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In 1971 the Legislature denied the commission's request for $247,000 in 
federal Education Professions Development Act (EPDA) funds for ajoint 
teacher evaluation project with the Department of Education. However, 
the commission has recently submitted to the federal Office of Economic 
Opportunity (OEO) a new evaluation project designed to determine the 
relationship between measurable characteristics of beginning teachers 
such .as educational background and examination scores and the achieve­
ment of their pupils~ If approved, this project would be financed over a 
three-year period with a total of $2,332,000 in OEO funds. 
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HIGHER EDUCATION GENERAL STATEMENT 

This general statement section sets forth data which relates to all higher 
education in California. Its purposes are to provide historical information 
and comparative statistics to augment individual agency and segment 
budget analyses which follow. Comparable data on higher education 
organization, the Master Plan, functions, admissions, enrollment, 
expenditures,. sources of support, student charges and costs per student 
follow. '. 

Organization 

California's system of public higher education-is the largest in the nation 
and currently consists of 124 campuses serving over one million students. 
This system is separated into three distinct public segments-the 
University of California (UC), the. California State University and Colleges 
(CSUC) and the California Community Colleges. Private colleges and 
universities are often considered a fourth segment of higher education. 

"I:o provide a guideline for orderly and sound development of this 
system, the Master Plan for Higher Education in California 1960-75 was 
developed and its recommendations were largely incorporated into the 
Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960. The purpose of the act was to 
define the function and responsibilities of each segment and to establish 
an economical and coordinated approach to the needs of higher 
education. The Coordinating Council for Higher Education, which 
includes representatives from all four segments, was established. to assist 
in this coordinated planning effort. 
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Master Plan Under Review 

The Master Plan was first reviewed in its entirety by the Coordinating 
Council during 1965-66, primarily to determine progress toward 
implementation of the original recommendations. This review reported 
that substantial progress toward full implementation had occurred. The 
council subsequently noted that factors not completely foreseen in 1960 
indicated further evaluation of the Master Plan was required. One such 
factor was the desire to increase access to higher education for 
disadvantaged individuals. 

Since the 1960 Master Plan was published there have been some 
incremen.tal changes. For example, in 1968 the percentage of students 
which could be admitted as exceptions to Master Plan entrance 
restrictions for the UC and CSUC was increased from 2 percent' to 4 
percent with a provision that the additional 2 percent be for 
disadvantaged students. Another change created a Board of Governors of 
the Community Colleges to replace the State Board of Educations' 
functions with regard to community colleges. 

However these incremental changes have not relieved pressures for 
Master Plan reassessment. Assembly Concurrent Resolution 198 (1970) 
created a Joint Legislative Committee on the Master Plan for Higher 
Education with a broad mandate to review California higher education 
and the Master Plan. In January 1971 the Coordinating Council also 
established a select committee for an overall reexamination of the Master 
Plan. Assembly Concurrent Resolution 166 (1971) requested reports to the 
Legislature from both Committees. The report of the council's select 
committee was submitted in December 1972. The joint legislative 
committee has held numerous public hearings on the MasterPlan and 
plans to include the council's· report as one of its inputs in a report 
tentatively scheduled for spring 1973. 

Functions 

Coordinating Council for Higher Education. The council is an 
advisory body created to provide coordinated planning for both public 
and private segments of higher education. It consists of 10 members, six 
representing the g~neral public, one member representing each of the 
three public segments of higher education and one member representing 
independent colleges and universities. The council advises the Governor 
and Legislature as well as the governing. boards of the three public 
segments on matters pertaining to state financial support, long-range 
physical development, new programs and other concerns. 

The University of California. The UC system consists of nine 
campuses, including a separate medical facility at San Francisco, and 
numerous special research facilities located throughout the state. Medical 
schools are presently located at the San Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego, 
Davis and Irvine campuses. Hastings College of Law in San Francisco, 
although affiliated with the university, operates under a separate statutory 
board of directors. To govern the University of California the State 
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Constitution grants full power of organization and. government to a 
24-member board of regents with substantial freedom from legislative or 
executive control. 

In addition to the function of instruction, which is basic to all three 
segments of public higher education, the University of California is 
designated as the primary state-supported agency for research. 
Instruction is provided to both undergraduate and graduate students in 
the liberal arts and sciences and in the professions, including the teaching 
profession. The university has exclusive jurisdiction over instruction in the 
profession of law and over graduate instruction in the professions of 
medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine and architecture. It has sole 
authority for awarding the doctorate degree with the exception that in 
selected fields, joint doctoral degrees have been awarded in conjunction 
with the California State University and Colleges. 

The California State University and Colleges. This system, comprised 
of 19 campuses, is governed by a statutory 21-memberboard of trustees 
created under the Donahoe Act of 1960. Although the board of trustees 
does not have the constitutional autonomy of the UC regents, the act did 
provide for centralization of the policy and administrative functions which 
are carried out by the chancellor's office. The primary function of CSUC 
is to provide instruction to both undergraduate and graduate students in 
the liberal arts and sciences, in applied fields and in various professions 
including the teaching profession. The granting of bachelor's and master's 
degrees is authorized but doctorate degrees may not be granted except 
under the joint doctoral program noted above in the UC statement. 
Faculty research is authorized only to the extent that it is consistent with 
the instruction function. 
.. The California Community Colleges. A 15-member board of governors 

"was created by statute in 1967 to provide leadership and direction to the 
development of the existing 68 community college districts with 96 
campuses that comprise the system. Unlike UC and CSUC, community 
colleges are administered by local boards and derive the majority of their 
funds from local property taxes. 

Instruction in public community colleges is limited to lower division 
levels (freshman and sophomore) of undergraduate study in the liberal 
arts and sciences and in occupational or technical subjects. The granting 
of the associate in arts or the associate in science degree is authorized. 

Admissions 

Although the regents have the power to establish their own admission 
standards, the standards which are utilized are in conformity with 
guidelines established in the Master Plan. UC admission standards are 
intended to limit freshmen to the top one-eighth of California's high 
school graduates and to qualified transfer students from other institutions. 
Nonresident students must be in the upper one-sixteenth of their state's 
high school graduates. For admission to advance standing, effective for the 
fall quarter of 1973, California transfer students who were nofeligible fqr 
admission as freshmen are required to have a grade-point average of 2.0 

i (C); as compared to 2.4 (C+) in the past. As previously noted, original 
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Master Plan guidelines provided for a 2-percent waiver of admission 
standards for selected students with academic promise which was 
subsequently increased· to 4 percent to accommodate disadvantaged 
students. . 

The original Master Plan anticipated that all qualified students might 
not be accommodated at the campus of their choice or even the segment 
of their choice. This was clearly the concept of the recommendation to 
redirect students to the public community colleges by establishing a 1975 
goal of 40 lower division students to 60upper division students at both UC 
and CSUC. The only method available to the segments to redirect students 
to the community colleges is to deny some students admission under the 
assumption they will enroll in a community college. 

Nevertheless, UC reports that all qualified students will continue to be 
accommodated within its statewide system. Applications accepted at any 
campus entitles the student to attend the campus of his choice where 
facilities are available or attend any other campus with enrollment 
openings. 

Inconformity with recommendations of the Master Plan, CSUC 
admission standards are intended to limit entering freshmen to the top 
one-third of California's high school graduates and to qualified transfer 
students from other institutions. As with UC, the CSUC system requires 
transfer students to have a grade-point average of 2.0 (C). A 4-percent 
waiver in admissions standards is also allowed for specified students such 
as the disadvantaged. Students who qualify for acceptance at a campus 
without openings are redirected to another campus with enrollment 
openings. 

Admission to the community colleges is open to any high school 
graduate. Other students over 18 who have not graduated from high 
school may be admitted under special circumstances. 

Enrollments 

Enrollment data are a major factor in evaluating higher education's 
budgetary support and capital outlay needs. However, comparisons are 
difficult since the segments presently use different methods to derive 
their enrollment workload statistics. Segmental enrollment totals may be 
reported as headcQunt, full-time equivalent (FTE) students, or average 
daily attendance (ADA). Both Uc'and CSUC systems utilize FTE statistics 

. for budgetary purposes. In contrast state apportionments to community 
colleges follow traditional elementary and secondary school accounting 
procedures and are based on ADA statistics. 

Table 1 contains reported enrollment data for the three segments. 
University statistics show FTE by level of enrollment, state university and 
college FTE is provided on the basis of level of instruction and community 
college ADA includes regular students and defined adults. 

Several of the state's programs acknowledge, encourage and in some 
instances financially support a cooperative role for private institutions in 
meeting higher education needs. Table 2 combines the totals of public 
enrollment shown in Table 1 with statistics reported for independe~~ 
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Table 1 
Enroilment in California Public Higher Education 

Actual Revised 
University .o~ ?alifornia FfE 1 • 1971-72 197~73 

Lower diVIsion .................................................................................. 29,914 

g~~J~a:~~~~.::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :~~~ 
Totals .............................................................................................. 101,026 

California State University 
and Colleges FTE 2 

Lower division .................................................................................. 77,745 
Upper division .................................................................................. 113,492 
Graduates .......................................................................................... 12,987 

Totals .............................................................................................. 204,224 
Community Colleges ADA 

Totals .............................................................................................. 552,208 

Grand Totals .......................................................................................... 857,458 
1 1973-74 totals include 772 FrE for extended university pilot programs. 
2 Does not include summer FrE. 

31,490 
43,124 
31,048 

105,662 

81;830 
121,000 
13,650 

216,480 

588,600 

910,742 

Projected 
1973-74 

32,392 
45,564 
31,958 

109,914 

84,800 
127,400 
14,000 

226,200 

616,900 

953,014 

colleges and universities in order to portray -total higher education 
enrollment in California. Table 2 also indicates independent colleges and 
universities enroll about 10 percent of California's higher education 
students. 

Table 2 
Total Enrollment in California Public and Private Higher Education 

Actual Estimates Projections 
1971-72 197~73 1973-74 

Public 1 .................................................................................... 857,458 
Private • .............................................................................. ;... 95,985 

Totals .:.................................................................................. 953,443 
1 Combination of FiE and ADA from Table 1. 

910,742 
97,268 

1,008,010 

953,014 
95,000 

1,048,014 

• From data provided by the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities. 

Expenditures . 

Proposed General Fund and total expenditures for public higher 
education in 1973-74 are shown in Table 3. The total represents im 
increase of approximately $126 million or 12.5 percent over the current 
year's level of General Fund support. There are no General Fund moneys 
in the capital outlay budget of $226.6 million. 

University capital outlay totals include $17,253,000 from the Capital 
Outlay'Fund for Public Higher Education, $39,877,000 in other university 
andnonstate funds, $14,965,000 irtstudent educational fees, $3,103,000 in 
federal funds and $54,651,000 for health sciences projects from the specilll 
funding bond issue approved in November, 1972. 

State college capital outlay totals include $48,096,000 from the ,Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education arid $18,309,600 from nonstate 
funds. 
C~mmun.ity college capital outlay totals include $34,359,584 in local 

district funds and $35,990,100 from the proceeds of a construction bond 
issue approved by the electorate in November 1972. 
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Table 3 
Proposed 1973-74 Budget Summary for Higher Education 

(Thousands) 

SUl!E.ort Capital outlay'- Total 
AU General AU General AU General 

funds Fund] funds Fund funds Fund 
Coordinating Council for 

Higher Education .......... $769 $608 $0 $0 $769 $608 
University of California 2 •••••• 741,208 398,900 129,849 0 871,057 398,900 
Hastings College of Law ...... 3,543 1,971 0 0 3,543 1,971 
California State University 

and Colleges .................... 595,527 407,883 66,406 0 661,933 407,883 
California Maritime 

Academy .......................... 1,655 1,137 0 0 1,655 1,137 
Community colleges .............. 215,190 214,196 70,350 0 285,540 214,196 
State Scholarship and Loan 

Commission .................... 38,590 38,571 0 0 38,590 38,571 
. Community colleges EOP .... 5,115 5,115 0 0 5,115 5,115· --- -

Totals .............................. $1,601,597 $1,068,381 $266,605 $0 $1,868,202 $1,068,381 
State Expenditures as a percent 

of total expenditures ..................... , .... 66.7% 57.2% 
1 Does not include salary increase funds 
• All expenditures included except those for special federal research projects. 

