
as of Purchased.  Holdings FTE . per FTE

 Campus ‘ 6/30/81 1981-82 6/30/82 1981-82  1981-82
Bikersfield 216,616 12577 - 229,193 9371 964
Chico 556,277 24,538 580,815 - 12,836 452
Dominguez Hills...........covn revirerases 259,376 16,607 275,983 5,647 489
Fresno . . 627,008 95,551 652,649 13066 496
Fullerton - 516,351 28,866 - 545217 - 16,082 339
“Hayward ; 619,587 19,565 639,152 8,680 73.6

* Humboldt 279,005 17,704 296,709 6604 43
Long Beach - T13:610 36,379 809,989 21839 311
Los Angeles 710,528 27,292 797,820 16,181 - 493
Northridge 747,929 33,433 781,362 19,194 407
Pomona ... " 369,769 " 25,008 -+ 394,867 14213 . 2718

. Sacramento : 694,908 31,454 726,362 17378 418
San Bernarding ........iessioeneesceeeens 334,008 13,769 347,867 3524 - 987
San Diego ........ - 813,362 40923 - 854985 25115 340
“San Francisco.......immemssisssenie 595,404 . 32,408 627,812 - 17544 .- 358
San Jose 712,826 32,693 745,449 17678 422
San Luis ObiSPO ....cccoumeesnsicesrisnnes -558,816. . 26,720 585,536 16,096 36.4
Sonoma 321,947 . 15204 337,171 : 4,145 - 813
Stanislaus . 212,514 -13,209 295,123 3,070 735

Totals.. : '9980,021 473940 . 10453961 936470 442
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Librairy Acqumhon—Raie Exceeds Formulu Approved by I.eglslcture

We recommend that the Legws]ature reduce the 1982-83 CSU library
volume acquisition rate to 469,093 volumes, to reflect tbe formula ap-
proved by the Legislature last year, for a General Fund savings of $272,000.
(Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $272,000). -

As noted above, the acquisition rate of 500000 volumes per ear ap-
proved in 1973 was established to enable CSU to achieve a hbrary oldings
goal of 40 volumes per FTE student in 1985. When this goal was, for all
practical purposes, met in 1978-79, the questiori became: What is an appro-
priate annual acquisition rate to maintain the collection and keep up with
expansions in knowledge? The answer to this question was the subject of
some dispute among CSU, the Department of Finance; and the Legislative
Analyst’s Office. For this reason, the Leglslature directed in- 1980 that a
committee be convened to éxamine the 1ssue of an- appropnate hbrary
volume acquiisition rate for CSU.

The library volume acquisition rate task force exammed the hbrary
volume acquisition practices of 191 public, nondoctoral- -granting institu-
tions of higher education nationwide. Based on this examination; the task
force recommended that the most aplﬁropnate indicator of the need for
library volumes was the-number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students
enrolled at a campus. The task force report offered three alternative
library volume acquisition rate formulas, all based on relating acqulsmons
to FTE students, for the Legislature’s consideration.

In the 1981 Budget Act, the Legislature endorsed a library volume
acquisition-rate formula based on a simple regression line (line of best fit)
relating the annual number of volumes acquired to the enrollment of FTE
students at a campus. The formula is:

V =3,065 + l 73 S

where V represents the annual number of volumes ac mred and S re e-
sents the campus enrollment of FTE students. It is the formula for the li
which best describes the actual library volume acquisition practices of the
191 comparison institutions examined. Based on CSU’s budgeted 1981-82
enrollments at the 19 campuses; this formula generated an acquisition rate
of 467,330 volumes. Accordingly, the Legislature reduced CSU’s library
volumes acquisition rate to 467,330 for:1981-82.

In reducing the 1981-82 hbrary volume acquisition rate, however, the
Legislature reduced only those funds budgeted for the direct costs of
purchasing the volumes. No funds were deleted to reflect the reduced

workload of technical staff to process and catalog the library volumes. As
a result, CSU’s 1981-82 budget included more funding for these staff posi-
tions than was needed, based on 1980-81 technical processing workload
standards. The system subsequently redirected some of this excess funding
for technical processing staff to the purchase of additional library volumes
beyond the 467,330 level approved by the Legislature. Consequently, CSU
estimates that the actual number of volumes ?urchased in 1981-82 will be
473,940. As mentioned above; itis this level of library volume acquisitions
which is funded in the Governor s 1982-83 Budget.

"Qur analysis indicates that the amount of funding for hbrary volume
acquisitions requested in the Governor’s Budget is excessive in light of the
acquisition rate formula apFroved last year by the Legislature. Assumin
a systemwide enrollment of 237,490 FTE students in 1982-83, as prOJecte§
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by the Governor’s Budget (excluding students studying abroad), the for-
mula generates a library volume acquisition rate of 469,093 volumes—4,847
volumes fewer than the number in the budget. In addition, based on the
1980-81 workload standard of one technical processing position per 1,060
library volumes acquired, our analysis indicates that this level of acquisi-
tions would require 442.5 technical processing staff positions—4.6 positions
fewer than the 447.1 positions ﬁmged in the Governor’s Budget.

Accordingly, we recommend that the 1982-83 library volume acquisi-
tions rate be reduced to 469,093, and that associated staff be reduced by
4.6 FTE to reflect the levels justified by the acquisition rate formula
approved by the Legislature, for a General Fund savings of $272,000.

(Elsewhere in this analysis of CSU, we note that the Governor’s Budget
is premised on a total systemwide enrollment of 237,900 FTE students in
198283, while the CSU Trustees” budget request estimates an enrollment
of 239,900 FTE students. If the Trustees’ request is approved, the acquisi-
tion rate and staff should be increased as well. The Trustees’ enrollment
estimate generates a volume acquisition rate of 472,484 volumes—1,456
volumes fewer than the number proposed in the Governor’s Budget.
Reducing the 1982-83 volume acquisition rate to this level would result in
a General Fund savings of $82,000, including a reduction of 1.4 technical
processing staff positions.) ' :

AUDIOVISUAL SERVICES

A. Media Services Report Needed :

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report lan-
guage directing the Chancellor’s Office to review implementation of the
1978 Trustees Policy Statement on Instructional Development and Media
Services, and report its findings to the budget committees by December
1, 1982, ‘

During the early 1970’s, the Legislature reviewed the potential efficien-
cies and economies that might result from coordinating the independent
functions. of instructional television and the traditional audiovisual serv-
ices. It was expected that a unified approach to providing media services
would provide more flexibility and better utilization of these instructional
support services. Consequently, the Legislature directed that (1) the
budget formulas be unified and (2) the Trustees review their policy in this
area, which had not been addressed since originally implemented in 1956.

The budget formulas were subsequently combined, and a plan to more
efficiently distribute the resources systemwide was adopted gy the Trust-
ees in 1978. The plan reflects the responsibility of instructional develop-
ment and media services pro%r::lms to encourage and assist in ‘the -
development of instructional techniques and resources. It was an effort to
respond to the direction for new policy in this area and to (1) expand
instructional services for the faculty and (2) functionally integrate instruc-
tional television services and audiovisual services. '

To date, however, the 1978 plan has not been implemented, and the 19
colleges are still, in effect, operating under the 1956 program standards.
We do not know why the plan has not been implemented. Consequently,
we recommend that the Chancellor’s Office review the matter and report
to the budget committees by December 1, 1982. : -
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COMPUTING (EDP) SUPPORT

A“."Fvunding .

"For CSU computing support, the Governor s Budget proposes approx1-
mately $34.5 mnfhon, ﬁ is an increase of $0.6 million over estimated
current-year expendltures ‘This increase consists lSnmanly of funds to
procure new computers and adjustments for workload. Table 19 shows
that $13.5 millioni (39 percent) of this amount is for instructional comput-
ing. Administrative computing is allocated $17.6 million (51 percent), and
the remaining $3.5 million is budgeted for completion of a four-year com-
puter re Ellacement program authorized in 1979-80. The replacement pro-
gram will result in the acquisition over the four-year period of (1) a
small-to-medium-size comptiter for each campus and (2) a major com-
puter at 'the State UmverS1ty Data Center (SUDC). _

Table 19

1982-83 Cost of Computmg Support i in the CSU M
: (dollars in thousands) :

Personne!  Equipment and Doller Personﬁe]

Function Costs . - . Maintenance - . Other- :+  Totals Percent Years
Instructional Computing........ $6,563 $553 08357 $13473 390% 1916
Administrative Computing..... 8,556 5,616 - 3318 17,550 509 4163
Batch rebid - 340 . — 3490 101 =

: $I5119 - $1265% - $6735 st 6079

438% 387% . . - 195%. © 1000%

® As current cost accounting practice doés not distinguish between administrative and instructional com-
puting costs, estimated 1982-83 expenditures were prorated, based on best estimates and ava.llable
computer utilization percentages when the items encompassed both areas.

b Includes allocations from other program accounts.

B. Conhnumg Progrum fo Replace Obsolefe Compulers

“When the CSU computer replacement program was initiated in 1979—
80, a $47.5 million, seven-year contract was awarded to Control Data
Corporatlon (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 computers on thé remaining 14 cam-
puses, and a large computer at the State University Data Center in Los
Angeles. As a result of the comprehenswe systemwide Request for Pro-
posal process developed by CSU, the system achieved an overall discount
of 64 percent below what it would have cost to procure the computers
individually.

“The CSU conversion plan called 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 was connected to
one of the conversion centers by dedicated leased lines to facilitate con-
version:of existing computer programs and to provide parallel processing.
to the extent needed.

The new computers have been installed at'17 of the 19 campuses and
at the State University Data Center, and 10,000 computer programs have
been converted from the older machines. Computers are scheduled for
installation at the two remaining campuses (San Jose and San Diego)
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during the budget year.

The $3.5 million identified in Table 19 under “batch rebid” provides for
. installation and conversion of computers at the two remaining campuses
and the increased equipment rental costs for the new equipment.

Computing Staffing Formula

In our Analysis of the 1975 Budget Bill, we recommended the joint
development of a staffing formula by CSU and the Department of Finance
for campus computer center staff. This formula was finally completed and
formally adopted by the Department of Finance in March 1980. Based on
this computer staffing formula, a total of 28 new positions was justified for
1981-82. Due to fiscal constraints, however, only 14 positions were pro-
vided in the 1981-82 budget. ,

The remaining 14 positions identified as necessary in 1981-82 were re-
quested in the CSU Trustees’ Budget for 1982-83 and have been proposed
in the Governor’s Budget at a cost of $315,000. Our analysis indicates that
these additional positions are justified.

C. Inadequate Funding for Computing

We withhold recommendation on funding for support of computing
and recommend that the budget committees direct the Chancellor’s Office
and the Department of Finance to develop information prior to April 1,
1982, which (1) discusses technical budgeting errors, and (2) addresses
other issues critical to the enhancement of computing.

The Governor’s Budget does not appear to provide adequate fundin,
for CSU computing in 1982-83. The original Trustees’ Budget requeste
an increase of approximately $2.2 million for the budget year. These funds
were characterized as budget changes needed to maintain services at
currently authorized levels (program maintenance proposals). The $2.2
million was not included in tEe budget as proposed by the Governor.

While part of this deletion is reasonable—$668,000 requested to relocate
the staff of the Division of Information Systems from a building in Los
Angeles to the new state building in Long Beach—some of the other
reductions will adversely impact tﬁe ability of the system to (1) operate
its new computers properly and (2) maintain a minimum acceptable ievel
of computing service in both instructional and administrative activities.
The regu_ctions reflect:

Technical budgeting errors. As a result of a series of technical budget-
ing errors, a total of $297,000 was not included in the Governot’s proposed
budget. Eliminated as a result of these errors were funds to provide for
necessary price increases in various existing contracts for transaction ter-
minals ($165,000), maintenance of computer software ($74,000), mainte-
nance of the campus time-sharing machine ($18,000), and maintenance of
the SUDC computer ($40,000). ,

Lack of support for critical activities. Two items totaling -$247,000
which are critical to the operation of the new computers were not includ-
ed in the proposed budget. The first concerns the acquisition of mass
storage devices for storage of student and faculty data essential to the
instructional computing program ($95,000). The second involves the need
to provide for the environmental stability and security of the State Univer-
sity Data Center in Los Angeles ($152,000). This central facility, serving
all 19 campuses, has experienced an unacceptable degree of hardware
failures due to inadequate cooling devices. An improved security system
is also needed, accorgjng to CSU staff, because computer systems valued
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at $10 million are installed in a public building, and ‘physical breaches of
security have occurred. S o :

Finally, the CSU maintains that it would be more cost-effective to ac-
quire, at a cost of $26,000, one text/word processing software package for
installation on all campus computers than to allow the aquisition of word
processing software by each campus in an uncoordinated manner. A re-
quest for these funds, however, was denied. ‘

Other deletions to Trustees’ request. The remaining deletions totaling
$946,000 were for a variety of activities which the CSU contends are essen-
tial to continue the computer improvement program that was authorized
in 1979-80. e _ ’

Of particular interest is the conclusion by the Department of Finance
that an increase of $132,000 to complete implementation of 'a new Inte-
grated Business System is not necessary. Authorization and funding to
permit the CSU to plan for the replacement of its outdated and inflexible
Allotment Expenditure Ledger System was provided in the 1981 Budget
Act. A consultant was retained to complete a feasibility study for the
system, and a vendor was selected in January 1982 to provide the new
system. If the requested increase is not provided, the. CSU will be unable
to complete installation of this modern cost accounting system.

Funding Issues Need Resolution . o

We withhold recommendation on funding for CSU computing support,
pending resolution of the issues discussed above. We recommend that the
Department of Finance and the CSU develop information, prior to April
1, 1982, which will resolve the technical budgeting errors and areas of
underfunding which we have identified. '

D. Long Range Funding Issues

‘We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report lan-

. guage directing the CSU and the Department of Finance to prepare a

report by December 1, 1989, addressing long-range issues associated with
support for computing.

The provision of adequate funding for support of computing may prove
to be a problem in future years. This resource is costly to provide and may-
also require substantial one-time payments to purchase the computing
equipment which currently-is leased with an option to purchase.

Planning should begin in 198283 to address this issue. Currently, all
funding for computing is provided from the support budget of the CSU.
There may be other alternatives available for funding which should be
evaluated by the Chancellor’s Office and the Department of Finance.
Also, it may be advisable to establish a special revolving fund. within the
CSU system to provide the monies to purchase computing equipment
when such purchases are more cost-justified than current leasing arrange-
ments. ST

To encourage the early resolution of these long-term issues, we recom-
mernd that the Legislature adopt the following supplemental report lan-
guage: - T o

“The CSU and the Department of Finance shall jointly study alterna-
tive methods of funding for support of computing. Also, the advisability

‘of establishing a sc.f)ecialrevolving fund for the purchase of computing

equipment should be evaluated. L .
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The results of this study shall be made avarlable to the budget commit-
tees no later than December 15, 1982.”

E. Small Computer Inveniory and Policies ~

The Supplemental Report of the 1951 Budget Act required.the CSU to.
report to the Legislature on its policies concerning the acquisition of small,
special purpose computers. It also required CSU to provide an inventory
of this equipment. ’

Report Highlights, ‘The report submitted in November 1981, identi-
fied 494 of these machines throughout the 19 campuses. These small com-
puters typically cost from $1,000 to $3,000. ‘

Recent technological advances have made the purchase of these devrces ‘
a logical extension of existing computing resources. Funds for their acqui-
sition come from instructional support rather than computing support.

The CSU policy on small computers requires that these machines be
cost-Justlﬁed at the campus level. Master contracts, iowever, will be nego-:
tiated in order to take advantage of volume discounts,. and only those
machines which utilize a standarg operatmg system will be approved This.
pohcy appears reasonable. _

.. MT. lAGUNA OBSERVATORY

Addlhonul Funding Needed

We recommend that the Legrslature augment the CS U budget by $56,-
000 to support the supervision of the Mt Laguna Observatory (Increase
Item 6610-001-001 by $56,000). g

~ The Mt. Laguna Observatory is a umque educat10na1 facﬂrty of San
Diego State University and the CSU system. Located 50 miles east of the
San Diego campus in the Cleveland National Forest, the observatory occu-
pies one of the best sites for astronomical observation in the country, and
was recently rated as one of the top five such sités in the nation by the
National Science Foundation. It is used extensively by CSU students and
faculty (primarily from San Diego State University) and the general pub-
lic. In return for free use of National Forest land, the observatory conducts
a summer visitors program which recertly served 1,500 people. The Chan-
cellor’s Office estimates that the observatory representsa total investment
of $2 million.

At present, the functions of the observatory director are d1scharged on
an ad hoc, voluntary basis by a member of the San Diego State University
faculty. The current arrangement is unsatisfactory because, due to the
faculty member’s regular duties at the San Diego campus, he is unable to
provide the kind of extensive supervision necessary to (1). protect and
maintain the facility adequately and (2) sustain the high level of program
activity which has occurred partlcularly since the 1nstallat10n of a new

40-inch telescope.

‘The Trustees requested $56,000 to support this act1v1ty, but the money
is not in the Governor’s-Budget.

‘Our analysis indicates that a permanent director is warranted for the
observatory. Given (1) the unique nature of the facility; (2) the value of
the observatory to CSU students and faculty and to the people of Califor-
nia, and (3) the lack of other suitable sources of support for the position,
we believe General Fund support is appropriate. Accordingly, we recom-
mend that the Legislature provide a General Fund augmentation of $56;-
000 for a permanent director, plus operating: expenses.
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ASSOCIATED CLINICS, CSULA

A. Background

The Associated Clinics of California State University, Los Angeles
(CSULA), serve six departments in two schools of the university. They
integrate the instructional programs, training facilities, and services of the
social services, guidance, hearing; psychology, reading and speech disci-
plines. The associated clinics provide a range of clinical and research
training experiences for students enrolled in the instructional programs of
- the university. In addition, the associated clinics offer integrated services
of evaluation and therapy to the ¢community for a nominal fee. These fees
provide support for the program.

B. \ Funding

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 pro-
vided in the past by academic departments within CSULA whose students
use the clinics for internships. The participating departments have pro-
vided this support by assigning to the associated clinics some of the re-
sources generated by student enrollments. The associated clinics’ total
budget for 1982-83 is $197,590, of which $157,590 (80 percent) will be
‘derived from the academic departments and $40,000 (20 percent) will
come from reimbursements (mostly client fees). .

In the 1981-82 Governor’s Budget for CSU, $45,382 was requested from
the General Fund in order to stabilize the clinics’ core funding. This
request was denied by the Legislature. Instead, the Legislature directed
that CSlI)J “. .. explore the feasibility of charging patient fees on an ability-
to-pay basis ... 7 R

SU has reported that as of January 1, 1982, all six clinics have imple-
mented a sliding fee scale. The fees, based on a person’s gross annual
income and number of family members, range from $35 to $75 per quarter
in the hearing, speech, and reading clinics, and from $7 to $20 per fifty-
minute session in the psychology, guidance and social service clinics. As
of this writing, it is too soon to know the degree to which these new fees
- will assist in meeting the core funding needs of the clinics.

R ) V. STUDENT SERVICES . .

The Student Services program is funded partially from revenues gener-
ated by the Student Services Fee. Additional support is furnished by reim-
bursements and the state 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 guidance; fi-
nancial aid and student support. Table 20 shows Student Services program
expenditures and personnel for the past, current, and budget years.
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) x Table 20
Studant Services Program Expenditures
(dollarf in thousands)

" Actual Estimated Proposed ___Change
1980-81 198162 .- 1962-83 ~ Amount . Percent

Elements: . C - . S L .
1. Social ‘and cultural development ........ < 85122 - $4,325.. $4.537 $212 49%
2. Supplemental educahonal services— : X :
‘EOP i S 13,496 14,880 14947 67 0.5
3. .Counseling and career gmdance - 20213 20,570 20857 - 287 14
4. Financial aid * . ; 73,639 75903 ¢ 66846 . ~9057 119
5. Student support ... Shi o 25,654 29574 - 30,117 543 - 18
Totals:..iuwnuii . $138,184  $145252 - $137304 . —$7,948 -5.5%
General Fund.... : $22287  $18,094 $18,145 - $51 03%
‘Reimbursements R : . s0424 67571 68691 1050 - 16
Federa[ Trust Fund.......c....ccvminns SRR 55,700 56,270 4690 - -9310 165
2643 3,228 3461 233 72
Y130 & N7 2% 35
Personnel: - .. : R : :
Social and cultural development ........ L1812 L1450 1482 32 22%
Supplemental educatlonal services— e e
i EOP ..., 335.5 3713 367.2 —41 . -11
Counseling and career - guidance ....... . 6700 6589 654.1 —48 0.7
Financial aid ....... i, '346.2 393.0 3986 56 14
‘Student SUPPOTt .t 9182 LOTBT 10822 55 05
" Totals reeseniss . 9511 2,644.9 2,650.3 54 - 0.2%

“Includes awards and admuustratxve costs..
STUDENT FEES

A. Smgle Level Sludeni Servnce Fee Raises Equity Questions

We recommend that the Legislature reject the Governor’s Budget pro-
posal to charge all CSU students the same level of Student Service Fee
($216), regardless of ‘the number of units taken, because tbe Dproposal
(bscnmmates agamst part-tlme students

' Background : ' '

‘In January 1974, a spec1al CSU task force was established to review and
make recommendahons on what was then called the “Materials and Sery-
ice Fee.” This fee constituted the major assessment paid by all regularly
-enrolled students in the CSU. In July of that year, the task force presented
its report, and in September the Trustees adopted the recommendations
of the task force. Among the changes 1nst1tuted in September 1974 were
the followmg :

1 Costs related to instructional supphes and audio- v1sual materials

. were transferred from student fee support to d1rect General Fund
. support. - .
9, The fee was renamed the Student Services Fee ,
~3. Beginning in 1975-76, the level of the Student Services Fee was based
on the operating cost of the following Student Services programs:
Counseling, Testing, Career Planning and Placement, Social/Cul-
tural Development, Health Services, Financial Aid Adrmnlstratlon
H?ftilsmg Admmlstratlon -and 50 percent of the ‘Dean of Students
Office. -~
4. The four-tier-fee system based on the number of units taken was
-+ reduced-to a two-tier system, with students takmg six or fewer units
paying less than students taking seven or more (see Chart 1).
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Procedures were initiated beginning in 1975-76 to transfer, over a peri-
od of several years, those costs for instructional supplies and audiovisual
materials from fee support to direct General Fund support (referred to
as the “buyout™). During this period of transition, the Student Services
Fee was to remain fixed at its 1975-76 rate: $114 per year for students with
six or fewer units per term, $144 per year for those taking seven or more
units per term. .

By 1979-80, the transition had been completed. All costs related to
instructional supplies and audiovisual materials were funded by direct
General Fund support. Student Services Fee reimbursements were based
solely on costs reli)ated to specific student support {)rograms and services.
The level of the Student Services Fee remained relatively stable through-
(élflt the late 1970s, but began to increase again in the 1980s as shown in

art 1. :

- . Single Tier Fee Proposed-

For 198283, the Governor’s Budget proposes that all students be
charged a uniform Student Services Fee of $216 per year, regardless of the
number of units taken. This proposal is based on a recommendation made
in November 1981 by a CSU task force which studied the matter.

. The task force report based its recommendation on the fact that (1?3 the
fee is based on systemwide costs and (2) instructional services have been
phased out of the services provided. N : .

Systemwide Costs. . Concerning the first point, the report states that
the fee is based on systemwide program costs; it is not related either to
~ program costs-at an individual campus or to utilization of services by a

particular student or group of students. B
Phase-Out of Instructional Services. Concerning the phase-out of in-
structional services, the report argues that prior to action by the Board of

Trustees in 1974, the fee known as the Materials and Services Fee covered

the costs of instructional supplies and audiovisual materials. Because these

components were related to academic, as opposed to student support
services, part-time students were granted a partial reduction in that por-
tion of the fee used for instructional sup%lies and audiovisual materials. As
mentioned above, with the decision to phase out the academically related
costs and rename the fee the Student Services Fee, the Trustees elected,
in 1976-77, to implement a two-level fee structure until the supplies and
‘materials costs had been fully transferred to General Fund support. Be-

‘cause the transfer of these costs was completed in 1978-79, the task force

ihgr'egl:ll that a single uniform fee level should be established, effective in
- “the fall, 1982. ' e L . :

Two-Tier System Should be Continved , _
.- 'While we concur that users of a service should generally pay the same
fee,.our review. indicates that although some part-time students may use
.some of the student services as much as full-time students,  this is not
generally the case. There are two. reasons for this: (1) the hours during
which the fee-supported services are provided do not fit the schedule of
_ 'most part-time students and (2) -one of the most expensive services funded
by the fee, financial aid administration, is not available to them at all.
‘Hours of Service. -Most of CSU’s 120,000 part-time students enroll in
evening courses, usually eonducted between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m.
‘During these hours, most of student service offices such-as housing, place-
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ment and counsehng are closed. If night students need the service, they
must rearrange their dally schedule. Generally, this severely limits the1r
ability to use the services as frequently as day students. =~ -

Availability of Financial Aid. Part-time students taking less: than six
units are not eligible for financial aid. This effectively precludes the provi-
sion of financial aid services shown in Table 20 to part-time students, -

“Because part-time students are less able to utilize all student services,
we recommend that the current two-tier Student Services Fee policy be
maintained. This can be accomplished with no loss of total fee revenue by
adjustmg the per student fee as shown in Table 21

Table-21

COmparlson of Uniform and Two-Tier
Student Services Fee Levels ~

, L ; Looess _Un’ifom) " Two Tler
Regular students® .\......., v ' $20550 . $216 ‘ $024 -

Limited students® .... : ey $175.50 .. . -$216 o8l )

2 Regular students-= séven. ‘units or more. .
b | imited students = six units or less.

B. Fmancml Aid Admmlsirchon—Siudeni Servu.'es Fee Support

We recommend that financial aid administration support be mcreased
by $760,000 to maintain the current support level, and that the funding be
provzded by a $3 increase in the Student Semces Fee Wlucb Is the appro-
priate source of support of this activity. - . .

* The 1982-83 budget proposes an expendlture of $16 191 000 for ﬁnanmal
a1d administration. This is an increase of $458,000 (2.9. ercent) over the
current support level. Support for this activity is:derived from the Student
Services Fee and federal frunds The Governor’s Budget assumes that the
federal support for this service will be $2,359,000 in- 1982-83. ‘

Since the Governor’s Budget was transmitted to the Le islature, CSU
has revised its estimate of federal support that will be available in 198283
It now estimates that it will receive only $1,599,000, or $760,000 less than
the amount ant1c1pated in the budget. This. decline results primarily from
the reduction in federal support from $10 to $5 per recipient of Basic
Educational Opportunity Grants and ‘Guaranteed Student Loans,

Our review indicates that the financial aid offices have one of the largest
and most complex workloads in the system. This was recognized several
years ago when budget formulas for funding these offices were enriched.
A veduction of this magnitude in support for the financial aid offices would
likely lead to the denial of servicesto needy students and consequently
hinder access efforts made by CSU.

Asmentioned above the costs of financial aid admmlstratlon tradltlonal
ly have been sup orted by the Student Services Fee, although the: General
Fund bears’ the udget year costs of normal, ‘incremental 1 increases such
as‘merit salary adjustments. The loss of federal funds does not represent
an incremental change but rather a fundamental structural change in
program financing. Consequently, replacement fiinding for the lost fed-
eral funds could properly be finance: by the'Student Services Fee.: This
would require increasing the 1982-83 fee—$216 (based on a single tier)—




1504 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6610

by $3. We recommend this adjustment. :

We recommend that to prevent a reduction in student financial aid
services, the anticipated loss of federal funds be replaced with funds from
the Student Services Fee. 2 : , :

C. Special Fees

1. 1981-82 Emergency Surcharge Fee

In response to the 2 percent General Fund budget reduction imposed
by the Governor during 1981-82, the CSU implemented a one-time Emer-
gency Surcharge Fee in addition to the Student Services Fee. This $46
charge was levied on all students by charging $23 in the 1982 winter and
spring quarters or $46 in the 1982 sgring semester. It is anticipated that this
fee will generate $13,967,000 in additional reimbursements for 1981-82.