Sources of Support 

A summary of the funding of .current expenditures for higher education 
in California for the last completed fiscal year, 1971-72, is shown in Table 
4. Capital outlay expenditures are not included. Community colleges do 
not aggregate expenditures according to source of funds and the figures 
shown for federal support and student fees are our estimates based on 
available income data. 

Table 4 
Expenditures for Higher Education 

Current Expense 'by Source of Funds 1971-72 
(in thousands) 

Total 
State Local Federal Student expendi-

Institutions support support support fees Other] tures Percent 
University of California .. $336,273 $0 $192,302 $67,444 $229,140 $825,159 42.8% 
California State Univer-

sity and Colleges ...... 316,250 0 28,900 39,303 107,292 491,745 25.5 
Community colleges ...... 203,133 332,096 40,860 5,891 0 581,980 30.2 
Other agencies .................. 26,112 0 ~ 1,452 98 29,323 1:5 --- ---

Totals ............................ $881,768 $332,096 $263,723 $114,090 $336,530 $1,928,207 100.0% 
Percent of total expendi-

tures ............................ 45.7% . 17.2% 13.7% 5.9% 17.5% 100.0% 
1 Private gifts and grants, endowments, sales, etc. 
• Includes Hastings College of Law, California Maritime Academy, Coordinating Council for Higher 

Education, State Scholarship and Loan Commission and the Board of Governors of the Community 
Colleges (including EOP)., 

The total expenditures of $825.2 million for the university excludes 
$277.5 million of federal funds supporting special research projects. 
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Approximately $1.9 billion was expended for higher education support 
in 1971-72. Of this amount $~1.8 million (45.7 percent) was state support. 
The comparable statistic for state support in 1970-71 was 48.9 percent. 

Student Charges 

Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by 
California's system. of higher education to gather additional revenue. 
According to the Master Plan for Higher Education, "tuition is defined 
generally as student charges for teaching expense, whereas fees are 
charged to students, either collectively or individually, for services not 
directly related to instruction, such as health, special clinical services, job 
placement, housing and recreation." Although there has been a traditional 
policy as enunciated in the Master Plan that tuition should not be charged 
to resident students, there has been an equally traditional policy to charge 
"fees" to resident students. 

All three segments impose a tuition on students who are not legal 
residents of California. Foreign students are required to pay the same 
tuition as other nonresidents. The California Maritime. Academy is a 
traditional exception to the free tuition policy. Tuition income usually is 
expended for instructional services resulting in a direct offset to state 
funding requirements. 

Although designated as an "education fee" by the Regents when it was 
first established in 1970-71, this income also has been used like tuition. Of 
the total $30.9 million budgeted from this source in 1973-74, $14.5 million 
would be allocated for capital outlay and $16.4 million would be allocated 
to fund the support budget. The Regent's policy for utilization of these 
funds has varied from year to year. 

There are two basic types of fees charged both resident and nonresident 
students enrolled in the regular academic session of the university and the 
state university and colleges. The first is the registration fee, or materials 
and service fee as it is called at the state university and colleges. These 
mandatory fees have been used to cover laboratory costs and other 
instnictionally related items, student health services, placement services 
and other student services incidental to the instructional program. The 
second type includes auxiliary service fees which are user fees for parking 
facilities, residence halls and residence dining facilities. Other significant 
fees include special campus fees for student association memberships, 
student union fees and other special fees. In most cases these are 
mandatory for students and vary in amount from campus to campus. 

The UC regents have the constitutional power to determine the level 
of tuition and fee charges. Section 23751 of the Education Code authorizes 
the CSUC trustees to establish the level of fees but maximum levels of 
resident tuition are established by statutes. The Board of Governors of the 
Community Colleges has set nonresident tuition at. $25 a unit with a 
maximum of $750 for the current year. This is a reduction from the $30 per 
unit and $900 maximum established for 1971-72. Chapter 876, Statutes of 
1972 provides that local community college districts will be authorized to 
establish their own nonresident and foreign tuition fees beginning with 
the 1973-74 academic year. Local community colleges now may levy 
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parking fees up to $40 annually and student health services fees up to $7.50. 
Table 5 illustrates the current levels of tuition and fees at the various 

segments. Where these vary from campus to campus, a range is indicated. 
T.able 5 

Basic Annual Student Charges 1972-73 
(academic year) 

Tuition-nonresident! foreign ............................... . 
Tuition--educational fee: 

Undergraduate ..................................................... . 
Graduate ............................................... .' ............... . 

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

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

University of 
California 

$1,500 

300 
360 
300 
20 

11-78 

1,200-1,600 
27-108 

California State 
University and CoUeges 

$1,100 

118 
20 

0-20 

999-1,200 
26 

Community 
coUeges 

$750 1 

1_10 2 

0-40 
0-7.50 

1 Community college tuition for nonresidents and foreign students is $25 per unit up to a maximum of 
$750 per academic year. 

• Defined adults only. 

Average Cost Per Student 

There are numerous ways to develop average cost per student data. A 
common method is to divide total expenditures by the number of 
students. Because this is a simple calculating procedure, these are the 
figures most often used in institutional budget presentations. There are 
other more complex methods of calculating these average costs. Data can 
be computed using head-count students rather than FTE students, costs 
can be shown using constant dollars rather than inflated dollars, and 
expenditures can be allocated on the basis of student-related expenditures 
as opposed to nonstudent-related programs such as research and public 
service. 

Because of the high demand for this type of data we are including it with 
the normal cautions as to its use. We have in the past noted that use of cost 
per student data for comparisons between programs or· institutions is 
improper because existing data is not uniform or reliable. This 
nonuniformity between UC and CSUC data results from differences in (1) 
methods of counting students, (2) in determining levels of students, (3) 
in accounting and budgeting systems and (4) in missions and programs of 
the segments. 

To correct this, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 105 (1971 session) 
called on the Coordinating Council for Higher Education (CCHE) to 
develop and report uniform data on the full cost of instruction in higher 
education. The council is presently working on these problems and 
although the first annual report has been submitted, many of these 
problems are subject to. further work. 
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Using data presented in the CCHE report the Governor's Budget shows 
instructional cost per semester student credit unit for 1972-73 as follows: 

Lower 
division 

Graduate 
division 

California State University and Colleges ...................... "$31 

Upper 
division 

$39 
49 

$88 
127 University of Califo!nia ...................................................... 36 

Table 6 shows the budgeted state cost per full-time student for 1972-73 
at CSUC, UC Hastings College of Law and the California Maritime 
academy. The data result from a simple division of state costs by FTE 
student. These are displayed for each campus by increasing average costs. 
Comparisons of one campus to another within the two systems points out 
how difficult it is to make meaningful comparisons with this type ot 
information. Note that a few CSUC campuses have a higher per student 
cost than some UC campuses. ' 

Table 6 
State/FTE Costs by Campus 

(1972-73) 

State University and CoUeges University of California 
Northridge .................................................... $1,420 Santa Barbara .............................................. $2,267 
Fullerton .............................................. :......... 1,443 Santa Cruz .................................................... 2,487 
Long Beach ................................................ 1,445 Irvine.~ ...................................... ; ................ ;.... 2;829 
San Diego ...................................................... 1,462 
San Jose .......................................................... 1,495 

Berkeley ........................................................ 2,925 
Los Angeles .................................................. 3,267 

Los Angeles .................................................. 1,503 Riverside ........•........ :...................................... 3,454 
Sacramento .................................................... 1,509 
Hayward ......................•........................... :..... 1,539 

Davis ............................................. , ................ 3,774 
San Diego ..................... ,................................ 4,582 

Fresno ............................................................ 1,628 San Francisco .............................................. 9,802 
San Luis Obispo ....... ,.................................. 1,628 Systemwide ............................................... l3:584. 
San Francisco ............. ~.................................. 1,629 
Pomona .......................................................... 1,632 
Chico .............................................................. 1,658' 
Dominguez Hills .......................................... 1,864 Hastings CoUege of Law .......................... $1,142 
Humboldt ...................................................... 1,9(Jl California Maritime Academy .................. $4,403 
Sonoma .......................................................... 1,967 
Stanislaus .... :................................................... 2,191 
San Bernardino ............................................ 2,398 
Bakersfield ... ....... ........................ ............ ... ... 2,693 

Systemwide .............................................. $1,649 
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COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

Item 314 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 199 Program p. 11-631 

Requested 1973-74 ....... ~ ..................................................................... . 
Estimated 1972-73 ............................................................................... . 
Actual 1971-72 ..................................................................................... . 

Requested increase $111,025 (22.3 percent) 
Increase to improve level of service $65,000 

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

SUMMARY QF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Academic Plans. Recommend quarterly reports to Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee with an annual report to the 
CCHE. 

2. Overtime. Delete $2,000. Recommend deletion budget for 
overtime. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$608,000 
-496,975 
422,860 

$2,000 

Analysis 
page 

759 

760 

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education (CCHE) was estab­
lished _ by the Legislature under the Donahoe Higher Education Act of 
1960 to provide an independent agency to coordinate the educational 
programs of the University of California, the California State University 
and Colleges and California Community Colleges. The council has 10 
members and its recommendations are advisory. 

The ceHE budget for fiscal year 1973-74 is composed of three programs 
budgeted at $769,289 as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Programs of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 

Actual Estimated 
Program 1971-72 197~73 

1. State Coordination ............................................... . $394,957 $479,062 
Positions ................................................................ .. 15.6 20.3 

2. Higper Education Facilities and Equipment 94,048 139,445 
Positions ................................................................. . 5.5 7.7 

3. Facilities Comprehensive Planning ................ .. 357,939 174,619 
Positions .................................................................. _ 4.4 4.0 

4. Community Services and Continuing Educa-
tion: ...................................................................... . 49,089 52,021 

Positions ................................................................ .. 2.8 3 
5. Tr~g in Community Development ............ . 

Positions ................................................................ .. 
21,194 

1.9 --
Totals ................................................................... . $917,223 - $845,147 
Positions ............................................................. . 30.2 35 

Source of Funds: 
State General Fund ............................................... . $422,860 $496,975 
Federal funds ........................................................ .. 494,363 348,172 

Proposed 
1973-74 
$589,856 

21 
125,000 

7.0 

54,433 
3 

$769,289 
31 

$608,000 
161,289 
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Funding Change 

The most significant feature of the 1973-,74 CCHE budget is the pro­
posal for over a 20 percent increase in General Fund support ($111,025) 
which acts to replace the significant reduction in federal funding for the 
agency. A seven-year funding trend for the agency is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education Funding 

196718 to 1973-74 

Year 
1967-08 ...................... .. 
1968-69 ...................... .. 
1969-70 ...................... .. 
197~71 ...................... .. 
1971-72 ...................... .. 
1972-73 ...................... .. 
1973-74 (est.) .......... .. 

Total 
budget 
$907,881 
866,049 

1,055,986 
778,716 
917,223 
845,147 
769,289 

General Fund 
Amount Percent 
$512;837 56.4% 
504,727 58.2 
489,981 46.4 
357,330 45.9 
422,860 46.1 
496,975 58.8 
608,000 79.0 

Fede~al 'funds 
Amount Percent 
$395,044 43.6% 
361,322 41.8 
566,005 53.6 
421,386 54.1 
494,363 53.9 
348,17241.2 
161,289 21.0 

The federal fund reduction occurs primarily in the facilities comprehen­
sive planning program. The program was authorized by an amendment 
to Title I of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and had three basic 
purposes: (1) to improve the methodology of enrollment projections for 
the segments, (2) to assist. in the preparation of a facilities inventory ·of the 
junior colleges, and (3) to formulate a California facilities planning guide. 
Recent reports accomplished under the auspices of this program include: 
evaluation of xear-round operations, academic and facilities master plan­
California Community Colleges and State Colleges, joint use of facilities 
and the facilities analysis model. Elements of this program may be reestab­
lished during the 1973-,74 year under the auspices of the Higher Education 

_ Amendments of 1972. At this time there is no definite knowledge on this 
matter. 

The four positions related to this program have been abolished in 1973-, 
74 along with 1.7 clerical positions. 