The fee is the equivalent of $92 per regular student per year. Extending
this fee into 1982-83 for the full year would generate about $28,000,000.
The Governor’s Budget, however, proposes that this fee be dropped in
favor of a new State University Emergency Fee. -

2. 1982-83 State University Emergency Fee ;

As part of CSU’s plan to adjust the funding level proposed in the 1982-83
budget, it plans to levy a new $41 per year State University Emergency
Fee, which would:raise $13.1 million. This fee is less than one-half of the
surcharge fee that would have been levied had the 1981-82 fee been
extended for a full year as UC proposesto do. -~ REEERE TR
© CSU proposes. that the new fee be maintained separately from the
Student Services Fee and utilized for institutional support other than the
cost of instruction. Combined with the Student Services Fee, CSU’s basic
fee for regular students would be $257 ($216 + $41). in 1982-83.

Our analysis indicates that:-at the undergraduate student level, this

proposed fee is reasonable, given (1) the personal benefits derived from
a CSU education and (2) the fees charged at comparable institutions.
. Benefits of Higher Education. Clearly, both students and society bene-
fit from higher education. While usually not as large as the personal bene-
fits that go with a graduate degree, the benefits from the acquisition of
certain specialized skills and knowledge at the undergraduate level also
translate into personal income. While the exact benefit to the student is
difficult to quantify, the benefit to society is equally difficult to quantify.
The Governor’s 1982-83 Budget proposes that society contribute $4,190
per CSU FTE while CSU students contribute $257 each. o

California - Student.-Fees. Our review of undergraduate student
charges at CSU’s comparable public institutions shows that these institu-
tions currently are charging an average basic fee of $900 per regular
student, while CSU is charging $251.50 ($205.50 + $46). While this does
not necessarily mean that CSU charges are too low, it indicates that the
proposed fee is not too high relative to what other states ask their students
to contribute.

3. CSU Graduate Charges

We recommend that the Legislature direct the CSU Board of Trustees
- to Increase charges to resident graduate students by $400 per FTE in
1982-83 and an additional $200 in 1983-84. We further recommend that
$1,438,000 (25 percent) of the revenue raised from this fee increase be
reserved for increased student financial aid in order to maintain access to
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CSU for low-income students. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $4,315,000).
Last year in the Analysis, we recommended that the Legislature direct
the Trustees to plan to increase charges imposed on graduate students.
Our recommendation was based on three considerations that we believed
warranted such an increase: .

o Graduate programs cost. more per student than undergraduate pro-
grams due to the specialized nature of the instruction and the typical-
ly low student-faculty ratios. '

o A greater portion of the benefits from graduate education accrue to
the indivi<fual directly, because specialized knowledge is more likely
to translate into a higher income than is the general knowledge ac-
quired as an undergraduate. , ,

o Low student charges at the graduate level create incentives for the
over-investment in graduate education. -

In our Analysis, we also pointed out that:

e comparable public universities typically charge more for graduate
programs than for undergraduate programs, in recognition of the cost
differential noted above, and '

e CSU’s charges for graduate instruction are considerably lower than
student charges imposed by comparison institutions.

As Table 22 shows, since 1979-80 CSU graduate student charges have
fallen even further behind the fees/tuition charged by its 18 public com-
parison institutions: :

Table 22

Comparison of CSU Graduate Resident Charges
) To Comparable Insti’tutions

‘ ) 1979-80 1981-82

CsU. ‘ $207 $265°
State University of New York (Albany) $1,610 ) $1,660
SUNY College, Buffalo . 1,510 1,700
University of Hawaii . 578 578
University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee) 1,258 1,370
University of Nevada , ‘ U720 896
University of Oregon : 1,295 1,653
Portland State University ' 1,197 1,404
University of Colorado ; 926 1,151
Illinois State University reeen 808 884
Northern lllinois University ; 780 916
Southern Illinois University . 747 975
e Indiana State University . 960 ' 1,217
... Iowa State University : : 951 1,080
Wayne State University . . 1,425 : 1,642
Western Michigan University 948 1,348
Bowling Green State University : 1431 . : 1,608
Virginia Polytechnic Institute ‘ 852 1,086
Miami University (Ohio) . .- 1340 1,740
- Average, Comparable Institutions . $1,074 $1,273

CSU Difference \ : $867 $1,008.

“# Includes incidental fees such as parking.

Table 22 shows that in 1981-82, CSU charges for resident gréduate students
5375056 ’
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are $1,000 less than the average charges of the 18 public' comparison:-
_institutions.

In our analysis of the UC budget we recommend that by 1983-84,
charges to graduate students be increased to the 1981-82 average charge
imposed by its comparison i institutions for an increase of $600. For 1982-83,
we recommend an increase of $400.

Because CSU’s charges are so much below its comparison group, it
would not be reasonable to recommend that CSU’s charges also be in-
creased by the amount needed to achieve parity by 198384 ($1, 000).
Consequently, we recommend the same dollar increases for CSU resident
graduate students that we recommend for UC graduate students——-$400 in-
1982-83 and an additional $200 in 1983-84. The $400 charge would be for
full-time (FTE) graduate students. This charge should be prorated on a
$27-per-unit basis for part-time students.

E $400 increase per resident graduate FTE would generate about
$5,753,000 in additional revenue. We recommend that $1,438,000 825 per-
cent) ‘of the revenue be reserved for increased student financial aid in
order to insure access by needy students to the CSU system..Consequently,
the recommended General Fund reduction, to be offset by stugent fee
revenue, would be. $4,315,000. o

Nonresident Gradudte Student Tumon

The Governor’s Budget proposes a tuition increase in nonres1dent tui-
tion of $315, for a total tuition of $3,150. Because these charges for nonresi-
dent graduate students are already substantial, we do not recommend that
they be increased further.

4. Nonresident Tuition

CSU students who are not residents of California pay an annual tuition
in addition to the student fees paid by all students. Prior to 1981-82, a
student could be classified as a California resident after one year of resi-
dence in the state. In 1981-82; the residency requirement was changed,
making it more difficult to obtain resident status—in addition to one year
of residency, a student also must show financial indepéndence from paren-
tal support for three prior years in order to be designated a California
resident.

Table 23 shows the nonresident tuition charge, the nonres1dent enroll-
ment, and the tuition revenues generated, for the % ast three years. For
198182, the table also shows the budget as proposed by the Governor the
budget as adopted by the Legislature after the adjustment for the ¢ e
in residency criteria, and CSU’s estimates as of December 31, 1981. Tab%'
23 shows that:

¢ in 1981-82, the Legislature increased the budgeted level of nonresi-
dent tuition revenue by $2.4 million to reflect an anticipated increase
in the number of nonresident students, -

o CSU’s revised estimate for 1981-82 indicates that the number of non-
residents and the amount of nonresident tuition revenue will fall short
of the budgeted level, and

e the proposed 1982-83 budget is based on approx1mately the same
percentage of nonresident enrollment as the 1981-82 adopted budget,
and consequently fproposes a major increase in revenue over. CSU S
revised ‘estimates for 1981-82.
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Nonresident Tuition and Enroliment

1981-82
Actual Proposed ~ Adopted Revised Proposed
1980-81 Budget Budget Estimate 1982-83

Tuition: i
Annual tuiton ..o, $2,835 $2,835 $2,835 $3,150
Tuition revenue®......ocovecverveecnne $3L,775 $34,160 $30,029 $37.419
Enrollment (FTE):
Total FTE .....ommmiermrmmimnasies 236,850 236,850 242372 237,900
Nonresident FTE...... 11,210 12,050 10,592 11,879
47% - 51% 44% 5.0%

Percent nonresident

® Dollars in thousands.

Adjustment for change in residency criterra. As mentioned above, the
Legislature imposed stricter residency criteria in acting on the 1981-82
Budget Bill. As a result, it was expected that, relative to prior years, more
students would be classified as nonresidents beginning in 1981-82 and,
consequently, more nonresident tuition revenue would be collected. Ac-
cordingly, the Legislature reduced CSU’s General Fund budget by $2,385,-
000 in anticipation of an additional 840 nonresidents who would become
subject to the nonresident tuition charge of $2,835. This assumed that the S
change would become effective in fallg 1981.

Shortfall indicated by new estimates. Each year CSU surveys its cam-
puses to reestimate the amount of revenue which will be derived from
nonresident tuition. As shown in Table 23, CSU currently estimates that
1981-82 revenue will be $4.1 million less than budgeted, indicating that
there will be 1,458 fewer nonresident students than assumed in the budget
adopted for the current year. ,

- Part of the revenue shortfall occurs because the new residency standard
was not fully implemented until the spring of 1982. The anticipated short-
fall in nonresident tuition revenue, however, exceeds the adjustment that
was made to account for the stricter residency requirements. This can be
seen in Table 23 by comparing the revised estimate for 1981-82 with the
proposed budget tor 1981-82. The revised estimate indicates that collec-
tions could be $1.7 million below the amount budgeted before the adjust-
ment was made. . ,

' Faetors related to shortfall, ‘CSU cites several reasons which may ac-
count for the projected decline in nonresident enrollment. First, nonresi-
dent tuition increased by $675 in 1981-82, from $2,160 to $2,835. This
increase may have precipitated a decrease in nonresident enrollment.
Second, nonresident tuition waivers were eliminated beginning in 1981-
82, which may have discouraged some nonresidents from attending CSU.
Third, a report issued by the Auditor General in April, 1981, was critical
of enrollment of nonresident students in “oversubscribed” programs. In
response to.the report, CSU cautioned its campuses to monitor the situa-
tion. CSU believes that enrollment policy changes at the campus level may
be displacing nonresidents from high-demand courses.

Because of the many factors potentially affecting the enrollment of
nonresident students, it is not possible to determine the effect of any single
factor, such as the change in residency criteria, on the projected shortfall
in nonresident tuition revenue in 1981-82.
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1982-83 budget. As shown in Table 23, the Governor’s Budget antici-
pates $37.4 million in nonresident tuition revenue during 1982-83. This
corresponds to nonresident enrollment equal to 5 percent of budgeted
FTE. This ratio is comparable to the ratio assumed by the approved
budget for 1981-82. If CSU’s revised estimate for 1981-82 is accurate, it is
likely that a shortfall will also occur in 1982-83. CSU indicates that it will
have updated estimates by. February, 1982,

STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

A. Funding

The Governor’s Budget provides $20,991,000 for the support of four
programs relating to student affirmative action: (1) Core Student Affirma-
tive Action ($2,582,000), (2) Educational Opportunity Program ($14,947,-

000), (3) Mathematlcs Engineering, Science - Achievement (MESA)
program ($262,000), and (4) a program for Disabled Students ($3,198,000).
Expenditures for these items in the past, current, and budget years are
shown in Table 24.

In addition, many 1progmms within CSU, such as the campus offices of
relations with schools and campus counsehng centers, provide services
which contribute to student affirmative action efforts; however informa-
tion on the expenditures of these offices for affirmative actlon-related
activities is not available. L

Table 24
Student Affirmative Action Expendntures
{(in thousands)

Actual =~ Estimated  Proposed Change . ..
1980-81 1981-82 . 1982-83 Amount  Percent

1. Core Student Affirmative ACthIl...:.... $1,143 $2.416 $2,582 $166 . 6.9%
2. Educational Opportumty Program ... - 13495 14,919 14,947 28 0.2
3. MESA 232 249 262 13 52
4. Disabled Students vresserrsssassgessresisssentets 1,920 3,207 -3,198 —-29 —09
Totals $16,790 $20,811 $20,989 $178 01%

B. Background: ACR 151

In 1974, the Legislature adopted ACR 151, directing all public segments
of California postsecondary egucatlon

“To prepare a plan that will provide for addressing and overcoming, by
1980, ethnic, economic, and sexual underrepresentation in the makeup of
pubhc hlgher education as compared to the general ethnic, economic, and
sexual com gosmon ‘of recent California high school graduates * ACR 151
is not based on “eligibility pools”—the number of ethnic minority high
school graduates actually el1g1ble to be admitted to the higher education
segments.

-CSU has made ] {progress toward meeting the broad goal of i 1ncreas1ng the
representation of minority students. Hispanics, however, continue to be
underrepresented relative to their proportion of high school graduates.
Ethnic iroup representatlon within CSU, both systemw1de and by cam-
pus, is shown in Table 25.
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. Table 25 .
csu Ethnic Group Dlstnbutlon
" (Fall 1980) ,
| : B o Other
Campus Asian Black - Hispanic- Minority - White
Bakersfield . - L7% 6:5% 12.0% 5.6% 74.2%
Chico ndennst frevivess 16 2.0 4.1 13 91.0
Dominguez Hllls v 6.8 387 - 85 338 422
Fresno - 50 40 129 - 25 75.6
Fullerton ; 54 . .80 89 16 811
Hayward : N i 8 13.1 65 - 43 67.4
Humboldt ‘ 1.6° 0.7 29 . 26 : 922
Long Beach o 95 . 84 84 37 70.0
Los Angeles. i .. 185 150 241 30 39.4
Northridge . 64 62 87 2.3 764
Pomona e 94 39 . 114 30 723 .
Sacramento : O 76 - 61 59 29 " TI5
San Bernardino i e . 25 133 194 3.7 61.1
San Diego e : 31 4l 73 37 . 818
‘San Francisco ' 164" 9.5 6.6 5.7 61.8
San Jose 114 74 88 48 67.6
San Luis Oblspo 44 1.6 40 1.5 88.5
Sonoma ; . 1.7 4.1 42 23 81.7
Stanislaus . S 81 53 87T 26 813
Systemwide 75% 79% 92%  32% 73.1%
High School Graduates 1979°..............comemsivivion 46% 93% 150% 16%  695%

8 Latest data available.

Table 25 reveals that: (1) CSU ethnic group enrollments vary widely by
campus and (2) the degree of systemwide under- or over-representation
varies by ethnic group. Thus, the representahon of white students as a
proportion of total campus enrollment varies from a high of 92:2 percent
at Humboldt to a low of 39.4 &)ercent at Los Angeles. Hispanics, who are
under-represented systemwide, nonetheless account for 24.1 percent of
total enrollment at Los Angeles and 19.4 percent at San Bernardino.
- Asians, in contrast, are over-represented in comparison to their proportion
of the twelfth grade populahon accountmg for 7 5 percent of total system-
w1de enrollment ‘

C. Core Siudenl Afflrmahve Achon

The Governor’s Budget provides $2.6 million for Core Student Affirma-
tive Action in 1982-83, as shown in Table 24. This is the same as in the
current year, adjusted only for inflation.

The ogjechve of the Core Student Affirmative Action program is to
increase the representanon of ethnic minorities, low-income individuals,
and women in CSU. The program began in 1978-79 with pilot programs
at three campuses. In 1980-81, the Legislature approved its extension to
all 19 campuses with the followmg three components:

o outreach at the undergraduate and graduate levels to increase the

" number of applicants to CSU or other higher education institutions,

« retention programs to promote continued attendance and progress
among minority, low-income, and women students, and

-o educational enhancement efforts which emphas1ze in-service tralmng
for teachers and counselors.
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Increasing Emphasis on Retention and Educational Enhancement. -

Full implementation of the program began in 1980-81, at a state cost of
approximately $1.9 million. In 1981-82, the Legislature approved a $400;-
000 augmentation for the purpose of expanding retention efforts. CSU is
using these funds to establish and support retention referral centers on
five campuses. Campus centers were selected on the basis of competitive
applications. ' v .

In addition, CSU is reallocating funds within the base allocation in order
to give greater attention to retention and educational enhancement and
somewhat less emphasis to outreach. This reallocation is consistent with
legislative intent that CSU implement a balanced program to insure that
students recruited through the outreach component may be reasonably
assured of receiving adequate rétention and educational services after
they reach the campus. :

Table 26 shows the number of students recruited through CSU outreach
efforts in 1979-80 and 1980-81. While it is still too early for a thorough
assessment of outreach strategies, it appears that these programs assist in
generating a substantial number of new admissions from minority stu-
dents. Consequently, the redirection of some resources from outreach to
retention anél educational enhancement services for these students is ap-
propriate. i :

Table 26

Applications and Admissions of Underrepresented Students
' Generated by CSU Outreach Programs

1979-80° 1980-81°

Applications Generated: v _

To CSU 1988 - 3,718

To Other Institutions . 2,172 - 3212

Totals. ; 4,160 T 6930
-Admissions Offered: :

To CSU : resaensi 1,393 . 2,013

To Other Institutions . : 1,868 . 2,371

Totals - : 3,261 4444

2 Results from pilot prdgrams operated on'8 campuses.
b Results from programs operated on all 19 campuses.

In response to a legislative directive, the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (CPEC) is conducting an in-depth evaluation of the
CSU Core Student Affirmative Action programs. CPEC published an ini-
tial report on the programs in July, 1981. The report generally gave CSU’s
affirmative action programs a favorable rating, but noted some specific
areas where improvement is needed. CPEC intends to report again on the
programs in March, 1982 and 1983. . :

D. Educational Opportunity Programs A IR .
The 1982-83 Governor’s Budget provides a total of $14,947,000 for the
Educational Opportunity Program (EOP). Staffing in the EOP is based on
the projected number of first-year students. Table 27 shows the number
and averagedollarlevel of EOP grants and the number of students served.




1st Year

2nd Year
3rd Year
4th-Year
5th Year

“Table 27

»Educatiohal'Opportunity—‘»Prbg;ai'h.‘— : R
. :Actual 1980-81 “Bstimated 1981-82 - Proposed 1952-83
. ‘Number " Average Number - Average Number - . Average e
of Dollar - - Students of © . Dollar.. -Students ~of - Dollar  Students . .
Grants  .Grant Served Grants Grant .- Served .Grants - Grant v Served -
3,699 $740 6,146 ‘4958 - $740 6,779 4,884 - $740. 6,679 e
‘1,934 740 3,879 2,255. 740" 4,220 L2222 2740 4,155 &
:2,214 640 2,354 1,762 640 2,197 - ° 1,738 L 640° - 2,164 .
1,717 530 1,531 942 530 ~T81 966 530 801
~852 . 530 1,315 471 530 R 432 530 - —
10,416 — 1525 10388 — 13977 10242 R L
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E. MESA Evaluation T o _
The Governor’s Budget provides $262,000 for support of the Mathemat-
ics, Engineering, Scienice Achievement (MESA) program in 1982-83. This
level of funding will support approximately 2,750 students in local MESA
centers—the same number 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 ethnic
minority high school students 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 provided for
MESA in the UC and CSU budgets is to be matched by an equivalent
amount of nonstate funds. '
In last year’s Analysis, we pointed out'that although the MESA program
has been in existence since 1968, no rigorous 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 resources 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 produce. Because the MESA programs have not been evaluated
in a rigorous manner, the validity of the “self-selection” argument is un-
resolved. . ‘ :
Subsequent to publication of our Analysis, the Hewlett Foundation, a
long-time contributor to the MESA program, convened a task force to plan
an evaluation. The task force outlined certain criteria for an evaluation,
and proposals are currently being solicited.

F. Disabled Students

We recommend that $455,000 in General Fund support proposed for
service to Department of Rehabilitation clients at CSU be deleted because
federal funds are available for this purpose. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001
by .3455,000 and increase reimbursements to Item 6610-001-001 by $455,-
000.

The Governor’s Budget includes $3.2 million for disabled student serv-
ices for CSU. This amount is based on (1) the existing formula which
provides $594 per student, and (2) an additional $455,000 to replace serv-
ices formerly provided by the Department of Rehabilitation (DR). CSU
expects to serve 4,669 disabled students in 1982-83. :

Supplemental Language to the 1981 Budget Act directed the Depart-
ment of Finance to study existing funding arrangements for disabled stu-
dent programs in public higher education, and to recommend a long-term
model for funding these programs. In addition, the study was to determine
the cost of supportive services formerly funded through the DR but now
funded by the higher education segments. The report was issued in De-
cember 1981.

The report recommends changes in the funding formula for the Univer-
sity of California and the community colleges. It contains no recommend-
ed changes for CSU,

- The report states that the amount provided to replace DR funds may
be low because it is based on a 1980 survey which may have underestimat-
ed the number of DR clients who are being served by the three higher
education segments. The Department of Finance may adjust the alloca-
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tion in the May revision after receipt of additional information from the
segments on the number of DR clients served and the cost of providing
the. services. ' o L

Regardless of the final outcome, we note in the Department of Rehabili-
tation analysis (Item 5160) that federal funds are available which could be
used to provide services to disabled students at the state’s 3 segments of
higher education, thereby making additional General Fund resources
available to the Legislature for use in meeting high-priority state needs for
this purpose. We recommend in that item that such funds be transferred
to the higher education budget items to replace state General Fund sup-
port. Consequently, consistent with that recommendation, we recom-
mend that $455,000 contained in this item be deleted.

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 administrative services, logistical services, physical
plant operations, faculty and staff services, and community relations.
S Table 28 shows estimated personnel and expenditures for Institutional

upport. : ‘

Table 28
Institutional Support Program Expenditures
(dollars in thousands)

» ; Actual  Estimated  Proposed . Change
Elements 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent

1. Executive Management ... $28453  $28094  $29591 - $1497 53%
2. Financial Operations ................. 23,801 29,752 23,776 1,024 45
3. General Administrative Services 37,687 40,043 41,924 1181 29
4. Logistical Services ..........coomrune 45,127 45,107 47,543 2,436 54
5. Physical Plant Opeérations ... 122,252 128,455 137,187 8,732 6.8
6. Faculty and Staff Services ... 10,683 11,863 14,998 3,135 26.4
7. Community Relations .......oueiemmecicnnnn 5,098 4,431 4,679 248 56

Totals $273,101 $280,745 $298998  $18,253 6.5%
General Fund. $233695 - $205449  $234085 $8636 38%
Reimbursements 12291 28504 3559 3866 136
Parking Account Dormitory Revenue ,

Fund 4921 4717 5208 491 104
Dormitory Revenue Fund...........vecorsonenns 10935 12236 13893 1657 135
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Fd-

ucation 3234 1,958 5452 3494 1784
Energy and Resources Fund ................ 637 — - - —
Energy. Account, Energy and Resources - i
.. Fund — 650 — 680 1.0
Continuing Education Revenue Fund....... 7,385 7181 7,970 789 110
Personnel: :
Executive Management........coucoovmvvnnrnrrsennne. 741.9 677.5 694.3 16.8 2.5%
Financial Operations ............... 8875 889.9 88L.5 -84 09
General Administrative Services.....c...coo.e. 1,417.2 1503.7 1,511.8 8.1 05
Logistical Services 1,103.4 1,113.1 L1115 -16 -01
Physical Plant Operations 3,273.9 3,596.3 3,605.6 9.3 03
Community Relations..........icorcmnsivssssesonss 112.6 84.5 84 —0.5 0.6

Totals 7,536.5 7,865.0 78887 237 4.1%
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CHANCEI.I.OR'S OFFICE SO A R

The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSU Board of Trust-

ees and is responsible for the implementation of all policies enacted by:the

board. Table 29 shows the, major diyisions in the C%ancellor s Office-and

the expenthures proposed by these divisions in the current. and budget
years. ‘ v

Table 29-

Chancellor s Office Expendltures
(dollars in thousands)

Esbmated e Proposed . Sl
1981-82 - .. _ . 195283 CbJe :
. Positions  Amount  Positions . Amount  Positions Amount
General Fund
Chancellor’s Office Personnel . . ., Lol _ ‘
Executive Office ......cmmmmmemmumenns 140, . 670 140 - $682 . .— $l2
Legal Services ...... L1980 T T3 0 185 78 10 __10
Academic Affdirs .. 51.6 2103 516 - 2168  — U6
Faculty and Staff Aff: 314 1182 - 314 1,221 - 39
Collective Bargaining... 19.0 786 19.0 823 - 37
Business ‘Affairs ........ ' 554 1,942~ 554 11,987 ¢ — 45 -
Physical Planning ... 140 607 . . 140 620 — 13
Government Affairs 9.0 322 9.0 342 — 20
Institutional Research... . 120 - 827 12.0 536 - 9
Public Affairs .......ccooeeeeee . 60 u7 - 6.0 250 =3
Administrative Office...cmne. 581~ 1330 581 1,382 — s
© SUBLOEALS...oecererereree e renreisiinsenss 290.0 $10,489° 289.0 $10,796 -10 - $307
Operating Expense and Eqmp- C
THENE .civerereirerenseessarssssvonressssons = 13 — $7,802 — - $479
Totals . 290.0 $17,812. 289.0 $18599 ... =10 -$787
Audit Staff Personnel ................. 110 $441 11.0 $454 — .$13
Operating Expense and Eqmp- - N R o
IOENE o.iooeeeernesierresivionscrasmasenes e '$83 - $98 . — $15 .
Totals 11.0 $524 110 - $552 — . §98
Informatior Systems Personnel _ 1225 - $3,929 122.5 $4015 —_ . $86
Operating Expense and Equip- . ! o Lo
R 11 1 SO, ensersmensinn S $5,916 = $6;309‘l' = $393
" Totals ... 1925 °  $9845 1225 §10324, - — ' - $4719
Total, General Fund.........c...... -423.5 $28,i81 .. 4225 . $29476 - —10. .$1,295
Special Funds : L - .
Parking Personnel...........ooosssneerer 04 $7 04 . .87 — -
Operating Expense and Equip- : ) o LT L
0103 | A = $8 = g = e
Total, Special Funds ........... 04 si0 o4 g0 - — 7
Grand TotalS..........ooorr 4239 $28191 4229 . $29486 ¢, —10  §1295 .
General Fund........ . ), $21,824 3785 $29.831 =10 - $1007
Reimbursements . -6,357 “#40 664 P 257
Parking Revenue 10 04 10 - =

® Details may not add to total, due to rounding. -
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A. Governmental Affairs~Funding for ‘Waysh"ingién, D.C. Office '

~ We recommend that the Legislature eliminate General Fund support
for the California State University .Wéis?b'zhgton, D.C. office, and allow the
system to use federal overhead income for this purpose, for an annual state
savings of $126,000. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $126,000.)

Background ' ; : »

The University of California (UC) established a Washington, D.C. office
in 1965, and the State University System followed suit in 1966. Since then,
the two segments have shared office space, some equipment, and a small
library, at various locations in the city. Each office has a director, a coordi-
nator of federal programs, and a clerical position.

As shown in Table 30, the two higher education offices will cost approxi-
mately $352,000 in 1982-83. This support is derived from federal overhead
revenue and the General Fund. .

Table 30
Funding for UC and CSU Washington Offices

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change
: : 1980-81 98182 . 198283 Amount  Percent
University of California .......c.ceuumner $172,637 $184,000. . $190,000 $6,000 3.3%

California State University v........ 130877 123,000 162000 39000 317

Totals $303,514 $307,000 $352,000 $45,000 14.7%
. $91,200 £2000 - $126,000 $34,000 J6.9%
215,314 215000 226,000 11,000 &1

The ‘'UC Washington office receives no General Fund support. It is
funded solely from federal “overhead revenue”, which are funds added
to federal contracts with UC to support a portion of the univerSia/’s over-
head costs. In 1981-82, this revenue will total $70 million, based on the
allowable overhead charge of 31 percent of the contract amount. Under
an agreement between the university and the Department of Finance, the
university’s Washington office, along with the related campus develop-
ment offices, has the first call on these overhead funds. The balance is spfi’t
45/55 between UC and the state. o v ,

Unlike the UC Washington office, the CSU Washington office does re-
ceive General Fund support, amounting to $92,000 in 1981-82. For 1982—
83, the budget requests $126,000 in General Fund support for CSU’s Wash-
ington office. (The major portion of the increase is to cover the cost of a
new lease.) Only the office’s coordinator of federal programs is supported
from a source other than the General Fund. This position is fund%d with
federal overhead funds, at a cost of $31,144 in 1981-82 and a proposed cost
of $35,858 in 1982-83. S : ' ,

This funding arrangement was adopted a number of years ago in recog-
nition of the fact that compared to UC, the CSU received a relatively small
amount of federal overhead funds and therefore should not be expected
to depend:solely on federal funds for support: of its Washington office.