Proposed New Positions 

Werecommend approval of 3.5 new positions subject to the condition 
that quarterly reports of academic plans andprograms reviewed, includ­
ing the councils staff recommendation, be submitted to the Joint Legisla-
tive Budget Committee with an annual report to the CCHE _ 

Three professional and 0.5 clerical positions are requested in 1973-,74 
from the General Fund ($65,000) for the state coordination program to: 
(1) continue to collect cost of. instruction information for their annual 
evaluation (ACR 104, 1971), (2) review and comment on proposed new 
academic plans and programs ou~side of predetermined core curricula, 
(3) evaluate pertinent information for the development of a coordinated 
state policy on extended university programs, and (4) continue efforts 
regarding improved articulation between the segments of higher educa­
tion. In addition to the above, the council will coordinate the various 
higher education segments and institutions in statewide efforts to imple­
ment the information collection programs of the National Center for 
Higher Education Management Systems. The council will use pertinent 

26--83988 



760 / HIGHER EDUCATION Item 315 

COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR HIGHER EDUCATION-Continued 

comparative information for analysis and the development of an annual 
statistical report which can be used for decision purposes. , 

We believe that all of the functi9ns specified above merit a high priority 
in the activities of the CCHE. Although it could be argued tha~ the current 
state coordination staff might absorb this workload without a staff in­
crease, we believe it more reasonable in this instance to allow the 
proposed positions. There are only seven staff level positions currently 
available to the council to perform its various normal activities including 
educational opportunity program (EOP) review, salary survey, faculty 
workload and special council reports. With the elimination of the four 
federal positions, which at times aided the state staff, it will be difficult for 
the current CCHE staff to perform a high quality analysis of academic 
programs, cost of instruction, extended university proposals and data com­
patability problems. We believe that regular reports on academic pro­
grams approved and denied will be valuable input to legislative policy 
decisions. 

Overtime 

We recommend the deletion of $2,000 in 1973-74 budgeted for over­
time. 

The 1973-74 budget proposes to estabBsh a $2,000 overtime allotment. 
We believe that the natureofthe council's staff workload is such that it 
can be managed within a regular scheduled eight-hour-day basis. To 
buciget payments for overtime will detract from such management. If for 
some extraordinary reason overtime is necessary there are normal budget 
procedures involving Department of Finance review which can be 
utilized. 

WESTERN INTERSTATE COMMISSION 

FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

Item 315 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 201 Program p. 11-637 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. . 
Estimated 1972-73 ............................................................................... . 
Actual 1971-72 ..................................................................................... . 

Requested increase $13,000 (86.6 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ............................................... ~ ...... .. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$28,000 
15,000 
15,000 

None 

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) is 
a nonprofit, public agency created by 13 western states including Alaska, 
Arizona, California, CoJorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mex­
ico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming to administer the Western 
Regional Education Compact. This compact was ratified by the legisla­
tures of the participating states in 1953 with the objective of encouraging 
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greater cooperation among the western' states particularly in the field of 
training health science personnel. The commission's total representation 
of 39 members includes three members from each of the participating 
states. California's three members are appointed by the Governor to serve 
four-year terms. The WICHE offices are located at Boulder, Colorado. 

The staff ofWICHE consists of 155 positions organized into three opera­
tions divisions and one administrative service office. 

Total WICHE Budget 

In addition to the general membership dues paid by the states, WICHE 
has generated additional funds primarily from the federal government 
which will total approximately $5.7 million in fiscal year 1972--73 as shown 
in Table 1. 

Table 1 
WICHE Total Funding 

1961-62 to 1972-73 

Year State funds l 

1961-62 .............................................................................................. $130,000 
1962-63 .............................................................................................. 130,000 
1963-04 .............................................................................................. 195,000 
1964-65 .............................................................................................. 195,000 
1965-66 .............................................................................................. 202,500 
1966-67 .............................................................................................. 217,500 
1967-68 .............................................................................................. 255,000 
1968-69 ....•...... .'.................................................................................. 270,000 
1969,-70 .............................................................................................. 285,000 
1970-71 .............................................................................................. 285,000 
1971-72 (est.) .................................................................................... 275,000 

. 1972-73 (est.) .................................................................................... 270,000 

Nonstate funds 
$364,1ll 
492,095 
582,278 
598,546 
683,668 

1,156,366 
1,618,063 
2,230,661" 
3,134,973 
4,134,390 . 
4,675,388 
5,708,101 

1 Includes general dues payment of $15,000 and optional mental health program dues of $7,000, but does 
not include student exchange payments. 

California's Benefits from WICHE Membership 

The benefits to California from WICHE participation are both quantifi­
abl,e and qualitative. In the student exchange program approximately 
$400,000 per year is paid to California institutions of higher education 
primarily in the private college sector ($284,000). Since 1967 these pay­
ments to public and private California institutions have totaled $2,162,342. 

The WICHE student stipends for 1973-74 will increase to $5,000 in 
. medicine and $4,000 in dentistry and veterinary medicine. Because pri­
vate college tuition and out-of-state tuition at public institutions averages 
$2,000, the individual institutions in these three program areas will gain 
an excess of from $2,000 to $3,000 in revenue for each WICHE student -
enrolled. However, these revenue levels will still be less than actual pro­
gram costs per student. 

The qualitative benefits from WICHE membership come through Cali­
fornia's participation in health science training programs, particularly 
nursing and mental health, and the National Center for Higher Education 
Management Systems (NCHEMS) project in higher education manage­
ment systems. 
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1973-74 Dues Increase 

We recommend approval. 
The 197:}:"74 dues for WICHE general membership are scheduled to 

inGrease to $28,000. This is the first increase in dues since 1963 when they 
were established at the $15,000 level. The new level is needed to maintain 
overhead expenses for the variousWICHE programs. The increase repre­
sents approximately 6 percent per year since 1963. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Items 316-320 1 from the Gen­
eral Fund and Item 321 from 
the California Water Fund Budget p. 203 Program p. 11-641 

litem 317 for salary increase provisions are discussed elsewhere in this Analysis on page 191 and are not 
included in these totals. 

Requested 197:}:"74 ............................................................................ $399,000,000 
Estimated 1972-73 ................................................................................ 384,881,688 
Actual 1971-72 ...................... ; ...............................•............................... 335,677,265 

Requested increase $14,118,312 (3.7 percent) 
Total recommended augmentation ................................................ $2,095,000 

Budget 
Act Item 

316 
317 
318 
319 
320 

321 

Purpose 
Support ................................................................................. . 
Salary increases ................................................................... . 

, Extended university ......................................................... . 
Undergraduate teaching excellence ............................. . 
Deferred maintenance ..................................................... . 

Totals--General Fund .................... ; ................................ . 
Mosquito control research 

Amount 
$395,900,000 

(30,690,000) 
1,500,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 

$398,900,000 

(California Water Fund) .................................................. 100,000 
Totals--State Appropriations .......................................... $399,000,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Timely Reporting. Recommend reporting detail of inter­
nal budget allocations and revisions. 

2. Item 316. Faculty Staffmg. Augment $6~000. Recom­
mend additional 30 faculty positions for workload growth. 

3. Psychiatric Instruction. Recommend a separate item of 
appropriation. 

4. Item 318. Extended University. Recommend control 
language in the budget bill be deleted. 

5. Item 318. Extended University. Reduce $630,000. Rec­
ommend student fees be applied to program rather than 
unspecified purposes. 

AnalysiS 
page 

762 
191 
772 
787 
786 

777 

Analysis 
page 

765 

770 

771 

774 

774 
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6. Teaching hospital subsidy. Recommend special review of 776 
$4 million for Davis and Irvine pending clarification of 

. proposed uses. 
7. Research. Recommend annual reports on four special re- 778 

search programs. 
8. Item 316. University Press subsidy. Reduce $250,000. 778 

Recommend. reduced subsidy offset by return of excess 
, subsidy fund balances. 

9. Item 316. Library. Augment $155,000. Recommend 780 
price increase funds for campuses with largest enrollment 
growth. 

10. Academic Senate. Recommend a separate item of appro- 782 
priation. . 

11. Iteni :J16. Student Services. Augment $130,000. Recom- 783 
mend increase for workload growth. 

12. Registration Fee. Recommend report to identify poten- 783 
tial for future fee increases. 

13. Unemployment Insurance. Recommend special review 785 
of estimates pending further information. 

14. Item 316. Price Increase. Augment $2 million. Recom- 786 
. mend 4-percent general price increase to maintain current 

programs. 
15. Item 319. Undergraduate Teaching Excellence. Recom- 787 

mend special review of $1 million pending clarification of 
programs. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

TheUniversity of California is the State University and the land grant 
institution of the State of California. Established in 1868, it has constitu­
. tional status as a public ttust to be 'administered under the authority of an 
independent governing board-the Regents of the University of Cali­
fornia. The board of regents includes 24 members; 8 ex officio and 16 
appointed by the Governor for staggered 16-year terms. The system con­
sists of nine campuses including eight general campuses plus a health 
sciences campus. 

A broadly based curriculum leading to the baccalaureate degree is of­
fered by the University. Emphasis is placed on instruction in professional 
fields and graduate programs leading to master's and doctoral degrees. 

The University of California is designated by the master plan to be the 
primary state-supported academic agency for research. The University 
places responsibility for administering research activities in three organi­
zations, according to its academic plan: (1) academic departments, (2) 
agricultural research stations and (3) organized research units. 

A third function of the University is public service. This is provided by 
Agricultural Extension, University Extension and other programs. Exam­
ples of other public services offered by the University campuses are lec­
tures, programs in art and special conferences. A portion of the activities 
of the teaching hospitals and the library system are examples of education­
al programs that provide services to the public as a byprodllct. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 2 shows the University of California budget for the 1972-73 and 
1973-74 fiscal years. It is divided into cumulative totals showing: (1) total 
educational and general, (2) total support budget, and (3) grand total of 
all University funds. The first total includes the basic funds necessary to 
operate the University's current instructional, research and public service 
programs. The second total adds self-supporting auxiliary services such as 
residence halls, parking facilities, intercollegiate athletics, campus 
cafeterias, bookstores, etc., plus student aid programs. The· grand total 
includes those funds designated as extramural by the University and is 
comprised of the total support budget plus special research contracts 
(Atomic Energy Commission) and other grants, contracts, gifts and appro­
priations received from various public and private sources which are used 
to supplement the University's program. 

Table 2 
Proposed Budget for 1973-74 

1. Instruction and deparhnental research ............ .. 
2. Summer session ...................................................... .. 
3. Teaching hospitals and clinics ............................ .. 
4.· Organized activities--other .................................. .. 
5. Organized research ................................................. . 
6. Libraries ............... ; ............................................... : .... .. 
7. Extension .and public service .............................. .. 
8. General administration and services ................ .. 
9. Maintenance and operation of plant ................ .. 

10. Student services ...................................................... .. 
11. Starr benefits ............................. : .............................. .. 

·12. Provisions for allocation ........................................ .. 
13. Special Regents' program .................................... .. 

1972-73 
$242,086,307 

5,240,164 
108,331,145 

8,020,6!1l 
48,353,565 
30,266,624 
36,687,363 
51,260,924 
38,5lO,714 
30,273,450 

36,032 
8,444,668 

16,959,000 
Totals, Education and General.......................... $624,470,653 

14. Auxiliary enterprises ................................................ $47,628,371 
15. Student aid ................................................................ 6,062,839 

Totals, Support Budget 
(Continuing Operations) ............................ $678,161,863 

Sponsored research and activities .............................. $236,611,239 
Major AEC'supported laboratories.............................. 277,495,000 

GRAND TOTAL .................................................. $1,192,268,102 

Revenue 

1973-74 
$246,688,512 

5,223,238 
142,735,900 

8,425,142 
48,140,841 
30,623,357 
37,856,876 
51,592,153 
39,959,858 
30,405,275 

379,032 
24,020;259 
16,008,000 

$682,058,443 
$48,012,303 
11,136,876 

$741,207,622 
$243,707,306 
279,500,000 

$1,264,414,928 

Increase 
$4,602,205 

-16,926 
34,404,755 

404,445 
-212,724 

356,733 
1,169,513 

331,229 
1,449,144 

131,825 
343,000 

15,575,591 
-951,000 

$57,587,790 
$383,932 
5,074,037 

$63,045,759 
$7,096,067 
2,005,000 

$72,146,826 

In 1973-74 the total University support budget is $741,207,622 which is 
an increase of $63,045,759 or 9.3 percent over 1972-73. Of this increase, 
state appropriations added $14,118,312, University general funds were in­
creased by $389,244, special restricted state appropriations were reduced 
by $287,459 and other University revenue sources added $48,825,662. 
These revenues are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
Revenue~ Total Support Budget 

1972-73 and 1973-74 

1972-73 1973-74 
General Funds: 

State appropriation................................................ $384,781,688 
University General Funds: 

Nonresident tuition ........................................ .. 
Other student fees .......................................... .. 
Other current funds ........................................ .. 