The original justification fot this arrangement, however, needs to be
reconsidered. In 1979-80, c§the most recent year for which data are avail-
able), the CSU system’s federal indirect support resulting from the office’s
activities totaled $4.5 million. All of these receipts, moreover, are available
for allocation by the State University System through its foundations. The
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state does not requlre a split of the federal overhead receipts between the
state arid the system, as it does with UC.

We can find no analytical basis for continuing General Fund support for
the CSU Washington office in view of the substantial federal Emdmg
which could be used for this purpose. The duties and functions of this
office are almost identical to those of the UC Washington office. To the
extent there is a difference, it is that the CSU office places more emphasis
on.obtaining contracts and grants than does the UC office.

Consequently, we recommend that the CSU office be fully supported
by federg.l overhead revenue, in the same way that the UC’s Washington
office is, for a General Fund savings of $126 000 in 1982-83.

B. Collechve Bargaining

Chapter 744, Statutes of 1978 (AB 1091), refeired to ds the Higher
Education. Employer -Employee Relations Act (HEERA), established
comprehensive provisions governing public employer-employee relations
apphcable to the University of California (UC), including Hastings Col-

e of Law, and the Californid State Un1ver51ty system (CSU). Among
ler provisions, Chapter 744: .

1 Requires UC and CSU to meet and confer in good faith with em-

ployee groups in an effort to execute a written memorandum of under-
standing:
2. Establishes elechon procedures to be administered by the Public
Employment Relations Board (PERB) for recognizing, certifying, and
decertifying organizations which become the exc%mlve %arg'aining repre-
sentatives for em loyee groups.

3.  Specifies unfair labor practices on the part of the employer as well
as the employee organizations. -

4. Gives PERB the responsibility to administer the program, mcludmg
the adjudication of disputes involving the determination of appropriate
bargaining units, scope of representation elections and unfair 1p or prac-
tices.

5. Prescribes mediation and a three-member panel- factﬁndmg proce-
dure to enable parties to resolve impasses. Costs of the mediator and the
chairman of a factfinding panel are borne by PERB, while costs of the two
remaining members. of the: factﬁndmg panel are shared by the artles

6. Allows the parties to agree to.a “maintenance of members ip” ar-
rangement under which employees are not requlred to join an employee
organization, but those who do are required to rnamtam memberslhp for
the duration of the agréement.

7. Provides for UC and CSU to deduct specified employee organization
fees upon the duthorization of the employee.

‘8. Specifies procedures for submitting memoranda of understandmg to
the Governor and the Legislature for aj groprlate review and action. If
action is not taken; the memoranda sha.ll) e referred back to the parties,
provided, however ‘that the parties may agree that . provisions of the
memoranda which are nonbudgetary and do not require funding shall
take effect regardless of whether the aggregate fundmg requests submit-
ted to the Legislature are approved.

9. Provides for a representative of the Governor Leglslature and stu-
dents at meet and confer, sessions:

The effective date of Chapter 744 was July 1, 1979 however due to
procedural deldys, the first electionis were not held until 198L. Begardmg
CSU faculty, the HEERA provides for a single, systemwide election with
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a single agent to be selected to represent all faculty numbers and hbran—
ans. That election took place between December 14, 1981 and January 26,
1982. The result was that the faculty chose - to: have representatlon The
agent will be elected in April 1982. *n«: -

As mentioned, in some policy areas, espec1all those which do not in-
volve financial con51derat10ns the Trustees will be able to make final
commitments that are not subject to executive and legislative review.
With respect to matters having fiscal implications, however, the state has
yet to resolve its procedures in dealing with collective bargammg

A more extensive discussion of collective bargaining issues facing the
state is contained in the B-pages of this Analysis.

EMPLOYEE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ‘
The Governor s Budget provides $1,009,802 for the support of two pro-
grams relating to employee affirmative action within CSU: (1) the Faculty
Development program ($665,735) and (2) the Administrative F ellows
program ($344,067).

A. Faculty Developmeni Program

In the 1978-79 budget, the Leglslature added funding for a: Faculty
Development program to assist “women, minorities, and other qualified
probationary and tenured faculty in the lower acadermc ranks in meeting
the qualifications for retention, tenure, or promotion.” The _budget pro-
poses $665,735 to continue the present level of support for this program.

The Faculty Development program includes three i major components:

1. Release time ($589,279). This component provides release time of up
to six units per term for selected faculty mermbers to (a) undertake
(or complete) publication of instructional studies, (b) do research, or
(c) prepare to teach a greater variety of courses.

2. Mini-grants ($48,771). T is component provides grants for summer
stipends and helps finance the purchase of equipment and materials

. needed for résearch projects.

3. Support for presentation of é)apers at professional meetings
($27,685). This component provides funds for travel, per diem, cleri-
cal and registration expenses incurred i in presenting papers at profes-

_sional meetings.

Table 31, presents a profile of participants in the Faculty Development
program from 1978-79 to 1981-82. The table shows that the annual number
of participants in the program- declined by about one-flfth over these
years, from 227 in 1978-79 to 179 in 198081, but rose again in 1981-82 to
193. Part of this increase can be attributed to a change in the participation
criteria for the program in 1981-82 as a result of the Supplemental Report
to the 1981 Budget Act. This directive required that lecturers be consid-
ered for faculty gevelopment fundmg The table also shows that of the 799
faculty members who participated in the F aculty Development program
from 1978-79 to 1981-82, 663 (83.0 percent) were women or members of
ethnic minorities. v

B. Admlmsfruhve Fellows Progrcm

We recommend. that the Legislature direct the Cbance]]ors ‘Office to
develop a selection process for the Administrative Fellows program to
ensure that each campus (and the Chancellor’s Office) forwards the
names of three candidates to the systemwide sélection committee.
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Table 31

Profile of Faculty Development Program
1978-79 to 1981-82

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 Totals
Total Program Participants.. 227 200 179 193 . 799
Fermales .....ouvivermeerseenes e 137 113 M7 133 500
Percent (60.4%) (49.8%) (65.4%) (689%)  (62.6%)
Minority Group Members..... 82 .66 50 69 .
PEICENt v W (361%) (33.0%) (279%) (358%)  (334%)
Total Persons, Women or
Minorities.......oeeecersernnens 190 150 150 173 663
PErCent ..o rerrsrrresseeee (83.7%) (75.0%) (83.8%) (896%)  (83.0%)

The 1978 Budget Act established an employee affirmative action pro-
gram “aimed at ensuring that women and minorities are given equal
opport‘um‘tly for placement and advancement in administrative and
managerial positions in the CSU.” Underl{ing this proposal was the as-
sumption that traditional career ladders leading to top administrative
positions in higher education have not been equally available to women
and minorities. To address this concern, CSU proposed the creation of an
Administrative Intern program (the title was later changed to Administra-
tive Fellows program to avoid confusion with student internships). The
original funding provided support for 19 participants per year. That num-
ber, however, was reduced to 12 in the current year as part of the required
budget reductions. The 1982-83 budget proposes $344,067 to continue
support for 12 fellows. - S

Table 32 presents a profile of the Administrative Fellows program from
its inception in 1978-79. The table shows that, of the 69 administrative
fellows appointed to date, all but three have been women or minority
group members. ‘ ‘ : :

Table32 I
Profile of Administrative Fellows Program, 1978-79 to 1981-82
1978-79 1976-80 1980-81 1981-82 . .- Totals

APDlCANLS ocevreserrereeorsasessonee 54 100 4w g 235
. Offers of appointment.. 20 - .19 2l 12 72
Offers dccepted......mmiivessns 19 19 19 12 69
Sex 16F, 3IM 14F, 5M 13F,6M . 9F,3M . 52F,1TM
Minority Group Members ..... 14 (12F,2M) 11 (7F,4M) 10 (4F,6M) 6 (4F,2M) 41 (27F, 14M)
Total persons, women or o
$11%1110) 415 1= SR 18 : 18 19 1 -66
Previous position
1. Faculty v 13 7 14 -9 43
2. Academic related ........... . 4 5 2 1 12
3. Administrative....... - 0 5 -3 2 10
4. Support staff ... 2 2 0 -0 4

[0 Nomirnations by campuses to Chancellor’s Office. Prior to 1980-81 individuals applied for the program.

In addition, data on the sex and ethnicity of 20 persons flling the posi-
tions vacated by the administrative fellows during their one-year appoint-
ments show that, in 198182, the 12 full-time positions vacated have been
filled by 20 individuals. Of these 20, 12 are women and 8 are men. Further,
9 of the 20 are members of ethnic minorities (6 women and 3 men).
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Of the 57 graduates of the Administrative Fellows Program since its
inception, 35 have made progress toward meeting their longer-range ca-
reer objectives. Of these, 23 have received permanent or temporary ap-
pointments to administrative positions within the CSU, and tﬁree ave
received promotions or expanded assignments. Examples of positions
within CSU filled by graduates of the program include an assistant vice
president for academic affairs, an associate dean of a school, and a director
of special programs. Of the graduates who have since left CSU, one was
appointed assistant dean of a law school within UC, another is assistant to
the dean of students at a private university within California, and a third
received a fellowship from a major university to study for a doctorate.

Selection process. The table also shows that the number of nomina-
tions forwarded by the campuses to the Chancellor’s Office ‘has been
decreasing sinice 1979-80. Currently, the selection process provides that
every campus and the Chancellor’s Office may forward a maximum of
three nominations to the systemwide selection committee for considera-
tion. Full compliance with this procedure would result in an applicant pool
of 60 people, or almost twice as many as the number nominated in 1981-82.
Because the intent of the program is to provide equal opportunity to a
large pool of individuals who are interested in administrative careers, we
believe that the maximum number of nomiriees should be considered for
the 12 available fellowships. This would eliminate the opportunity for
individual campus selection committees or the president o tﬁe campus to
submit the name of only one nominee, thereby increasing that person’s
chance of being selected for the program. Therefore, we recommend that
the Chancellor’s Office be directed to modify the existing selection proce-
dure to require that each campus forward the names of three nominees
to the systemwide selection committee. ' .

SPECIAL REPAIR AND DEFERRED MAINTENANCE
A " Item 6610-001-146(b)
We recommend approval. e

The Governor’s Budget requests $5,542,000 from the C_alpital Outlay
Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) for special repair and
deferred maintenance projects in 1982-83. The proposed amount contin-
ues a plan to substantially reduce or eliminate the backlog of these
projects. Last year, the Legislature approved $3,311,020 in funding from
the COFPHE for this purpose. o

The 1982-83 funding level would support approximately 76 projects.
Included in the list are 39 projects concerning health and safety items
totaling $975,045, and six roofing ]l)rojects amounting to $624,600. In addi-
tion, three specific items are included: (1) campus lighting at San Jose
($586,000), (2) primary electrical system at San Francisco ($1,034;000),
and (3) repair of utility steamlines at San Jose ($493,000). These items
account for the $2 million increase over the current year. The remaining
funds are proposed to be expended as follows: $1,243,210 for 29 repair
projects including streets, elevators, boilers, and transformers; $266,145 for
emergencies; an§ $230,000 for a planned preveéntive maiitenance project.
' "We have examined CSU’s list of projects and believe that the proposed
$5,542,000 is reasonable in light of the system’s needs. It is anticipated that
the baseline budget for this activity will return to the $3.3 million level in
1983-84. Accordingly, we recommend approval as budgeted.
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Preventive Maintenance : ,

The Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the
1979 Budget Bill directing CSU to submit a preventive maintenance plan
by November 1979. In response; the Chancellor’s Office submitteg an
interim report on the status of preventive maintenance which (1)
proposed that a pilot project be undertaken at one CSU campus and (2)
stated that a systemwide task force would be convened to study the prob-
lem of preventive maintenance and recommend solutions. ,

1950 Report. The systemwide preventive maintenance task force sub-
mitted its report to the Chancellor in November 1980. The report recom-
mends that the Chancellor approve a specific preventive maintenance
system, described in the report, as CSU’s approach to plant operations.
Other recommendations include - (1) establisﬁing a form;B function within
the Chancellor’s Office to oversee plant operations and (2) establishing a
budgetary differentiation between the categories of “special repairs,” and
“deferred maintenance.”

1981 Progress Report. In addition, the 1979 supplemental language
required CSU to submit an annual progress report to the Department of
Finance and the legislative budget committees on the implementation of
its preventive maintenance activities. The November, 1981 progress re-
port points out that: : :

o The CSU Executive Council completed its review of the task force
rggort and approved the concepts contained in the report in March
1981. :

o The Chancellor issued an executive order requiring each campus to
“initidte a planned/programmed maintenance (P/PM) management
system” and appointed a systemwide Plant Operations Project Group
to maintain the implementation of the P/PM systems at the cam-
puses.

o Pursuant to the executive order, each campus has completed a plan
and schedule for implementation of the P/PM system. In addition,
each campus is expected to complete an audit of its facilities to identi-
fy maintenance/repair requirements by July 1, 1982.

We will continue to monitor this system, and will report developments

to the legislative budget committees, as appropriate.

Control Section 28.9I—Fi§ccl Flexibility

We recommend appiroval. _ ,

This section, which is identical to Section 28.91 of the Budget Act of 1981,
exempts the CSU from certain provisions of Section 13320 of the Govern-
ment Code and applicable Budget Act restrictions. It authorizes the Trust-
ees to:

('a) spend excess salary savings up to an amount equal to 20 percent of

total salary savings, and
(b) transfer funds between programs.

CSU is required to notify the Deparment of Finance and the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee of any expenditure pursuant to this section
wit%:in,30 days after the end of a quarter. Our review indicates that the
section has been implemented on a reasonable basis. We recommend

approval.
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VIl. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS

The Independent Operations program includes all program elements
that benefit independent financing agencies, faculty, and students, but are
not diretly related to the objectives of an institution of higher education.
An example would be research not directly related to the university’s
educational mission, performed by CSU on contract to a government
agency. Independent operations receive no direct General Fund support.
Staffing and support levels for the program are shown in Table 33,

Table 33
Independent Operations Program Expenditures
(dollars in thousands)

Actual Estimated ~ Proposed Change
1980-81 1981-82 198283 Amount Percent

Program Totals: .......ccrvccvmmesessssscinnn " $46,764 $47,675 $49,807 $2,132" 45%
General Fund —$916 - - - _—
Reimbursements .... 43,469 $46,965 $48,957 $1,992 42%

Federal Trust Fund...........cooouevvevrrresens 3,752 — —
Parking Account, Dormitory Reve- . .
nue Fund 435 710 850 . 140 197
Continuing Fducation Revenue Fund XA - — — —
Personnel: _ '
Totals. 12521 1,649.6 1,650.6 1.0 01%

Vill. FOUNDATIONS AND AUXILIARY ORGANIZATIONS

A. Overview o
Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations are separate legal entities au-
thorized. by the Legislature to perform functions that contribute to the
eaucational mission of the CSU, as well as provide services td students and
employees. Most of these organizations can be grouped into four major
categories: associated student organizations, foundations which adminis-
ter special educational projects, student union operations and commercial
activities. All operations of the foundations and auxiliary organizations are
intended to be self-supporting; they receive no General Fund support.
Table 34 shows their expenditures for the past, current, and budget years.