Funds Used as Income: 

10,286,720 
3,842,166 
1,160,432 

.. Federal overhead .............................................. 15,079,444 
Prior year balances ........................................... . 
Other .................................................................... 373,000 

Total General Funds ................................................ $415,523,450 
Restricted Funds: 

State Appropriations: , 
Mosquito research ............................................ $100,000 
Real estate program.......................................... 172,000 
Project clean air ................................................ 287,459 

Federal appropriations ........................................ 4,219,481 
University sources .............................................. ;... 257,859,473 

Total Restricted Funds ............................................ $262,638,413 

Total Revenue ........................................................ $678,161,863 

$398,900,000 

8,787,607 
3,495,327 
1,193,581 

17,117,851 
207,640 
329,000 

$43O,03!,OO6 

$100,000 
172,000 

4,219,481 
306,685,135 

$311,176,616 

$741,207,622 

Increase 

$14,118,312 

-1,499,113 
-346,839 

33,149 

2,038,407 
207,640 

-44,000 

$14,507,556 

-287,459 

48,825,662 

$48,538,203 

$63,045,759 

The state appropriation increase of $14,118,312 is detailed in Table 4. 
The budget changes are shown by program and are categorized into (1) 
increases to maintain the existing budget, $8.3 million, (2) workload and 
other changes to existing programs, $3.3 million and (3) new programs, 
$2.5 million. 

Table 4 
Summary of Changes from 1972-73 Budget 

I. To maintain existing budget .......................................................... .. 
a. Price increases .................................................................... ; ...... . 
b. Merit increases; ......................................................................... .. 
c. Funding changes ....................................................................... . 

II. Workload and other changes .......................................................... .. 
a. General campus instruction .................................................. .. 
b. Health science instruction .................................................... .. 
c. Library ......................................................................................... . 
d. Maintenance ............................................................................... . 
e. Administration ............................................... : .......................... .. 
f. Student services ....... , ................................................................. . 
g. Isla Vista foot patrol .......................... : ...................................... . 
h. Staff benefits ............................................................................... . 
i. Other ............................................................................................. . 

III. Ne: ~~~:~ ;u;ti~~;~it;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
b. Undergraduate teaching ......................................................... . 

Total Change-State General Funds ............................................ .. 

Lack of Timely Reporting 

$1,631,850 
7,013,000 
-389,244 

$978,867 
1,200,000 

195,118 
603,356 
131,680 

-55,715 
-76,500 
343,000 

1,900 

$1,541,000 
1,000,000 

$8,255,606 

3,321,706 

2,541,000 

$14,118,312 

We recommend that the University be directed to report the detail of 
its internal budget allocations and revisions in a timely manner. This 
would include the departmental allocations, personnel listings and other 
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supplementary reports to be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee prior to September 1 of each year. 

Each year appropriations are made to the University based on system­
wide needs. The responsibility for allocation of these appropriations to the 
individual campuses rests in the Office of the President. Once funds are 
allocated to the campuses, the individual chancellors have primary re­
sponsibilityfor determining local campus allocations. In addition, once 
appropriations are made, the University enjoys a substantial amount of 
fiscal flexibility. To assure proper budgetary accountability, this flexibility 
must be accompanied with adequate and timely reporting of the detail of 
these allocations and revisions. In addition, review of future budgetary 
needs is dependent upon detailed knowledge of currently budgeted ex­
penditures and resources. 

In the past, the primary source documents for providing this informa­
tion have been the "Departmental Allocations" and the "Personnel List­
ings" which are published each year after final passage of the budget 
supplemented by special reports identifying the budgetary detail with the 
sources of funding. In recent years this information has become more 
difficult .to receive on a timely basis. This year the personnel listings were 
not available to us during our review of the 1973-74 budget while the 
departmental allocations and the supplemental reports were not available 
until January. 

Enrollment Estimates 

Enrollment growth is the primary indicator of workload needs. The 
1973-74 workload needs are based on an estimated enrollment increase of 
2,568 or 2.4 percent for three quarters (academic ye~lr) including 772 FTE 

. extended University students. Without these students the increase would 
be only 1,796 or 1.7 percent. Table 5 compares 1972-73 budgeted enroll­
ments to those proposed for 1973-74 and the percentage increases by each 
level. 
Actions Designed to Increase Enrollments 

For the past few years enrollments have fallen short of original esti­
mates. In 1970-71 actual general campus FTE was 1,079 below estimates 
and in 1971-72, FTE was 5,309 below estimates. In addition, 1971-72 enroll­
ment was 559 below 1970-71. 

Following the enrollment shortfall of 1971-72 the University took ad­
ministrative action to expand 1972-73 enrollments. These actions included 
(1) extensive recruitment, (2) holding the freshmen application time 
open at some campuses well beyond the November application period, 
(3) accepting transfer applications without the previously used time re­
straints, (4) exceeding quotas at high demand campuses and (5) exceed­
ing the 4 percent special admissions limit on a few campuses. These actions 
did result in additional students (4,000 FTE) but will still be about 2,000 
FTE below what was originally anticipated in the budget. 
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Table 5 
University of California Enrollments Average 

of Fall, Winter and Spring Quarter Full-time Eqivalent Students 

Actual Budgeted Proposed Change from Percent 
1971-72 197~73 1973-74' 197~73 Change 

General Campuses: ' 
Lower division ................................... . 29,900 31,684 32,392 708 2.2 
Upper division .................................. .. 40,673 44,646 -67 44,579 -0.2 
Graduates: 

1st stage .......................................... .. 13,938 13,860 14,589 729 5.3 
2nd stage ........................................ .. 8,621 8,759 8,719 -40 -0.5 

Subtotals ...................................... .. 93,132 98,949 100,279 1,330 1.3 
Health Sciences: 

Upper division ......... , ........................ .. 586 670 694 24 3.6 
Graduates: 

1st stage .......................................... .. 6,786 7,088 7,665 577 8.1 
2nd stage ........................................ .. 508 639 504 -135 -21.1 

.subtotals ...................................... .. 7,880 8,397 8,863 466 5.5 
Extended University: 

Upper Division .................................. .. 291 291 100.0 
1st stage .............................................. .. 481 481 100.0 

Subtotals .......................................... .. 772 772 100.0 
UniverSity Totals: 

Lower division .................................. .. 29,900 31,684 32,392 708 2.2 
Upper division .................................. .. 41,259 45,316 45,564 248 0.5 
Graduates: 

1st stage .......................................... .. 20,724 20,948 22,735 1,787 8.5 
2nd stage ........................................ .. 9,129 9,398 9,223 -175 -1.9 

Totals, University .................................. .. 101,012 107,346 109,914 2,568 2.4 

In addition, the University has taken action to further increase enroll­
ments in 1973-74 by (1) reducing grade point average admission standards 

. from 2.4 to 2.0 for transfer students which is the same as the state univer­
: sity and colleges, (2) waiving tuitj.on for needy freshmen rather than 
lending the amount of tuition, and (3) increasing other student aid from 
University funds. 

Better Utilization of Resources and Facilities Needed 

These. admininistrative decisions reflect a reduced emphasis on redi­
recting students from high demand campuses to low demand campuses. 
Without this redirection conecpt the lower demand campuses are having 
difficulty attracting students. Riverside and Santa Barbara not only were 
unable to meet estimated enrollments but will have FTE reductions in 
1972-73 of 401 and 488 respectively. In the case of Santa Barbara this will 
be the third straight year of declining enrollments. 

Because of our current investment in physical plant at these two cam­
puses and the difficulty involved in reallocating personnel, library books, 
teaching equipment, etc., from these campuses to high demand campuses, 
we believe students should be redirected to these campuses to optimize 
the resourceS and facilities of the entire system as was anticipated in the 
master plan. 
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Graduate Admission Policy at Professional Schools 

The Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference 1972-73 
Budget Bill directed the University to "submit a report relating to its 
admission policy for professional schools. This report should discuss the 
desirability of preferential treatment of state students as opposed to out-
of-state students." . 

The'report submitted by the University stated that graduate admissions 
are not published and are primarily determined by the individual school, 
college or department. The prevailing practice is to provide no specific 
preference for resident students over nonresident students except in cases 
where qualifications are considered equal. Of the 45 professional schools, 
colleges or departments identified in the report only a few (mostly in 
health sciences) have preference policies to resident students. 

The report states that the University "does not favor requiring profes­
sional schools, colleges and departments to provide a quantifiable prefer­
ence to California residents." It concludes that "it is the position of the 
University of California that its admission policies and practices serve the 
University and the state well." 

Rather than further restrict nonresident student admissions the Univer­
sity position stresses the opposite "through increased tuition waivers and 
other means-to encourage distinguished nonresidents to seek admission 
to the University." 

Nonresident Tuition Waivers 

Nonresident students are required to pay tuition of $1,500 per academic 
year at the University in addition to regular fees. It is estimated that 
$8,787,607 of nonresident tuition revenue will be received as replacement 
to General Fund costs in 1973-74. This is down $1,499,113 from tuition 
estimated to be collected in 1972-73. . 

Historically, the University has .been authorized to waive tuition for 15 
percent of the nonresident enrollment which amounts to a subsidy es­
timated to be about $1.8 million in 1972-73. In last year's budget the 
Legislature expressed concern over resident students being denied admis­
sion while the state subsidized 15 percent of the nonresidents. Legislative 
action reduced state funds for these waivers by $946,000 which in effect 
established a lower waiver percentage, estimated to be 6.6 percent in 
1972-73. 

Mter .enactment of the budget, the Assembly adopted HR 106 which 
expressed concern over this reduction and stated its intent to "give special 
consideration to the restoration of the provision for nonresident tuition 
waivers at the University of California in 1973-74, and urgently requests 
the Regents of lhe University of California to continue to provide the 
normal percentage of nonresident waivers in 1973-74 and thereafter." 

As a result, the University did not reduce the 1972-73 waiver percentage 
but maintained the IS-percent level by replacing the $946,000 reduction 
in state funds with regents controlled funds. 

The 1973-74 budget anticipates continuing the 15 percent waiver policy 
by using $946,000 in regents funds. State-supported waivers are estimated 
to be 6.5 percent in 1973-74. \ 
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1. INSTRUCTION AND DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH 
Proposed Budget 

Change 
1972-73 Amount Percent 

Total ........................................................ $242,086,307 
1973:-74 

$246,688,512 
225,570,543 

$4,602,205 1.9% 
General funds ........................................ 221,850,676 3,719,867 1.7 

\ 

The proposed budget increases by $4.6 million or 1.9 percent. Of this 
increase, $3.7 million is general funds distributed to general campus in­
struction($978,867), health sciences instruction ($1,200,000) and the new 
extended University program ($1,541,000). 

General Campus Instruction 

The budget for the general campuses increases by $978,867.This is for 
44 additional faculty positions at a salary cost of $550,000 and related 
academic support costs of $322,775. In addition, 14 FTE teaching assistants 
are added at a costs of $106,092. The additional faculty will result in a total 
of 5,720 FTE and a student-faculty ratio of 17.53 to 1. Table 6 shows the 
distribution of these student faculty ratios at each campus. 

Table 6 
General. Campus Student / Faculty Ratios 

1971-72 through 1973-74 

Budget Budget Proposed 
1971-72· 1972-73 1973:-74 

Berkeley .................................................................................................... 16.39 
Davis .......................................................................................................... 18.54 
Los Angeles .............................................................................................. 16.87 
Riverside .................................................................................................... 18.39 
Santa Barbara............................................................................................ 18.53 
.San Digeo-General Campus .............................................................. 18.59 

Marine Sciences................................................................ 8.82 
..Irvine .......................................................................................................... 18.87 
·Santa Cruz ................................................................................................ 16.79 

Eight-campus average ........................................................................ 17.42 
Faculty FTE positions ............................................................................ 5,651 

Faculty Budgeting Report Not Submitted 

16.62 
18.25 
16.58 
18.51. 
18.73 
18.29 
8.87 

18.74 
17.64 
17.43 
5,676 

16.71 
18.57 
17.75 
15.48 
17.67 
18.80 
9.65 

18.61 
17.93 
17.53 
5,720 

In the 1971-72 budget the Department of Finance departed from using 
the student-faculty ratio as the traditional method of measuring workload 
growth and prepared a method relating to class contact hours. As a result 
of legislative hearings the Department of Finance was directed to study 
"alternative methods of budgeting for (aculty positions based on the con­
cept of faculty productivity." Because no report was made available dur­
ing the 1972 session, the· 1972 budget conference committeespecmcally 
directed that "the Department of Finance report of faculty budgeting 
mandated by the 1971 conference committee be submitted to the Legisla­
ture by January 1, 1973." 

As of this date no report has been submitted and the Governor's Budget 
continues to report the student-faculty ratios as the primary performance 
criteria. 



770 / HIGHER EDUCATION Items 316-321 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continl!ed 

Unfunded Workload Growth 

We recommend an augmentation of $690,()(}() to add 30 faculty positions 
for enrollment growth. 

The proposed budget adds 44 faculty positions related to enrollment 
growth of 1,330 new students. This computes to a rate of one new faculty 
position for every 30 new students as compared to the currently budgeted 
ratio of one faculty toevery 17.4 students. The result is an increase in the 
student faculty ratio from 17.43 to 17.53. To maintain the approved 1972-73 
budget level, 74 new faculty positions would be required. We have found 
no factual basis for justifying only 44 new positions rather than the 74 
needed, other than simple failure to fund. 

In the past we have supported increases to the student-faculty ratio on 
the basis that faculty contact with students,. particularly undergradates, 
was declining. The trend was reversed in Fall 1971, when faculty contact 
at the five oldest campuses rose substantil:llly from 8.71 hours to 9.61 hours. 

In addition, the lO-year trend of increasing the percent of faculty con­
tact hours' devoted to graduate students was reversed. The percentage was 
reduced from 46.1 percent in 1970 to 42.7 percent in 1971. 

As further evidence of the need for additional faculty, the Governor's 
Budget shows the faculty has been increasing its productivity rate as 
measured by student credit units per faculty. These rates per level of 
instruction are as follows: 

Lower 
division 

1970-71 actual.............................................................................................................. 438 
1971-72 actual.............................................................................................................. 452· 
1972-73 estimated ...................................................................................................... 465· 
1973-74 proposed ........................................................................................................ 477 

Upper Graduate 
division division 

273 83 
272 86 
280 88 
2137 90 

For these reasons, we do not believe it is reasonable to require the 
University to absorb these additional students without a corresponding 
increase in faculty. Our recommendation would augment the budget by 
$690,000 to provide for 30 additional faculty positions and related academic 

. support and staff benefit costs. 

Health Sciences Instruction 

The budgeted general funds for the health science schools increase by 
$1.2 million. This includes the addition of 44.9 FTE faculty positions and 
related departmental supporting ·costs. The budget narrative states that 
these "additional state funds are marked for enrollment increases which 
are necessary to retainfederalc~pitation grants." . 

Proposed enrollment is 8,863 in 1973-74 for a student increase of 466 or 
5.5 percent over the level budgeted for 1972-73. A substantial amount of 
this increase (306 students) was enrolled in 1972-73 in excess of budgeted 
levels because federal funds were more than anticipated. In last year's 
budget we noted that $3.3 million in new federal funds was used to handle 
anticipated enrollment increases. These funds actually increased to 
$6,859,083 in 1972-73, and this was used to fund enrollments above the 
budget level. 
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Student-faculty Ratios Improved __ , 

In addition to using these federal moneys for new students, there ap­
pears to be a substantial improvement to the student-faculty ratios previ­
ously used in the budget. For instance 1971-72 budgeted student-faculty 
ratios included 3.7 students per faculty member for the MD curriculum. 
In 1973-74 this ratio is 3.5 to 1 resulting in a two-year pickup of 31 faculty 
positions for enrichment. 

Regents Enrollment Request Reduced 

The enrollment increase of 466 FTE oVE;lr the 1972-73 budget has been 
substantially reduced (-409) from the 875 FTE increase proposed.in the 
regents budget. This budget policy was designed to limit the enrollment 
increase to only the amount necessary to guarantee receipt of federal 
capitation grants. The budget narrative states "the University is being 
asked to give increased emphasis to the production of primary care spe­
cialists." Conversely, the University informs us that the reduction from the 
requested enrollment included 104 residents in the primary health care 
fields which are pediatricians, internists and family practitioners. ,We are 
concerned that increased federal funds have been used to enrich student­
faculty ratios rather than produce additional primary care residents. 

Psychiatric Instruction Program 

A special appropriation of $150,000 from the General Fund was added 
to the 1970-71 Budget Act to provide a psychiatric instruction program at 
the San Diego Medical School. This was approved as a pilot study designed 
to determine if San Diego could train psychiatrists at a lesser cost than the 
Department of Mental Hygiene. 

The special instructional program initially provided for five FTE psychi­
atric residents at the San Diego Medical School. The original appropria- _ 
tion of $150,000 was offset by an equal reduction from the budget of 
Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Institute. 

Budget act language called for annual progress and expenditure reports 
based on standards jointly developed by the University and Mental Hy­
giene including clinical overhead costs as well as direct instructional costs. 
This information was not available in prior reports and we noted last year 
that the 1972 report would be the first one that would allow meaningful 
analysis. _ , 

We recommendthat the Psychiatric Instruction program continue to be 
budgeted at $150,000 from the GeneraIFund in a separate appropriation 
item. The budget proposes that this special appropriation-be deleted with 
the $150,000 transferred to the lump sum support appropriation. Because 
this is a pilot program, initiated to compare costs between three institu­
tions, we do not believe this item should be deleted from spechu' annual 
review for at least another year. The 1972 report was submitted in January 
1973 but sufficient time has not been available for analysis. In addition next 
year's report will provide us two years' data for better analysis. 
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Report on Training Ph.D.s to Be M.D.s 

Items 316-321 

In last year's analysis we pointed to a pilot program at the University of 
Miami Medical School to train Ph.D. holders in the basic science field to 
be M.D.s by eliminating most of the first two years of the four-year cur­
riculum. We suggested that if the output of short-supply M.D.s could be 
increased at lesser cost and time, per student by retraining oversupply 
Ph.D.s, such a plan should be considered. The Legislaature concurred and 
directed the University to study and repqrt on this program. 

The University evaluated our suggestion and reported that there are no 
apparent cost benefits to the program for the following reasons: 

1. There are few Ph.D.s with academic backgrounds that would allow 
significant savings. 

2. Ph.D. fields of those who do have potential are not projected as being 
oversupplied. 

3. The program requires excess clinical space of which there is none 
available., 

4. Ph.D. degree holders have a research orientation and would be more 
likely to specialize in research rather than practice medicine. 

5. Currently, Ph.D. holders can apply to the regular program and accel­
erate if qualified, limited only by the 'statutory 33 months licensing 
requirement. 

Although these points may be valid, we believe current pilot programs 
could prove or disprove some of these objections. With that in mind we 
plan to monitor the results of these projects. 

Extended University Pilo.t Program (Item 318) 

A special General Fund appropriation of $1.5 m~llion is included in the 
Budget Bill to fund 772 FTE students participating in the Extended Uni-
versity Pilot Program. ' 

In 1971 the University allocated $500,000 in special regents' funds for 
planning and implementation of pilot degree programs for part-time stu­
dents. A special task force was created and a report was presented to the 
regents in November 1971, which proposed a new program for degrees to 
part-time students. 

In last year's analysis we noted the proposal for extending services to 
parHime students had substantial fiscal implications. We noted our con­
cern that clientele served by the' University was to be expanded during 
times when services to existing students have been reduced because of 
restricted financial resources. In addition to the potential of expanded 
enrollments of currently authorized students new admission standards 
and techniques would be used which implied changes in current master 
plan standards which restrict admissions to the top 12.5 percent of high 
school graduates. 

The University initiated pilot studies in 1972-73 at all campuses with an 
allocation of $380,000 in special reg~nts' funds. In addition, about $375,000 
of budgeted state funds for regular student programs was reallocated in 
support of these pilot programs. Enrollment of 600 students (less than 300 
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FTE) was plarined but only 456 students (about 200 FTE) were actually 
enrolled. These programs and enrollments for 1972-73 are shown in Table 
7. 

Table 7 
Extended University Pilot Programs and Enrollment-1972-73 

Degree 
Berkeley 

Business administration ........................ .. MBA 
Davis 

Experimental group 1 ............................. . Various 
Irvine 

No students enrolled for the 1972-73 
academic year ..................................... . 

Los Angeles 
Business management ............................ MBA 

Riverside 
Administration.......................................... Master's 
Experimental group 1 ............................. : Various 

San Francisco . 
Nursiilg ...................................................... MS 

Santa Barbara 
Law and society ...................................... BA 
Electrical engineering ............................ MS 

Santa Cruz 
Community ·studies.................................. BA 

San Diego 
Experimental group 1.............................. Various 

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

Bachelor's 

39 

65 

40 

40 

25 

209 
1 Part-time students enrolled in established programs on a controlled basis. 

Proposed Budget 

Master's 

,116 

30 

25 

30 

24 

12 

lO 

247 

TOTAL 
Head count 

3-term average 

116 

69 

25 

95 

24 

52 

40 

35 

456 

The proposed budget of $2,235,000 includes $1,541,000 from general 
funds and $694,000 from educational and registration fees. The budget 
includes 42 FTE new faculty positions with related academic support at 
nearly $1.1 million, a consortium which is a central universitywide ad­
ministrative unit for $200,000 and about $330,000 for nonacademic support 
at the campuses. In addition, most of the educational and registration fees 
(about $630,(00) are held in provisional accounts for later determination 
of expenditures. 

Enrollment Expansion Emphasis 

We have reservations regarding the apparent emphasis being placed on 
expanding enrollments as opposed to new and innovative programs. In 
the regents' budget, in presentations to the Department of Finance, and 
in backup material given to us in support of the recommendation, the 
point is continually made that the goal is to merge these enrollments into 
the regular ynrollments to receive state support. Although separated in 
the detail, the FTE count for the extended University is included in the 
total enrollment of the '{jniversity in all of its presentations and funds 
requested are determined by the normal budgetary methods using stu­
dents as an indicator. 
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Restrictive Control Language 

Items 316-321 

We recommend that control language included in Item 318 be deleted 
Budget bill control language included with the appropriation of $1.5 

million states: 
": .. provided, that transfers from this item to the university shall be 
quarterly reimbursements for student credit units completed as certi­
fied by the university." 
This would require quarterly release of these funds by the Controller 

solely on the basis of the number of credit units completed. The apparent 
intent of this language is to preclude expenditure of the entire appropria­
tion if there is a shortfall in the enrollments. 

We believe this is a restrictive policy that discourages innovative and 
experimental programs while providing financial incentive to increase the 
FfE count in the existing academic programs. For instance, programs 
might be designed for a small number of students with initial high cost 
which could result in significant future cost benefits by developing new 
instructional methods. . 
W~ believe this program should be treated as an experimental program 

and student FTE should not be treated or budgeted the same as students 
in the regular instruction program. 

Student Fee Expenditure Needs Not Identified 

We recommend that fees collected from extended University students 
be expended on this program rather thail be held for other unidentiiled 
purposes for a General Fund savings of $630,000. 

Students enrolling in these pilot programs will be required to pay fees 
similar to students in tl;te regular programs. The budget shows a total of 
$694,000 to be collected from these students of which about $630,000 is held 
in reserve for later determination by the University of the appropriate 
expenditures. A little more than one-half of these fees represent educa­
tional fee balances while the remaining fees would be registration fee 
balances. 

The budget narrative states this registration and educational fee income 
is "for use in accordance with existing policies." Under existing policy 
registration fee expenditures are controlled by each campus for uses relat­
ing to student services or facilities. These include health services, counsel­
ing, arts and lectures, intercollegiate athletics, etc. and construction 
projects such as student unions and recreational facilities. Education fee 
(tuition) expenditures are centrally controlled by the regents and these 
policies vary from year to year. Most of these funds have been expended 
for capital outlay projects. If we assume these balances are to be expended 
under existing University policy, it is not likely that they will be expended 
oil this program or for the benefit of these students. 