Table 34

Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations Expenditures
(in thousands) - ’ e

Actual Estimated - Proposed Chang

1980-81 1981-82 1962-83 Amount Percent
Program Totals ......ccoeemmimerseeseesmsisnes $199,271 $211,600 $222.800 $11200 53%
Reimbursements—fedei . $33000 $38,000 $38,000 — —
Reimbursements—other ...... 166271 173,600 184,800 _ $11,200 66%

B. Foundations - ~

The CSU system includes 60 auxiliary organizations, 20 of which are
foundations. The foundations are separate, legal entities organized as pri-
vate, non-profit corporations. Of the 20, 19 are campus-based, and one
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operates out of the Chancellor’s Office. They perform the: followmg func-.
tlons 4 .

e Teceive glfts, scholarshrps and other trust funds,
~ e organize fund-raising activities, and ' Co

o seek funding for and admrmster research and spemal educatlonal

pro_]ects S

The foundahons have thelr own sources of revenue and are reqmred by
CSU policy to be self-supporting. The largest source. of revenue is reim-
bursements for indirect costs of administering.grants : and contracts which
are sponsored by federal, state, and local governmental agencies and pri-
vate organizations. Other revenue sources include contributions, income
on investments, and service fees paJd by other campus organizations.

Audﬁor General's Recommenduhon Should be. Implemenled

- We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental Budget Act
Ianguage directing the Trustees of CSU to submit a plan for implementing
the Auditor General’s recommendation that excess indirect costs recov-
ered by foundations revert to the campuses. We further recommend that
the report zdentzfy means for mcreasmg tbe rate of recovery of mdu-ect
costs.

~In January 1982 the Aud1tor Gener ubhshed the results of a study of
the CSU foundations. The study focused on indirect costs incurred in the
administration of grants and contracts. In particular, the study examined
the degree to which foundations and their related campuses incur such
indirect costs and recover those costs through reunbursements from the
sponsoring agencies.

The central finding of the AlldltOl' General was that the CSU campuses
are subsidizing ‘the foundations, contrary to CSU policy requiring the
foundations to be self-supporting. The report explains that the subsidy
arises from the following factors:

« foundations recover their full indirect costs, but do. not recover the
full indirect costs incurred by campuses in admmrstermg contracts
“-and grants, '

e campuses incur %reater indirect costs for contract and grant admlms-
.tration than do foundations, and

« the foundations retain nearly all of the reimbursements recovered
from the sponsoring agencies, leaving the campuses with unreun-
bursed costs.

_ Indirect costs are not fully recovered. The foundations are responsrble
for negotiating rates for the relmbursement of indireet costs incurred by
both the foundations and the campuses for.contract and grant administra-
tion. In examining the costs and reimbursements.received at 9 campuses,
the Auditor General found that actual reimbursements in.1979-80 were far
below the amount that would have been recovered had the full indirect
cost rate been provided on all contracts and grants. Specifically, actual
receipts were only 48 percent of the amount indicated by the computed,
indirect-cost rates. The Auditor General reports that the foundations are
unable to recover indirect costs commensurate with the full indirect- cost
rates because (1) some project Sponsors do not provide full reimburse-
ment and- (2): some contracts require: recrp1ents to. pay.a share of the
indirect costs.

‘Campuses-incur greater costs than foundatzons Campuses and foun-
.sdations both incur costs as a result of sponsored research and other activi-
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ties. The indirect cost rates are computed as estimates of the total com-
bined indirect costs that a campus and its foundation incur in administer-
ing particular grants or contracts. The Auditor General reviewed in detail
the indirect cost rate proposals at two campuses to determine the relative
costs incurred by campuses and foundations. In both cases, the campuswas
found to incur most of the cost. The percentage of the total indirect cost
which was borne by the campus (as opposed to the foundation) was 74
percent at one campus and 77 percent at the other campus. _

Foundations keep nearly all of the indirect cost reimbursements, Un-
der current practice; campuses recover only a small portion of the indirect
cost reimbursement collected by the foundations. Specifically, campuses
réceive a small amount of rent for CSU facilities that Eouse certain federal
activities. For the nine campuses examined in the study, this amounted to
$42,000, which is less than 1 percent of the total indirect cost reimburse-
ments received by the nine foundations reviewed. C

Table 35 compares the indirect costs incurred and recovered by the two
campuses and foundations whose costs were studied in detail by the Audi-
tor General. The table shows that (1) the campuses recovered a very small
portion of their costs, but (2) the foundations received reimbursements
in excess of their costs. The unreimbursed cost borne by the CSU cam-
puses represents the subsidy provided to the foundations.

~ Table 35 ‘
indirect Costs incurred Compared With
Indirect Costs Recovered On
Research And Training Agreements
At Two Campuses®

Lo Campus A ‘ Campus B
Indirect Costs Incurred by the Campus ..........cermmmemersiennne - $1,179,107 - $1,400,012
Indirect Costs:Recovered by the Campus.......cesscissssivssssns 3,932 , 2,859
Indirect Costs Not Recovered S _ $L,175,175 R $1,397,153
Indirect Costs. Incurred by the Foundation ..............cccumcesiovne $417.318 $409,256
Indirect Costs Recovered by the Foundation ................c.ivienne 657,016 732,059

Excess Indirect Costs Recovered $239,698 $322,803

* Source: Auditqr Génej"d

Auditor General’s recommendation. The Auditor General recom-
mends that CSU revise its policy to require the foundations to remit all of
their excess indirect cost recoveries to the campuses, retaining only the
amount needed to insure their fiscal solvency. This would be consistent
with CSU Trustee policy which -re%uires campuses to ensure the fiscal
viability of their foundations. It would also reduce the subsidy provided to
the foundations by the campuses.

.. 'We note, however, that the subsidy would continue as long as campuses
are nriot reimbursed for their full costs. In order to both (1) insure the fiscal
viability of the foundations and (2) eliminate the campus subsidy of foun-
dations, total collections of indirect costs from' sponsors woul(i’ have to
increase to equal the total indirect costs incurred. As noted earlier, reim-
bursements currently are financing less than one-half of the total costs
incurred. The Auditor General does not address the issue of increasing the

" recovery rate of indirect costs. :
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csu Response Needed

The current. CSU policy allows foundahons to proﬁt from federally
s1;i)ported contracts at the expense of CSU campuses. There is no analyti-
reasori why the foundations should be permitted to retain reimburse-
ments in excess of their indirect costs. Furthermore, allowing campuses to
subsidize the foundations violates CSU policy. Consequently, we recom-
mend that the Legislature direct CSU to submiit a plan for implementin 5
a new pohcy under which excess reimbursements to foundatlons woul
revert to campuses. : .

Even under such a policy, however, the campuses would contmue to
subsidize the foundations if total indirect cost reimbursements are less
than total costs, as is now the case. Thus, we also recommend that the lan
include means for improving the rate of recovery -of indirect costs
sponsors.

We hote that the recommended change in policy would move in the
direction of current policy on the use of federal overhead received by the
University of California. Overhead received by UC is divided three ways:
(1) an amount is taken “off the top” to cover direct costs of contract and
grant administration, (2) 45 percent of the remainder accrues to the
university, and (3) the other 55 percent accrues to the state General Fund.
As mentioned earlier, under its current pohcy CSU gives nearly all of the
receipts to the foundatlons ‘off the ‘top”. Our recommendation would
increase the share given to the CSU campuses. It would not, however,
grant a share to the state General Fund because there are not sufflment
overhead receipts to cover the costs incurred by the CSU campuses.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY—CAPITAL OUTLAY
AND REVERSION

[tems 6610-301 and 6610-495

from various funds . Budget p. E 190
Requested 1982-83 ..o, eeeesisssseseede ittt $33,437,000
Recommended approval .........cc.ccoeiniunnina, feiei et e 21,604,000
Recommended reduction .........icccoivivicincnnicinnineiene, 3,790,000
Recommendation pending Cerietiner s et ee et aa e eee et e e e e e e en st e e raearenn - $8,043.,000

L Co i ‘ . S Analvsis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Transfer to General Fund. Recommend that savings re- 1527
sulting from our recommendationis ($3,818 ,000) . be trans-.
ferred to the General Fund in order to increase the
Legislature’s  flexibility in meeting . high- -priority needs
statewide. - -

2. Rebudgeted 1981 PI'O_]eCt F unds Recommend that prior 1598
to legislative hearings on the budget, the Department.of
Finance identify the amount of additional funds that may
be needed because of delays in-carrying out projects fund-
ed in the current year.

3. Statewide. Planning. Reduce by $200,000. Recommend 1530
that funds for seismic safety studies be reduced to fund -
only projects high on the statewide priority list.
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4. Statewide—Minor Capital Outlay. - Reduce by $500,000. - 1530 -
Recommend funds for low-priority projects-be deleted. o

5. Removal of Architectural Barriers to the Physically Hand- 1532
icapped. Reduce by $490,000. Recommend two projects
at the Los Angeles arid San Francisco campuses be deleted
because the buildings to be modlﬁed are currently accessi-
ble to the handicapped.

6. Architectural Barriers to the Physwally Handicapped. 1532
Withhold recommendation on funds for projects:at Hay-.

ward and San Diego, pendmg recelpt of addltlonal infor-
mation.

7: Budget Bill Schedule.  Recommernd that the Budget Bill 1533
be modified to provide a schedule of approved projects for
remov:tjl of architectural barriers to the physwally hand-
icappe \

8. Humboldt——Stablhze Slopes. Recommend ‘that - State 1534
funds appropriated for this project be. repaid from the
State University Dormitory Revenue Fund -

9. Old Library Rehabilitation—San Diego. Reduce by 1535
$114,000. Recommend ~ working drawing funds .
rehabilitate the old library building be deleted, because»-
the project is low in prlorlty for seismic correctlon on.a

- statewide basis. .

10. Fire Code Reqmrements—San Francisco. Wltthld rec- 1536
ommendation on preliminary plans and working drawings -
to modify nine academic buildings to méet fire safety code
requirements, pending receipt- of additional information.

11. Faculty - Office  Addition—Northridge. "Reduee by 1536

- $21,000. Recommend equipment funds for faculty office
addition be deleted because the funds w1ll not be required
in the budget year. '

12. Replacement Facilities, Calexico—San Dzego Reduce by 1537

- $50,000. Recommend equipment funds for: replacement
facilities at Calexico campus be reduced to eliminate
equipment funds unrelated to the new space prov1ded by
the project.

13. Remodel Engineering Buz]dmg—Humbo]dt Reduce by 1539
$100,000. Recommend  that constrfuction funds be re-
duced by $100,000 by deleting unnecessary project éle-
ments. Withhold recommendation on the balance of the
requested funds, pending receipt of adequate 1nformatlon

to substantiate the amount. =

14. Remodel San - Jose Computer Ceuter Reduce by 1540
$609,000. Recommend construction funds be deleted be-
cause preliminary plans and working drawings have not
been completed and are not scheduled to begin until 1982~
83. Further, recommend that prior to legislative hearings,
the Department of Finance report to the Legislature on
the ‘additional cost that may be incurred due to project
delay resulting from current-year admunstratwe freeze on
capital outlay. . '

15:. Special Deposxt Fund, Consent Order Proceeds Account 1542
Recommend that the Legislature evaluate. options. anll- '
able for the use of funds in the Special Deposit Fund, De-
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partment of Energy, Consent Order Proceeds Account, so
that these funds are used to meet high-priority statewide
needs identified by the Legislature. o

16. Cogeneration Project—Northridge and San Luis Obispo. 1544
Withhold recommendation on working drawing and con-
struction funds for cogeneration plant, pending receipt of

' additional information. R

17. Cogeneration—Pomona. Reduce by $597,000.  Recom- 1545
mend working drawing funds be deleted because the
proposed energy savings to be achieved by this project has
not been substantiated.

18. Cogeneration—San Jose. Withhold recommendation on 1546
working drawing funds for cogeneration plants, pending
receipt of additional information. '

19. Energy Management System—Fullerton. Reduce - by 1546
$15,000. Recommend preliminary plan and* working
drawing funds be deleted, because the CSU has not eva-
luated the effectiveness of energy management systems
which have been installed at other campuses.

20. Energy Management System—Hayward. Reduce by 1546
$33,000. Recommend preliminary plan and working
drawing funds be deleted, because the CSU has not eva-
luated the effectiveness of energy management systems
which have been installed at other campuses. _

21. Energy Management System-—Pomona. Reduce by $22,- 1546
000. Recommend preliminary plan and working drawing
funds be deleted, because the CSU has not evaluated the
effectiveness of energy management systerms which have
been installed at other campuses.

22. Energy Management System—San Luis Obispo. Reduce 1546
by $14,000. Recommend preliminary plan and working
drawing funds be deleted, because the CSU has not eva-
luated the effectiveness of energy management systems
which have been installed at other campuses. =~ . v

23. Preliminary Planning—Statewide. Reduce by $25,000. 1547
Recommend that preliminary planning for energy projects
be deleted, because adequate funds have been provided .
for these studies elsewhere in the budget. o

24. Energy Conservation Retrofits—Statewide, Reduce by 1547
$1,000,000. Recommend that preliminary plans, working
drawings and construction for energy retroFits be deleted, .
because adequate information has not been provided to
substantiate the energy savings anticipated from these
projects. '

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

.The budget includes $33,437,000 for c,:apital outlay for the California
State University (CSU) in 1982-83. The proposed funds, by source, are
summarized in Table 1. . -~ = ) :
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Table 1

Callfornra State Unrversrty
Summary of Capltal lmprovement Program for 1982-83
(|n thousands) )

Item . Fund - : T ‘ Amount

6610-301:146  Capital Qutlay Fund for Public ngher Educahon ' ;  $24,725

6610-301-189 - Energy -and-Resources Fund, Energy Account ;2215
6610-301-942° Special Deposrt Fund, Department, of Energy Consent Order Proceeds Ac-

count . - . 6 497

;Total L mioinien i : i $33 437

Of the $24 795,000 proposed from the Capltal Outlay Fund for Public
Higher Education (COFPHE), $6,216,000 is proposed to replace funds
which.the administration proposes for reversion in the current year (Item
6610-495) . The reversions. are proposed in order to make funds available
for transfer to the General Fund so as.to avoid 4 deficit in the current year.