We do not believe that the FfE enrollment generated by this program 
should be treated the same as FfE generated by regular enrolled students. 
In addition; we believe the fees collected from these students should not 
be used for the same purpose as those collected from regular students. This 
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is clearly a pilot program admitting students under exceptio~s to normal 
admission and residency requirements. The program operates under spe­
cial regental, administrative, and academic senate policies and regulations 
that expire at the end of the 1974-75 academic year. The Budget Act 
appropriates separately identifiable funds and this will require separate 
identification of this program. 

It is estimated that more than 30 percent of the enrollment will be off . 
campus, thereby generating less need for student services than regular 
students. Because many of the students participating in on-campus pro­
grams at night will be regularly employed during the day, they should 
demand fewer student services than regular students. 

Our recommendation is to expend these student fees within the extend­
ed University program rather than for other purposes, either by expand­
ing enrollments or offsetting state expenditures. Because of the pilot . 
nature of this program we believe the program funding level of $1,541,000 
and the enrollment level of 772 FTE is adequate and recommend these 
fees be applied as an offset to state appropriations. 

Report on Concurrent Course Program 

In last year's report we expressed several concerns regarding the Davis 
concurrent course program and the concept of being able to absorb FTE 
students into the regular classes without substantial increase in costs. The 
University was directed to pr:epare a special report on the Davis program 
which was submitted. • 

The program at Davis allows nonmatriculated students to enroll' 
through University extension in regular classes on a space available basis. 
Fees charged are similar to regular University fees but are divided be­
'tween University extension (55.5 percent) academic departments (40 per­
cent) and the library (4.5 percent). 

Enrollments in 1970-71 included 410 students (217 FTE) and this in­
creased in 1971~72 to 791 students (427 FTE). The FTE count shows these 
students are averaging nearly one-half of the regular load and are clearly , 
taking more than one course each. 

In comparison the Davis extended University pilot program will enroll 
about 450 part-time students (estimated to be 200 FTE) in its regular 
programs of study on the campus. It is likely that many of the students in 
the concurrent course program would transfer to the extended University 
program. The effect may be that the cost of instruction would be funded 
by state funds rather than student fees, thereby freeing student fees for 
other uses. 

2. SUMMER SESSION 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total ......................................................... :... $5,240,164 
General funds .......................................... .. 

1973-74 
$5,223,238 

Change , 
Amount Percent 
-$16;926 -0.3% 

Enrollments for summer session programs declined by 1,946 students in 
1972 and a further decline is estimated in 1973. As a result the budget will 
be reduced by $16,926 or 0.3 percent in 1973-74; The costs shown in this 
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function are fully funded by student fees and no general funds are includ­
ed. 

3. TEACHING HOSPITALS AND CLINICS 
Proposed Budget 

1971-72 
Total........................................ $108,331,145 
General funds ...................... 17,789,218 

1972-73 
$142,735,900 

·17,789,218 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$34,404,755 31.8% 

There is no increase proposed from general funds. The increase of 
$34,404,755 is from University restricted funds primarily due to the addi­
tion of a fourth teaching hospital, the Sacramento Medical Center. The 
increase in revenue comes from patient care charges for services. The 
state funds included in this item are to be allocated as follows: 

Los Angeles ........................................................................ $5,228,986 
San Diego ............................................................................ 2,920,647 
San Francisco ...................................................................... 5,011,591 
Davis and Irvine ................................................................ 4,022,000 
Davis Veterinary Medicine ............................................ 605,994 

Total .................................................................................. $17,789,218 

Proposed Use of Funds Unclear 

We recommend special reivew of the $4,022,000 included in the budget 
for the Davis and Irvine campuses pending clarification of the proposed 
uses. The budget continues without change the $4 million for the Davis 
and Irvine campuses which was included in the 1972-73 budget to main­
tain medical education programs at the Sacramento and Orange County 
hospitals. Subsequently, the Uriiversity took over operation of the Sacra­
mento Medical Center and part of these funds will now be used for patient 
care subsidy purposes. At the time of this writing, no information is avail­
able a~ to the amounts to be allocated to these two campuses. We have 
further concern because the proposed uses of these funds will be different 
at each campus. We understand that in the past, Irvine has allocated some 
of these support funds for construction projects at the Orange County 
Medical Center without the normal project review and control associated 
with capital outlay appropriations. For these reasons we are recommend­
ing that approval of this amount be withheld until an identification is 
made of the allocation to the campuses and the proposed uses. 

4. ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES-OTHER 
Proposed Budget 

1972-73 
Total ........................................................ $8,020,697 
General funds........................................ 1,926,202 

1973-74 
$8,425,142 
1,926,202 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$404,445 5% 

:rhe increase of $142,610 is from University restricted funds and there 
. is no increase in general funds. State supported activities and the amount 
of state funds included in the 1973-74 budget are: 
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General Campuses ($831,922): , 
Elementary schools .............................. , ................. .., ..................................... .., .......................... . 
Education field service center ................................................................................................ .. 
Art galleries and collections ..................................................................................................... . 
Vivarium, Life Sciences ........................................................ ; .................................................... . 
Other ............................................................................................................................................... . 

Health Sciences ($1,094,280): 
Dental clinic .subsidy ................................................................................................................... . 
Vivaria ............................................................................................................................................. . 

Medical support labs : ...................................................................................................................... . 
Other ............................................................... ; ............................................................................... . 

Total State Funds ......................................................... : ....................................................... . 

Special Report on Dental Clinic Subsidy 

$426,020 
31,432 

163,978 
140,049 
70,443. 

688,416 
229,545 
133,102 
43,217 

$1,926,202 

In our analysis last year we questioned the higher need for state subsidy 
dollars at the Los Angeles Dental Clinic as compared to the San Francico 
Clinic. The budget conference committee directed a special report from 
the University on the dental clinic subsidy. The report was prepared and 
stated the difference between the two schools results from different 
procedures for charging costs. The Los Angeles Clinic charges all direct 
and indirect costs to the subsidy while San Francisco absorbs the indirect 
cost of the clinic in the department's budgets. 

It is difficult to understand why two University dental clinics with sub­
stantially the same functions do not use uniform methods Jor charging 
costs. We believe the University should consider establishing uniform 
accounting procedures at these clinics so that financial reports will have 
more meaning. 

5. ORGANIZED RESEARCH 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total .................................................. $48,353,565 
General funds .................................. 41,504,464 

1973-74 
$48,140,841 
41,506,354 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$-212,724 " -0.4% 
1,900 

Total budgeted organized research is reduced in 1973-74 because a 
special one-time appropriation from the Motor Vehicle Fund for the de­
velopment of an air pollution research program terminates in 1972-73. 
Other research programs receive. a net increase of $74,735. 

The bulk of organized research expenditures are not shoWn in the 
budget detail but are included in the totals as extramural funds. Total 
expenditure for organized research in 1971-72 was $199,625,100 or $8.6 
million more than 1970-71. These amounts do not include the $277.5 mil­
lion expended by the Major Atomic Energy Commission Laboratories in 
1971-72.' , 

Mosquito Control Research (Item 321) 

We recommend approval. 
The budget bill continues a special appropriation of $100,000 from the 

California Water Fund for research in mosquito control. This appropria­
tion was initiated in 1966-67 as a $200,000 program of which $100,000 was ' 
appropriated from the California Water Fund and $100,000 was anticipat-
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ed from other sources. In addition to these funds, state supported mos­
quito research was included in the lump sum support appropriation to the 
University but are not readily identifiable. 

In last year's budget the Legislature added $200,000 to this program with 
a special appropriation from the General Fund. This was an augmentation 
to the Water Fund appropriation and resulted in a total program of $400,-
000. 

In the 1973-74 budget the special General Fund appropriation of $200,-
000 has been deleted from the Budget Bill and the funds have been 
included in the main lump-sum support appropriation. 

Special Appropriations for Research Deleted. 

We recommend that the University provide annual reports on all of its 
research activities dealing with (1) mosquito control, (2) dermatology, 
(3) sea water conversion and (4) the Institute of Transportation and 
Traffic Engineering. These reports, including budget and expenditure 
detail from all funds, should be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee by November 1 of each year. 

As previously noted the separate mosquito research appropriation of 
$200,000 added by the Legislature last year has been deleted. In addition 
three other special appropriations for research have been deleted from 
the 1973 Budget Bill and the funds have been added to the lump-sum 
appropriation. These four programs with the 1972-73 General Fund ap­
propriation, are as follows: 

1. Research in mosquito control .................................................... $200,000 
2. Research in sea water conversion .............................................. 308,100 
3. Research in dermatology ................................................................ 92,000 
4. Institute of Traffic and Transportation Engineering ............ 460,871 
From a technical budget administration standpoint it is easier to admin-

ister one appropriation than several. As a result if there is no serious 
legislative objection, these types of special appropriations have in the past 
been combined into the lump sum appropriations. 

The Legislature usually establishes separate items of appropriations to 
provide (1) visibility, (2) annual review and (3) assurances thatthe funds 
could only be spent for the intended purpose. Although we have no objec­
tions to these changes, we believe annual reporting would continue to 
monitor legislative interest in these items. 

Excess State Subsidy to University Press 

We recommend the state subsidy for the University Press be reduced 
by $250.000 to offset the five-year excess subsidy. We further recommend 
that in the future any excess state subsidy be returned to the state rather 
than be added to accumulated earnings. 

In 1965--66 we questioned the need for a state subsidy for the University 
Press. Legislative review of the budget showed the lack of a proper 
method of determining subsidy need and directed the University to de­
velop and report a new method. The University responded with a new 
formula which was approved by the Legislature in the 1966-67 budget. 
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Since that time the amount of the operating subsidy has been greater than 
the excess of expense over income. As a result, the unused state subsidy 
(amounting to $257,000 overthepast five years) has been deposited into 
an accumulated earnings account. This reserve account has a balance of 
$1,568,3'03 as ofJuly 1, 1972. Table 8 shows the excess of state subsidy to net 
loss and the accumulated earnings balance for the last five years. 

Table 8 
University Press 

Excess of State Subsidy Over Net Loss with 
Record of Accumulated Earning 1967-68 through 1971-72 

Net loss 
1967-68 .................................. $-373,572 
1968-69 .................................. -421,822 
1969-70 .... :............................. -429,015 
1970-71 .................................. -531,448 
1972-73.................................. -323,564 

State subsidy 
$431,843 
451,579 
491,622 
535,425 
425,573 

Excess 
subsidy 
$58,271 
29,757 
62,em 
3,977 

102,009 

Accumulated 
earnings 
$889,338 
968,907 

1,213,789 
1,317,631 
1,568,303 

We believe that unused state subsidy should be returned to the state 
rather ~han be deposited in the accumulated earnings account. Our rec­
ommendation w~>uld reclaim the $250,000 excess for the past five years and 
establish a future policy for return of any excess. This policy also antici­
pates that any future shortage should be met from accumulated earnings. 

6. LIBRARIES 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total :.'.................................................. $30,266,624 
General funds .................................... 30,007,986 

1973-74 
$30,623,357 
30,364,104 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$356,733 1.2% 
356,118 1.2 

Tl1~ budget provides an increase of $356,118 from general funds. This 
includes $161,000 for book price increases to maintain current acquisition 
levels at Berkeley and Los Angeles. Also included is $200,000 for 11 FfE 
positions in reference and circulation at Berkeley and Los Angeles to 
improve access to users. There is a minor reduction of $4,267 for supplies 
and expense. The increase in reference and circulation at these two cam­
puses is 2.1 percent compared to an enrollment increase of 1.7 percent 
thereby improving the 1972-73 level. 

The detail of the budgeted expenditures and related data is shown in 
Table 9. 
Growing Campuses Denied Price Increase 

We recommend an augmentation of $155,000 to provide book price 
increase funds at the three campuses with the largest enrollment growth. ' 

Price increase funds for book acquisitions are proposed only at two 
campuses, Berkeley and Los Angeles. Because these two· libraries are 
mature institutions with major research libraries, price increase funds 
were provided to maintain the current level of acquisitions. This means 
the other campuses will be required to reduce their book acquisition rate 
and three of these campuses (Davis, San Diego and Santa Cruz) have 
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Table 9 
Library Expenditures and Selected Data 

1972-73 and 1973-74 

Expenditures: 
Book purchases ....................................................................... . 
Binding expense ..................................................................... . 
Reference and circulation ................................................... . 
Acquisition and processing ................................................. . 
Automation ............................................................................. . 
Employee benefits ................................................................. . 