For discussion purposes we have divided the CSU program into two
parts— (1) funds requested for projects which the Legislature has previ-
ously reviewed and approved but which are proposed for reversion in the
current year and. (2) new funding requests We have further divided our
discussion of new pro;ect requests mto seven categories, described within
our analy51s . _

Transfer to General Fund

We recommend that the savings resulting from our recommendations on
Ttems 6610-301-146 ($2,084,000) and Item 6610-301-189 ($1,706,000) be
transferred to the General Fund In order to increase the Legzs]atures
flexibility in meeting hrgb-pnonty needs statewide.”

We recommend reductions amountlng to $3,790, 000 1n the Cahfornra
State University’s capital outlay program from the Capltal Outlay Fund for
Public Higher Education ($2,084,000) and the Energy and Resources
Fund ($1,706,000). Approval of these reductions, which are discussed in-
d1v1dually below, would leave an unapproprxated balance of tidelands oil
revenues in’ these funds, where they would be available: only to finance
programs and projects of a spe01f1c nature.

Leaving unapproprlated funds in special purpose dccounts limits the
Legislature’s optiors in allocating funds to meet high- -priority needs: So
that the Legislature may have additional flexibility in meeting these
needs, we recommend that any savings resulting from approval of our
recommendations be transferred to the General Fund.

. FUNDS PROPOSED FOR REVERSION IN THE CURRENT YEAR AND
© - REBUDGETED FOR 1982-83

The administration proposes reversion of $6,216,000 appropriated in the
Budget Act of 1981 for capital outlay for the CSU. The reversions, proposed
in Item 6610:495, would provide funds for transfer to the Cenera Fund to
avoid a deficit in the General Fund in the current year. Table 2 shows the .
status of the 1981 Budget Act appropriation, the amounts proposed for
1982-83 to replace the reverted funds and the estimated future costs to
compléte the:project.In some cases, praject-funds to complete the project
are incliuded elsewhere in the. Budcet Bill under thisitem. Qur.analysis of
the proposed additional funds is included in Part IT of this analysis.
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Table 2

California State University
1982-83 Project Funds to Replace Funds
Proposed for Reversion
{in thousands)

} 1981-82 Reversions—
—ltem 6610-495 1982-82.—Item 6610-301
) Estimated
Amount Budget Additional/

‘ : Appro- Amount Amount  Bill - Analysts Future
Fund|Project Title/Location priated® Expended Reverting Amount® Proposal -~ Costs®
Capital Outlay Fund for Public High-
er Education—Item 661-301-146,

Budget Act of 1981
Remove architectural - barriers—

Chico $200wec 816 $274 $274 we $274 —
Remove architectural barriers—Hay- : .

ward 14w - 14 4w 14 $293 ©
Remove . architectural = barriers—

Humboldt : 158 we 6 152 152we 152 - —_
Remove architectural barriers—San

Jose 58 we _— 58 . 58wc 58 467°¢
Remove architectural barriers—San ;

Luis ObISPO «.cvrerpereenmaiogeriecnieienerns 294 we — 294 294we . 204 —
Remove archltectural barriers—Los : . ‘

Angeles... _82we — 82 82 we 82 -
Modify fine arts laboratory—Hayward 10w — 10 0w 10 193
Elevator safety—Long Beach............ 10w o 10 0w - 10 225°

Letters and science building, Fire
Marshal requirements—Fuller-

ton . 15w — 15 15w 15 189°¢
Site preparation for computer center- : : :

R [o T — S 4#4pw  — 44 44pw 44 609
Facility office addition—Northridge.. 2417 ¢ — 2417 2417c. 2417 ¢
Energy retrofits—systemwide ............ 1202 pwe  — 1,202 1,202 pwe 1,202 p—
Cogeneration plant—San Diego ...... 3604c 2,017 1,587 1,587 ¢ 1,587 —_
Remodel for nursing—Sacramento ... "~ 5Twe - 57 57 we 57 —

Totals . $8 255 $2039  $6216 - © $6,216 $6216 ~ $1,997

2 Phase symbols indicate: c—construction; p—preliminary plans; and w—workmg drawings.
b CSU estimate.
¢ These funds are proposed for funding in 1982-83 in a separate item. We discuss the additional funding
request in the “New Project Request” portion of out analysis.

Funds Rebudgeted At 1981 Levels ,

" We recommend that prior to legislative hearings on the budget, tbe
Department of Finance identify the amount of additional funds that may
be needed because of delays in projects approved for the current year.

‘Table 2 shows the project funds proposed in the Budget Bill to replace
funds proposed for reversion in the current year. The amount included in
the Budget bill is identical to the amount proposed to. be reverted in
1981-82. Thus, approval of the Budget Bill would essentially restore
project funds to the level originally approved by the Legislature in the
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1981 Budget Act, less any expendltures made. durlng the current year. ..

Given the Leglslature s previous action, we recommend approval of the
budgeted funds. The amounts requested however, do not include any
additional funds which may be needed because of inflationary cost in-
creases which have occurred due to these projects being delayed. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that prior tolegislative hearings on the budget, the
Department of Finance identify any additional amounts that may be
needed so that the projects may proceed in the budget year.

Il. NEW PROJECT REQUESTS

A. Statewide Planning

This category-includes three fundmg requests: which would provide
planning funds in support of future capital outlay requests. The CSU
requests for funds in this category are summarlzed 1n Table 3.

Table 3

California State University
Statewide Planning—Capital Outlay
) (in thousands)

Budget Item e ) ) Budget Bill - Analyst Zv'
6610-301-146 Purpose . - Amount - Proposal
(1) Architectural and engineering planning and StUGIES ............uwsivererienssieenes $150 3150
(2) - Preliminary planning—1983-84..... : 50 50
4) Seismic safety studies : : 250 50
Totals. : : : $450 : $250

Architectural and Engineering Planning and Sfudies

We recommend approval of Item 6610- 301-146(1), arcbztectura] and
engineering planning and studies.

This.item would provide funds for campus master planmng, consultmg
services, and technical studies. In addition, budget language allows up to
$25,000 of the funds appropriated in this item to be available for deve op-
ment of technical studies and engineering studies of energy conservation
projects. These funds are allocated to the campuses by the Chancellor’s
Office, based on priority needs.

These funds are used by the individual campuses to secure technlcal and
professional services relative to capital improvements needs at the various
campuses. The proposed amount should be sufficient to meet high- -priority

needs on a systemwide basis, and we recommend approval of the request-
ed funds.

Preliminary Planning—1983-84 Projects

We recommend approval of Item 6610-301-146 (2) , pre]zmmdry p]annmg
for projects expected to be included in the 1953-84 budget.

This element provides $50,000 which would be available for develop-
ment of preliminary plans for projects expected to be included in the
1983-84 Governor’s Budget for working drawings and/or workmg draw-
ings and construction. This funding mechanism has been utilized since the
Budget Act of 1975 in order to improve project programming and ensure
that adequate. 1nformat10n is avallable to the Legislature for review. of
pro osed projects.

e proposed 1982-83 funding level is substantially below the §125,000
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included in prior budget acts. ThlS is because srgmflcant number of caprtal
outlay projects have been deferred in the current year, and it is anticipat-
ed that the capital improvement program for future years will be reduced
as:a result of the backlog of. projects for which adequate planning has
already been completed. Under the circumstances, the proposed fundmg
level appears reasonable, and we. recommend approval :

Selsmlc Safety Studies . ‘

We recommend that Item 6610- 301-146' (4), be reduced by $200 000 to
fund seismic correction studies only for those CSU buz]dmgs ranked Ing])
on the statewide. priority Iist.. v

The California- Seismic Safety: Commlsswn has completed a Selsmxc
Hazard Survey of all state buildings: The survey—completed in -April
1981—evaluated several hundred.state buildings for’ potential seismic
rehabilitation. The study included a priority list of all buildings based on
building class, occupancy levels, and the relative probability.of seismic
activityin the area. The purpose of the survey was to identify. the buildings
that pose the most significant seismic hazard so that a plan for rehabilita-:
tion of state facilities would proceed on a systematic basis with the highest-
priority (highest-risk) projects: being funded first. The $250,000 proposed
in this item would be used for in-depth engineering studiés of nine@SU
projects identified on the statewide priority list. These additional studies
would verify the relative necessity, scope, and cost of the proposed seismic
rehabilitation. These buildings vary in-priority from number 3 to number
35 on the statewide list. The estimated: reconstruction cost for these burld
ings is $24 million.

Our analysis indicates that. the amount. budgeted for seismic studles is
excessive, given the fact that limited funds will be available to complete
the initial group of buildings proposed for study. A more reasonable pro-
posal would be to study only the three highest-priority projects which are
statewide priority-items 3, 4, and 8. This level is consistent with a similar
program approved for the Unrversrty :of ‘California in prior years. The
three CSU buildings have an estimated reconstruction cost of $4 million.
The engineering studies of these buildings would be used to support fu-
ture capital outlay requests for renovation and would also provide a means
of validating the findings.of the.commission. Funding for studies of these.
buildings plus the buildings under study for UC have a combined estimat-
ed reconstruction cost of $36 million. This level of potential reconstruction
is reasonable in view of other statewide capital 1mprovement needs-and
the limited availability of capital outlay funds.

Accordingly, we recommend that this item be reduced by $2OO 000, wrth

- the remaining $50,000 to be spentfor seismic safety evaluatlon of the three
highest-priority CSU prOJects :

B. Minor Projects

We recommend that Item 6610-301-146 (3) be reduced to $3, 000,000 to
provide only Ingh-pnonty minor capital improvement needs, a sa Vmgs of
$500,000. v

This category 1ncludes capital. outlay projects costmg $lo() 000 or less
The $3.5 million request represents a lump-sum amount to be allocatediby
the Chancellor’s Office for minor construction prOJects at each of the 19
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CSU campuses. Control Section 28.71 requires the Department of Finance
to approve any funds used to reclassify instructional space, administrative
space, library space, or faculty offices to other use, and also requires 30-
days’ advance written notification to the Chalrman of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee.

The Chancellor’s Office has submitted  list of proposed projects to be
funded from the $3.5 million. The list includes 178 projects totaling $3,300,-
000 and a $200,000 reserve for emergency projects, augmentation, and
planning of future projects. Our review of the Chancellor’s Office list of
approved projects indicates that there are many projects proposed for
funding that seem to be low in priority in relation to other needs. Exam-
ples of such projects are: (1) $35,000 for new landscaping and automatic

_sprinkler systems, (2) $8,000 to put overhead electrical lines to under-
ground, (3) $60,000 for an addition to the dormitory at the Mount Laguna
Observatory at San Diego, and (4)- $14,000 for fencing of handball courts.

Based on our review of the information provided by the Chancellor’s
Office, we conclude that $3,000,000 would be adequate for the CSU minor
capital outlay program. This amount will provide for high-priority needs
related to health safety modifications and instructional program improve-

ments. Consequently, we recommend that this 1tem be reduced by $500,-
000. v

C. Removal of Architectural Barriers to the Physically Handicdpped (item
6640-301-146(5)) ' '

This category includes a lump-sum appropriation of $1,600,000 for seven
projects to remove architectural barriers to the physwally handlcapped on
five CSU campuses. In addition to these projects, the budget includes six
projects to remove architectural barriers that were approved in the 1981
Budget Act but deferred through administrative action. These prOJects are
shown in Table 2, and discussed in part I of this analy31s

Table 4 .
California State University
Prolects to Ellmlnate Architectural Barriers to the Handlcapped
' Item. 6610-301-146 (5)
{In thousands)

Estimated
- B , : . CsU Analyst’s - Future
Project Title o Phase® Campus Request . Proposal ~ Cost®
Elevator for P.E. building and modify el- v
" evator controls campuswide .......... ¢ Hayward $293. pending -

‘Elevators for gym and old science; access

to women’s poo} ....... c¢. San jose 467 $467 —
Elevator for dramatic art we  San Diego 202 pending —
Modify elevator controls campuswide .. ~we' San Jose B T3 —
Elevator for King Hall ......ccmnivn, we - Los Angeles - 360 . — -
Lift for administration building ......c....... we  San Francisco 130 —_ —
Elevator for family “studies and con- . . :

sumer science building.....cc.ccove.. we  San Diego 130 pending -
Totals ; i e . . o 81657°  -pending —

“® Phase symbols indicate: c-construction, w—ivorking drawings. : v
CSU- estimate. . - - .
¢ While the Budget Bill includes only $1,600,000 for these projects, the CSU' individual requests.total
1,657,000. The unfunded portion has not been 1dennﬁed
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~The Trustees have: estabhshed prlorltres for removal of architectural
barriers which include (1) access to the campus as a whole, (2) access of
~ facilities to meet the basic needs of the.handicapped, (3) access to the
main level of. bu11d1ngs with high student use, (4) access to floors above
and below main levels, (5) installation of automatic doors and lower drink-
ing fountains, and’ (6) other access projects.

Several rmlhon doMars in state and federal funds have been made avail-
able to the CSU for removal of barriers to the handicapped. All projects
in the first three categories of priority have been compﬁeted The funds
proposed in the 1982 budget would accomplish a portion of the projects
identified to. provrde access to floors above and below the main building
level. Table 4 summarxzes the 1equested prOJects and our recommenda-
tions on each .