Totals ..................................................................................... . 
Related Budget Data: 

197~73 

$7,500,360 
1,392,284 
9,192,834 

10,113,064 
319,301 

1,748,781 
$30,266,624 

Items 316-321 

1973-74 
$7,661,360 
1,392,284 
9,388,567 

10,113,064 
319,301 

1,748,781 
$30,623,357 

Volumes added ........... .-.......................................................... 536,349 506,775 
Total volume in collections .................................................. 12,440,373 12,947,148 
Volumes per student.............................................................. 117.7 118.2 
Reference and circulation staff............................................ 1,010 1,021 
Acquisition and processing staff .......................................... 1,024 1,024 

- subsfantial enrollirierit growtl1 planned. We do not believe-it IS reasonable 
to require arbitrary budget reductions by failing to provide price increase 
funds, particularly at those campuses with significant increases in students. 
Our recommendation would add 6-percent price increase funds for Davis, 
San Diego and· Santa Cruz at a General Fund cost of $155,000. 

7. EXTENSION AND PUBLIC SERVICE 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 1973-74 
Total ........... :.......................................................................... $36,687,363 $37,856,876 
General funds .................................................................... 9,964,039 9,887,539 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$1,169,513 3.2% 
-76,500 -0.8% 

The proposed budget increase is primarily related to an estimated 2.6-
percent growth in University Extension enrollments which will be funded 
solely from student fees. 

General funds budgeted for 1973-74 are for (1) agricultural extension 
($9,762,629), (2) professional publications ($58,820), (3) museums and 
laboratories ($57,812) and (4) community services other ($8,278). There 
is no change proposed in these programs over the currently authorized 
level. 

Isla Vista Foot Patrol Deleted 

In response to the Isla Vista disorders and violence in April 1970, a 
special university commission studied and recommended actions to 
reduce the unrest. One of the recommendations was to establish a police 
foot patrol .in Isla Vista. This was implemented from Regents controlled 
funds but funding was terminated in 1972-73. At the request of students 
for assistance, the Legislature enacted Chapter 989, Statutes of 1972 (SB 
1009) which appropriated $76,500 to the University to continue this serv­
ice in 1972-73. 

Continuation of these funds in 1973-74 was not requested by the Uniyer­
sity and they are not included in the budget. In addition, the budget detail 
sho~s no replacement with Regents funds. We understand this program 
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is not considered a high priority by the University and may be termiriated 
in 1973-74. 

Report on Professional School Journals 

In the Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference Relat­
ing to the Budget Bill for 1972-73, the University was requested to submit 
a report relating to professional school journals published at the Univer­
sity. The report was to identify the need for state subsidy and specify the 
policy on complimentary copies given to faculty. The University identified 
nine professional school journals and of these, five received some form of 
state subsidy in 1971-72. These included the three law reviews.at Berkeley 
($28,000), Los Angeles ($21,000) and Davis ($7,500), the California Man­
agement Review at Berkeley ($21,000) and the UCLA Educator ($9,000). 

Complimentary copies to faculty members are given except for the 
UCLA Law Review. The UCLA Educator has no charge, so complimen­
tary copies to the faculty would not result in any special benefit. Although 
the report does not identify the number of faculty receiving complimen­
tary copies, we would estimate that nearly $3,000 in subscription value is 
distributed each year.' . 

8. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICES 
Proposed Budget 

Change 
197~73 1973-74 Amount Percent 

Total .......................................................................... $51,260,294 $51,592,153 $331,229 0.6% 
General funds .......................................................... 43,450,965 43,582,645 131,680 0.3% 

The proposed General Fund budget increase for administration is $131,-
680 or 0.3 percent. Of this amount $100,000 is included for the San Diego 
Campus in recognition of workload growth resulting from enrollments 

,and federal contract and grant activity. The remaining $31,680 is distribut­
'ed among the various campuses. The'performance criteria included in the 
budget is the only standard used by the University to justify budget in- . 
creases. This shows a ratio for administration to total expenditures of 7.5 
percent, an increase over the actual 1971-72 ratio of 7.47 percent. 

Table 10 shows the General Fund budget detail of the various activities 
included in this function. . 
The Academic Senate and Collective Bargaining 

We recommend that the General Fund appropriation budgeted for 
support of the Academic Senate be transferred to a separate Budget Act 
item to allow future mom'toring of the Academic Senate s role in collective 
bargaining. . . 

In our 1969-70 Analysis we noted that the state college academic senate 
was proposing to be. the bargaining agent for the faculty. We raised the 
question of providing state financial support to collective bargaining 
agents who will negotiate contracts with the state. In response, the Legis~ 
lature moved the Academic Senate funds to a separate budget item and 
irtcluded restrictive language in the Budget Act of 1969 halting the availa­
bility of state funds to the Academic Senate if and when this occurred: 

On May 30, 1972, the Academic Senate of the Berkeley campus voted 
102 to 22 to adopt a resolution calling_ for the establis~m~nt ()f an ind.~pend~ 
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Table 10 
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General Administration and Institutional Services 

General Fund expenditures 

Executive administration ........................................... . 
Environmental health and safety ............................ .. 
University relations ...................................................... .. 
Materials management ............................................... -. 
Personnel operations .................................................. .. 
Fiscal operations ........................................................... . 
Contracts and grants administration ...................... .. 
Police services .............................................................. .. 
Physical planning ......................................................... . 
Communications and reproduction ........................ .. 
Employee benefits ....................................................... . 
Miscell~eous 2 ............................................................... . 

Total Expenditures .................................................. .. 

Total FTE ................................................................... . 

Budget 
1971-72 

$15,286,690 
1,091,369 

987,986 
2,867,429 
1,991,319 
6,371,113 

40,999 
3,089,139 

474,602 
1,589,238 
3,686,765 

956,824 

$38,433,473 

3,044.08 

Budget 
197~73 

$19,711,874 
1,370,122 
1,051,745 
3,013,916 
2,236,367 
5,716,249 
-92,721' 

3,341,448 
469,653 

1,728,970 
3,948,723 

954,619 

$43,450,965 

3,177.76 

Covemor's 
Budget 
1973-74 

$19,763,554 
1,400,122 
1,051,745 
3,030,872 
~,236,367 
5,736,249 
-79,677 

3,341,448 
469,653 

1,728,970 
3,948,723 

954,619 

$43,582,645 

3,185.76 
1 General Fmid support eliminated and replaced with higher level of recharges. 
• Includes Universitywide coordinators for computers and hospital business systems, unallocated staff 

salary provisions, and the University Academic Senate. 

ent faculty association to represent the interests of the faculty in collective 
negotiations. This approach differs from the state college proposal of 1969 
iIi that the association operates independently from the Berkeley division 
using none of its resources or facilities. On the other hand there is no 
question that this association is a creation of the Academic Senate with its 
structure, functions, membership criteria and executive board under con­
trol of the Academic Senate. 
- Although the organization presently has no formal status as a collective 
bargaining agent, it seems clearly the intent to move in that direction. Our 
recommendati(m would transfer state appropriations for the Academic 
Senate to a separate budget item to provide specific identification of these 
funds in this and future budgets. This would allow continuous monitoring 
of these funds and would be consistent with the existing method of appro­
priating funds to the statewide Academic Senate for the State University 
and Colleges. 

9. MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PLANT 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total........................................................................ $38,510,714 
General funds ...................................................... 38,437,348 

1973-74 
$39,959,858 
39,873,705 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$1,449,144 3.8% 
1,436,357 3.7 

The increase of $1,436,35,( in General Fund expenditUres includes $833,-
000 increased utilization and fixed rate increases for utilities and refuse 
disposal. In addition $603,357 is provided for workload increases to main­
tain current program at the existing rate. Outside gross square feet in-
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creases 1.7 percent while the workload growth is a 2.4-percent increase 
excluding utilities and refuse from the base. 

Although past deficiencies in building maintenance funds have resulted . 
in a large deferred maintenance backlog, this backlog may be reduced 
because of the Regents' allocation of $2 million of educational fee funds 
for this purpose. This is discussed under the provisions for allocation·func-
tion. . 

10. STUDENT SERVICES 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total........................................................................ $30,273,450 
General funds ...................................................... 7,579,529 

197~74 

$30,405,275 
7,523,814 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$131,825 0.4% 
-55,715 -0.7 

General funds included in this function normally are instructional relat~ 
ed and include administrative type functions such as admission, selectiori, 
student registration, class scheduling, grade recording and student statisti­
cal information. 

Budget Reduction but Enrollment Increases 

We recommend an augmentation of $13O,()()() for workload growth. En­
rollment growth shows ~n increase of 1.7 percent while the General Fund 
for student services is reduced 0.7 percent. Because workload for student 
services is directly related to enrollment, failure to fund workload growth 
results in an arbitrary reduction in services. This is not only a one year 
reduction. The last time workload growth for student services was fully 
funded was in the 1969-70 budget. Since that time the budget has required 
that a· portion of student growth workload to be absorbed as follows: 

Percent 
enrollment 
increase 

1970-71 authorized............................................................................................................ .6.2% 
1971-72 authorized............................................................................................................ 3.4% 
1972-73 authorized ...... ;..................................................................................................... 1.2% 
1973-74 proposed ................. , ...................................................... : ........... ;......................... 1.7% 

PerceI;1t 
doUar 

increase 
1.5% 
2.7% 
0.5% 

-0.7% 

We have in the past noted that economies of scale would not necessarily 
require the percentage increase in the budget to be equal to the percent­
. age increase in enrollment. This accounts for some of the differen,ce in the 
past three years. However, this does not justify a $55,000 program reduc­
tion. Our recommendation would provide the full General Fund workload 
increase over 1972--73 to maintain existing programs. 

Study Needed on Potential Fee Increase 

We recommend that the University prepare a special report on the 
projected income and expenditures from the registration fee to identify 
the potential for future fee increases. This report should be submitted to 
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by October 1, 1973, 

In October 1972, the University administration reported to the Regents 
that "Demands on University Registration Fee income for student serv­
ices and facilities, including inflationary costs, are now considerably in 
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excess of anticipated income. An augmentation of $1.3 million is needed 
annually just to cover estimated salary increments." To avoid "drastic" 
program reductions in 1973-74 and to alleviate pressure to raise the Uni­
versity Registration Fee, currently at $300 per year, the Regents adopted 
a policy that the programs funded from University registration fee income 
be limited to student services and facilities. . 

Although this policy provided some temporary relief for the need to 
further increase fees in 1973-74, we believe that a potential exists for 
increases in the future. . 

The University has alleged that prior increases in student fees and tui­
tion resulted in discouraging financially marginal students from attending 
the University thereby contributirig to the fall off in enrollment growth. 
We are concerned that additional fee increases will further restrict stu­
dent access to the University and this potential should be reviewed by the 
Legislature. This report should· identify the· detail and the need of the 
current and projected expenditures as related to the need for increased 
fees. 

11. STAFF BENEFITS 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total........................................................................ $36,032 
General funds ...................................................... 36,032 

1973-74 
$379,032 
379,032 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$343,000 
343,000 

Staff benefits consist of the employer's share of retirement, state com­
pensation insurance and health insurance. Also included are funds for the 
state's share of unemployment insurance claims costs for separated Gen­
eral Fund employees. Funding shown for staff benefits in the budget 
includes only a minimal residual after transfer in 1972-73 of state support 
for staff benefits to individual program areas as an augmentation of direct 
salary support. . 

Included in the net increase of $343,000 is a reduction of $1.1 million in 
the University provision for unemployment insurance; an increase of 
$400,000 for rate increases in OASDI and state compensation insurance; 
and a general increase of $1,043 million for staff benefits required for 
1973-74 staffing and merit increase funds. Table 11 shows projected 1973-
74 allocations for the various types of benefits and the net change over last 
year's budget. 
Unemployment Insurance Estimates Uncertain 

We. recommend special review of the unemployment insurance esti­
mates for 197~73 and 1973-74 and the need for additional funding in 
Section 10.9. 

Under federal and state legislation University personnel were covered 
for state unemployment compensation beginning January 1972. In last 
year's analysis we noted the University estimate of $2.8 million cost of this 
program was, not included in the budget. We further questioned the $2.8 
mill~on estimate made by the University on the basis it appeared excessive. 
Subsequently, the University revised its estimate downward to $1.9 mil-
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Table 11 
Proposed Total Staff Benefits for 1973-74 State Funds 

Proposed Total Expenditures for Staff 
Benefits Include the Following Programs: 

Retirement Systems: 
University of California Retirement System ............ .. 
Public Employees Retirement System ....................... . 
OASDI ................................................................................ .. 
Other (including Faculty Annuities) ........................... . 