San Jose B a AR

We recommend appro val of $542, 000 {'or two arclutectura] barner
projects at-San Jose. - ,

The budget includes funds for two pr0]ects at San Jose State Unlver51ty
for removal of architectural barriers. One project would provide elevators
for the gym and old science buildings and provide access to the pool. This
project is needed in order to allow mobility- 1mpa1red individuals access to
physical education facilities not availablé ‘on the main level. Another
project for $75,000 would modify the control panels in all elevators on
campus to allow operation by mobility-impaired individuals. Prehmmary
plans for these projects have been completed, and our review indicates
that the proposed project scope and associated costs are reasonable. We
recommend approval of the $542, 000 requested to complete the projects.

Los Angeles and Scm F['GI‘ICISCO ;
We recommend deletion of $490, 000 for arcbztectura] barrier removal
projects because the buildings to be modified are currently accessible.

The budget includes $360,000 for working: drawmgs and construction to
install an additional elevator in King Hall on the Los Angeles campus. The
CSU indicates that the. exrstmg elevator is not readily available to hand-
icapped individuals, resulting in inconvenience and delay to users. The
project at San’ Francisco State ‘University for $130,000 would provide an
elevator in the Administration Building to make access to this building
more direct and convenient for the mobility impaired. -

Our review of these projects indicates that these buildings are currently
accessible to the phy51cally handicapped. While the proposed improve-
ments would provide a more convenient path of travel, the improvements
would not eliminate any architectural barriers. Accordmgly, ‘we recom-
mend deletion of the proposed projects at Los Angeles and San Francisco
under Item 6610—301 -146(5), a savmg of $490 000. ,

Hayward cnd San Dlego

We withhold recommendatlon on $6'2.5' 000 included under Item 6610-
301-046 (5) for removal of architectural barriers on the Ha yward and San
Dlego campuses, pendmg recezpt of addztzona] mformatlon
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The Chancellor’s Office has allocated funds available in the 1981 Budget
Act for preparation of preliminary plans for three projects to-eliminate
architectural barriers at Hayward and San Diego. The proposed projects
will provide access to programs not available on the main level of the
buildings. The Chancellor’s Office indicates that the preliminary plans for
{)h%se projects will ‘be - completed prlor to legislative hearmgs on the

udget.

We withhold recommendation on the proposed funds for the Hayward
arlld San Diego projects, pending recelpt of the completed prehmmary
plans. .

Project Funds Not Scheduled by Cumpus

We recommend that the schedule in the Budget Bill be modlﬁed to
identify the funds appropriated for removal of architectural barners to ‘the
physically handicapped for each campus of the CSU. '

As indicated in Table 4, the Budget Bill includes a Jump-sum approprla-
tion of $1,600,000 for workmg drawings and construction to remove archi-
tectural barriers to the physically: handicapped at several campuses. A
portion of these funds would be used for the construction phase of projects
previously approved for preliminary lans and working drawings. In other
cases, the requests are for workrng d) rawings. and constructlon

Table 5 .
-California State University '
Projects to Correct Code Deficiencies
1982-83
(in thousands)

Budget . Estimated

Item - . S : : Bill .. Analysts - Future
6610-301-146 Project Title .. Phase® - . Campus - Amount. Proposzz/ Cost®
(6):+ - Letters and  Science -Building
" modifications to meet Fire Mat- e AT o
. shal requirements.............. ~¢.- Fullerton ~ $189 $189 . o—
(8).:  Stabilize Founders. Hall slope pw  Humboldt . . 28. 28 .- §284.
(9) - Modify elevators to meet safety code ’ : ‘

C T U TEQUITEITENES .ot neia ¢ Long Beach o 295 225 - —
(11) Old library rehabilitation ...........c... wSan Diego 114 L 2349
13y Modify nine academic buildings to o S

‘meet fire ¢ode requirements... pw  San Francisco - 48 ' Pending" 610

Totals....... : . . o $604 PEHding 83,243

2 Phase symbols indicate: c—constructlon p—prehmmary plannmg, and w—workmg drawmgs ;
(‘SU estimate.

: In order to ensure adequate admlnlstratlve momtorlng of the funds
appropriated for these projects, the Budget Bill schedule should be modi-
fied to identify the funds approved for the specific projects requested by
the CSU. In this way, project scope and cost can be adequately monitored
through the allocation of funds by the'State Public Works Board. More-
over, the CSU requests total $1,657,000, while the lump-sum appropriation
" is°$1,600, OOO Thus the Iump- surn amount is not adequate to: fund these
projects.:
Accordlngly, we recommend that the Budget Bill schedule be modlﬁed
to identify specific projects by campus—as reflected in Table 4.
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D. Projects to Correct Code Defnclenues ’

~A summary of .the five projects proposed to correct code deﬁmencxes
and our recommendation for each is'provided in Table 5.

Fullerton—Fire Marshal Modlflcoﬂons

We recommend approval of Item 6610-301 -146' (6), construction funds to
modify the Letters and Science Building.”

The budget includes $189,000 for construction of modifications to the
Letters and Science Building at Fullerton. A State Fire Marshal survey of
this building identified several fire safety deficiencies. The most signifi-
cant deficiency is the lack of fire doors at the entrance to the escalators
serving the first through third floors. The project proposes installation of
doors to compartmentalize the building, and construction of corridors to
provide emergency egress.

Preliminary plans for this project recently have been completed. Our
review of the completed plans-indicates-that the proposed modifications
are consistent with the requirements of the State Fire Marshal. On this
basis, we recommend approval of the proposed funds

Humboldt—Stabilize Slopes

We recommend that Budget Bill Ianguage be adopted to require that
the state funds appropriated to stabilize the Founder’s Hall slope are to
be repaid from the State University Dormitory Revenue Fund,

This $28,000 proposal would provide preliminary plans and working
drawing funds fp or a project to stabilize a hillside rising directly behind a
residence hall complex on the Humboldt campus. Geological studies have
been made on this slope, and there is concern that it presents a peril to
the ‘occupants of residence halls. The project would involve removal of
unstable material and compaction of remaining earth. The estlmated fu--
ture cost for construction is $284,000.

Our analysis indicates that the unstable slope at Humboldt poses a po-
tential hazard to the dormitories and should be corrected. The operation
of student housing however, at state university campuses is an auxiliary
activity not supported from state funds. The education code grants the
CSU Trustees the authority to issue bonds and construct housing facilities
with the antlclpated revenues pledged as repayment for the bonds. The
code requires the Trustees to charge rents equal to annual operating and
maintenance expenses including repairs, insurance costs, an(f all redemp-
tion and interest charges. The subject residence halls were constructed,
and are operated in this manner. Consequently, the costs to stabilize the
slope could be considered a responsibility of the dormitory operations and
as such should be borne by the University Dormitory Revenue Fund
(UDRF). Funding this project directly from the UDRF however, may

‘reduce the UDRF reserves below acceptable levels. In recognition of the
hazadous conditions and the potential UDRF condition, we recommend

_that the proposal be approved using funds from the Capltal Outlay Fund
-for Public. Higher Education (COFPHE) but that COFPHE appropria-
‘tions be repaid from the UDRF over 30 years, at an interest rate equivalent
to the Pooled Money Investment Account rate. Consequently, we recom-
mend adoption of budget language to require repayment of the appro-
priated funds. .
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Long Beach Elevator Modifications '

We recommend approval of Item 6610- 301 -146' ( .9), constructlon funds to.
modify elevators to meet safety code requirements. .- .. ;
This $225,000 project, would modify 15 elevators on the Long Beach
Campus to meet safety code requirements pertaining to seismic safety and
fireman’s service requirements. The elevators to be modlﬁed are located
in 11 state-funded buildings at this campus. . - :
Preliminary plans for the proposed.elevator modlﬁcatlons recently have
been completed. Our review of the.preliminary plans indicates that the.
proposed modifications are consistent with the California Administrative
Code and 'State Fire Marshal requirements for elevator safety. The
proposed construction amount and pro;ect scope are reasonable and we:
recommend ‘approval. :

San Dlego Oid Library Rehcblllfuhon

“We recommend deletion of Item 6610-301-146 (1 1 ), Workmg dra ngs tok
convert the old 11brary, a reduction of 114,000, because selsmzc re]mbz]ztd-
tion of this building is a low statewide pnonty

This $114,000 proposal is for working drawing funds to rehablhtate the
old hbrary on the San Diego.State University camnpus, The project consists
of seismic rehabilitation of the original 1931 portion of the h%rary complex,
and conversion of approximately 22,700 assignable square feet for engi-
neering, nursing ané) pubhc health laboratories. The renovated facilities
would also providea net increase of 25 faculty office stations, 54 laboratory
FTE (full-time-equivalents) and 140 lecture FTE capacity. The Chancel-
lor’s Office has allocated $72,000 in-the current year for preparation of .
preliminary plans for the prOJect The ‘estimated ' total prOJect cost is’
$2,555,000.

Seismic Rehabzlztatzon of Tlus Buz]dmg isaLow Pnonty ona State Wzde‘
Basis. - The California Seismic Safety Commission has completed a surv ey:
of .all state-owned buildings to identify the total state needs for seismic
rehabilitation of buildings, based on a relative risk evaluation. This report
included a statewide priority ranking of all state bulldmgs based on type
of construction, occupancy type, and seismic act1v1ty 1n the area of the
building, ¢ i

The old:library at San Dlego was evaluated by the comimission and was_
placed low-on the state list: Consequently, it would not be appropriate to
proceed: w1th seismic rehabilitation of this building, given the fact that the
comrnission’s report has identified many bulldmgs Wthh should be reno-
vated ‘before: the old library. :

Additional Instructional Capacity Not ]ustlf" ed.’ Our analy31s indicates’
that the:instructional capacity space to be-included in the renovated:
facility-is not justified. The project includes’construction of two upper-
division engineering laboratories with a capac1ty of 11.6 FTE. According
to the information ‘provided by the Chancellor’s Office, the San Diego
campus has a:capacity of 83 FTE in upper-division engineering labs while
the1980.fall enrollment -was 54 FTE. Thus; based on 1980 data; the capacity:
for. upper- d1V1510n engmeermg laboratorles 1s 54 percent more’ thdn the
enrollrnent : o

Tk :
¥oaa ot o e
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The Chancellor’s Office information indicates that the laboratory
ca]]aaacity of 39.4 FTE is 20 FTE short of the need, based on enrollment.
Laboratory capacity for health professions proposed in the project, howev-
er, would add 43 FTE capacity. Consequently, the project wouid provide
capacity that exceeds the current need in this area by 37 percent. More-
over, the campus has a total laboratory capacity of over 100 percent of
need, based on projections through 1987-88. The campus lecture space
and office space are at 98 percent and 102 percent of need, respectively.

In summary, our analysis of the proposed project indicates that (1)
seismic rehabilitation of this facility is of low priority statewide and (2) the
proposed instructional space to be constructed is not justified based on
state-approved space standards. Accordingly, we recommend that the
proposed working drawing funds be deleted, for a reduction of $114,000.

Sdn Francisco Fire Code Requirements , _

We withhold recommendation on Item 6610-301-146(13), preliminary
plans and working drawings to modify nine academic buildings to meet
fire code requirements, pending receipt of additional information.

The budget requests $48,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings for a project to. modify nine academic buildings to meet fire code
requirements at San Francisco State University. The proposed project is

redicated on a survey conducted by the State Fire Marshal which identi-
ged specific deficiencies. The proposed modifications include replacing
doors with fire-rated doors, installation of new doors to compartmentalize
buildings and revision of the ventilation system. The estimated future cost
is $610,000.

The Chancellor’s Office has authorized the preparation of preliminary
plans for this project, utilizing $16,000 available in the current year for
planning. 1982-83 capital outlay projects. Consequently, the proposed
budget request is excessive in that it includes funds for preliminary plans
which have been funded through current-year resources.

Moreover, the: scope of work to be accomplished under this project is
unclear. The State Fire Marshal’s survey indicated numerous building
deficiencies which should not require capital improvements but were the
résult of inadequate maintenance or inappropriate administrative control
of building spaces. The CSU should identify the maintenance and adminis-
trative actions which can be taken to correct these deficiencies.

Until this information is developed, we have no basis on which to evalu-
ate the proposed building modifications. Conse%lently, we withhold rec-
ommendation on the requested funds, pending the receipt of (1) a report
on the administrative actions taken to correct deficiencies and (2) com-
pletion of preliminary plans for proposed building modifications.

E. Equipment Projects

This category includes two projects to provide equipment for previously
approved construction projects. A summary of the projects included in
this category, and our ‘fecommendation for each, is provided in Table 6.

Northridge—Faculty Office Addition

We recommend Item 6610-301-146 (10), equipment for the faculty office
addjtion, be deleted, a reduction of $21,000, because construction of this
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project has been delayed and equzpment funds will not be required in tlze
budget year.
Table 6
California State University
Equipment Projects
{in thousands) -
Item B Budget Bill - Analyst’s

6610-301-146 Project Title '_ . Campus Amount Proposal
(10y - Faculty office addition ; ‘Northridge SR ) —
(12) _Library/media ceriter and classrooms—CaIexwo San Diego 199 $149
Totals ' o $220 $149

This item proposes $21 000 for equlpment for the faculty ofﬁce addition
at the Northridge campus. The project would provide 100 faculty offices
and associated space for department chairmen currently located in leased
facilities. Construction fund) ($2,417,000) for this project were appropriat-
ed in the 1981 Budget Act. However due to the freeze on capital outlay
imposed by the administration durmg the current year, the project has not
-been bid for construction. '

As originally scheduled, this project was to be completed in March 1983.
However, the delay imposed Ey the freeze on capital outlay will delay
occupancy of the facility to some time late in 1983. Accordingly, the funds
for equipment related to the project will not be needed until the 1983-84
fiscal year, and ¢an be included in the budget for that year. Accordingly,
we recommend deletion of the $21, 000 included under Item 6610-301-
146(10).

Calexico Replacement Facilities

We recommend Item 6610-301-146(12), equipment for the library/
media center and classrooms at Calexico, be reduced by $50,000 by elimi-
nating ‘equipment funds unrelated to the new space prowded by this
pro;ect
- The San Diego State University provides instruction at its Imperial -

Valley campus located in Calexico, approximately 120 miles east of San
‘Diego. The campus, established in 1959 offers the last two years of under-
graduate education plus a fifth year credential program for teacher prepa-
ratlé)n The present enrollment is approx1mately 248 full-time equivalent
st