1973-74 

$21,505,400 
3,259,700 

812,400 
3,355,200 

Total Retirement Systems............................................ $28,932,700 
Other Staff Benefits: . 

Health insurance ................................................................ $3,900,000 
Unemployment insurance .................................... ;........... 800,000 
State compensation insurance ........................................ 1,321,100 

Total Other Staff Benefits............................................ $6,021,100 

Budget 
request increase 

Amount Percent 

$900,000 4.4% 
-26,300 -0.8 
129,900 19.0 
149,300 4.7 

$1,152,900 4.2% 

$20,000 0.5% 
-1,100,000 -57.9 

270,100 25.7 
-$809,900 -13.5% 

Total Staff Benefits-Workload .................................. $34,953,800 $343,000 1.0% 

lion. Fundingwas authorized inthe final budget for the $1.9 million total 
including $400,000 in the basic support appropriation and $1.5 million in 
Section 10.9 which reappropriated unreported savings from the prior 
year's budget. ' 

The 1973-74 budget provides $800,000 for unemployment claims or a 
reduction of $1.1 million over 1972-73. This downward estimate results 
from a review of first quarter experience which indicates the $1.9 million 
was excessive. Because this was the initial startup quarter, this experience 
may not be an accurate reflection of the program. We would suggest a 
more accurate estimate could be made when second quarter claim infor­
. mation is available in March . 
. . The Budget Bill (Section 10.9) also proposes to reapprop~ate $800,000 
for 1973-74 of the $1.5 million in savings available in 1972-73. This would 
provide a potential of $1.6 million for expenditure in 1973-74. If the March 
data verifies the $800,000 budget estimate then this reappropriation may 
not be necessary and a substantial part of this $1.5 million could be consid­
ered by the Legislature for reappropriation to other uses. 

12. PROVISIONS FOR ALLOCATION 
Proposed Budget 

General Funds: 
Price increase .................................................................. .. 

. Merits and promotions ................................................ .. 
Deferred maintenance ... : ............................................ .. 
Budgetary savings .......................................................... .. 
1972-73 range adjustment ............................................. . 
Undergraduate teaching (Item 319) ........................ .. 

1972-73 
$1,447,392 
2,841,103 

500,000 
-9,400,000 

6,205,134 

Other .............. :................................................................... 1,383,362 
Totals-:.General Funds .............................................. $2,976,991 

Restricted funds: 
Endowment income-unallocated ............................ .. 
Student activities and debt service .......................... .. 
Deferred maintenance ................................................ .. 
Other UC funds .............................................................. .. 

Total provisions for allocations ....................................... . 

$1,791,619 
3,271,972 

404,086 

$8,444,668 

1973-74 
$2,085,242 
9,854,103 

500,000 
-9,400,000 

6,205,134 
1,000,000 
1,383,362 

$11,627,841 

$2,001,410 
7,986,922 
2,000,000 

404,086 

$24,020,259 

Change 
$637,850 
7,013,000 

1,000,000 

. $8,650,850 

$209;791 
4,714,950 
2,000,000 

$15,575,591 
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Funds included in provisions for allocation are universitywide accounts 
or programs that have not been assigned to specific campuses in the 
budget. Increases to the General Fund budget of $8,650,850 include $637,-
850 for general price increases, $7,013,000 for merit increases and promo­
tions and $1 million in Item 319 to finance a new program for 
undergraduate teaching excellence. 

Inadequate Provision for Price Increase 

We recommend an augmentation of $2 miDion for general price in­
creases to maintain current programs. The budget includes $637,850 for 
general price increases which is a rate of 0.9 percent. This percentage is 
below the 4-percent rate which the Department of Finance instructed 
state agencies to use in preparing the 1973-74 budget. 

Failure to fund normal price increases in the budget results in an arbi­
trary across-the-board program cut without specific program review of 
the effect of the reductions. If it is intended to cut budgets, we believe it 
is a more reasonable budgeting procedure to specifically identify the pro­
gram area. Our recommendation for an augmentation of $2 million would 
provide for a 4-percent increase to maintain currently authorized pro­
grams. 

Deferred Maintenance (Item 320) 

We recommend approval. 
Included as a separate Budget Act appropriation is a $500,000 state 

appropriation to assist in lowering the substantial backlog of $6.3 million 
in deferred maintenance. The Budget Act item also includes language 
requiring equal matching by the Regents from nonstate funds. 

Beginning in Novemer 1968, and each year since, the University, in 
response to a request from the Conference Committee on the Budget, has 
submitted a detailed list of the deferred maintenance backlog. Based on 
the initial report of 1968, which showed a backlog of $5.3 million, this item 
was included in the Budget Act and has been approved each year since 
then. . 

The growth of the backlog had been stabilized but the 1972 report shows 
an increase in the backlog of $1 million, primarily at Berkeley. In response 
to this problem, the budget shows a new allocation of $2 million in Regents 
funds for this purpose. This represents educational fees (tllition) which 
formerly were applied to the capital outlay budget. 

Table 12 lists the backlog by campus for the past four years. 

New Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program (Item 319) 

We recommend special review of the $1 million program for under­
graduate teaching excellence until the program content can be identified 
Item 319 of the Budget Bill appropriates $1 million to the University of 
California "for financing undergraduate teaching excellence." 

Control language included in the bill provides that: "the money ap­
propriated for expenditure in this item shall be available only when the 

. board of regents adopts, publishes, and implements a universitywide 
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Table 12 
Deferred Maintenance Backlog by Campus 1969 through .1972 

Campus 1969 1970 1971 1972 
, Berkeley .............................................................. $2,073,000 $1,372,052 $1,748,950 $2,759,000 

Davis .................................................................... 1,442,885 1,830,428 828,000 838,840 
Irvine.................................................................... 150,963 
Los Angeles ........................................................ 776,622 671,719 1,348,234 1,208,841 
Riverside ................. ;............................................ 43,250 35,262 129,988 135,475 
San Diego............................................................ 301,300 145,361 157,629 373,487 
San Francisco .................................................... 46,833 111,770 185,700 136,000 
Santa Barbara .................................................... 384,700 752,148 581,631 570,555 
Santa Cruz .......................................................... 15,700 41,500 77,945 
Richmond Field Station .................................. 194,359 70,197 156,028 94,512 

Total .................................... :........................... $5,274,649 $5,030,438 $5,136,160 $6,345,618 

plan which will substantially increase interest in and give special recog­
nition to excellence of undergraduate instruction." 
The narrative in the budget refers to this as a pilot program but as of 

this writing we have been unable to determine further detail of the pro­
gram. It would appear that the funds have been made available to gener­
ate a program rather than to have program needs generate the. dollars . 

. Until we can identify the plimned uses of these funds we are unable to 
recommend this item. 

13. SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAM 
Proposed Budget 

·197~73 

Total .................................................. $16,959,000 
General funds ...... : ......................... .. 

197~74 

$16,OOS,OOO 

Change 
Amount 
-$951,000 

Percent 
-5.9% 

In accordance with Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 66 of the 1967 
legislative session; the Governor's Budgetcontains the planned programs 
to be financed from the University's share of federal overhead funds. This 
is shown on page 207 of the Governor's Budget and is not repeated here. 
In summary $11.8 million is allocated to student aid, $2.6 million to educa­
tional enrichment and $1.6 million to miscellaneous items. 

14. AUXILIARY ENTERPRISES 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Totals .................................................. $47,628,371 
General Funds ................................ .. 

197~74 

$48,012,303 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$383,932 0.8% 

This function includes activities that are fully self-suppotti~g and in­
cludes student residence and dining facilities, parking systems, intercol­
legiate athletics, bookstores and other student facilities. The budget 
increases in this function are not discussed in the budget, but there is no 
state funding involved in this activity. 
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15. STUDENT AID 
Proposed Budget 

197~73 

Total.................................................... $6,062,839 
General Funds ............................... ... 

Increased Student Aid from Tuition 

1973-74 
$11,136,876 

Items 316-321 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$5;074,037 83.7% 

The budgeted funds for student aid are reported at $6,062,839 in 1972-73 
and these are proposed to increase by $5,074,037 or 83.7 percent in 1973-74. 
These increases are identified as . (1) a $2.5 million grant program to im­
prove access to the University for low-income students, (2) $1.9 million for 
an educational fee grant program to replace fee deferrals and (3) $500,000 
for financial aid to health science students. These increases will be funded 
from the educational fee (tuition) which reduces the amount of these 
funds that would have been available for the capital outlay budget. 

No state appropriations are made directly to the student aid b\.!dget but 
a small amount of the Real Estate Education, Research and Recovery 
Fund allocation is applied to student aid. The greatest portion of the 
student aid funds is not budgeted and is included as extramural funds. 

Supplemental information printed in the budget identifies a total of 
$67,107,000 for student aid in 1973-74 including non budgeted funds. Of 
total funds available, $6.6 million is state funds granted from programs 
administered by the State Scholarship and Loan Commission. Also includ­
ed is $626,000 nonresident tuition waivers and $333,000 statutory fee ex­
emptions which are in effect subsidized by state funds. The Regents 
allocate $11.8 million of the University share of overhead from federal 

, grants and .contracts. Student fees allocated to financial aid include $9.5 
million from the educational fee (tuition). 

Aid Totaled $57.3 million in 1971-72 

Based on data reported to us by the University, financial aid expendi­
tures for 1971-72 totaled $57.3 million. A total of 37,949 students received 
aid or 36 percent of the enrollment. Aid was granted to 46.9 percent of all 
graduate students as compared to 31.5 percent of undergraduate students. 
In addition, aid per student was greater for graduates ($2,051) than under~ 
graduates ($1,172). The data for 1970-71 and 1971-72 is displayed in Table 
13. 

Table 13 
Financial Aid Expenditures and Recipient Data 

1970-71 1971-72 
Under-

graduate Graduate 
Financial aid (in millions) ...................... $21.4 $26.7 
Unduplicated recipients .......................... 19,461 13,406 
Average per recipient... ........................... $1,099 $1,995 
Headcount enrollment ............................ 73,814 31,521 

, Percent of enrollment receiving aid .... 26.4% 42.5% 

Total 
$48.1 

32,867 
$1,464 

105,335 
31.2% 

Under-
graduate Graduate 

$27.4 $29.9 
23,365 14,584 
$1;172 $2,051 
74,157 31,084 

31.5% 46.9% 

Total 
$57.3 

37,959 
$1,510 

105,241 
36.0% 
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Unused Student Aid Funds 

In last year's analysis we reported that at the end of the 1970-71 fiscal 
year, the University had unspent student aid fund balances of $7.4 million. 
We noted that some balance is normally expected, but the magnitude of 
the balances are greater than could be attributed to routine management 
controls. These balances for 1971-72 have been reduced to $5.9 million. 
The detail of these fund balances is shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 
Student Aid Fund Balances 

Federal Programs: 
National direct student loan ..................................................................... . 
Health professions student loan ............................................................... . 
Nursing student loan ................................................................................... . 
Law Enforcement Education Loans ....................................................... . 
Health professions student grants .......................................................... .. 
Nursing student grants .............................................................................. .. 
Educational opportunity grants ............................................................... . 
College work-study ............ ; ........................................................................ . 
Law Enforcement Education Grants ..................................................... . 

University Programs: 
University Grant-in-Aid Programs: 

University opportunity fund ................................................................. . 
Registration fee ............................. ; ......................................................... . 

The Regents Loan Fund ............................................................................ . 
Alumni scholarship program ..................................................................... . 
Matching scholarship program newer campuses ................................. . 
President scholarship program ................................................................. . 
Community college scholarship program ............................................. . 
Foreign student tuition increment grants ............................................. . 
Regents scholarship. program ................................................................... . 
President's work-study .............................................................................. .. 
Income from endowment scholarship and fellowship funds ... : ....... . 

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

Family Income of Students 

June 30 
1971 

$2,209,897 
387,269 
35,143 

6,631 
23,545 
74,502 

285,096 

54,612 
1,550,994 

645,079 
5;558 

27,651 
19,087 
8,402 

9,229 
448,383 

1,568,366 

$7,359,444 

June 30 
1972 

$1,588,177 
348,654 
17,946 
4,490 
2,258 
1,397 

36,937 
83,449 
43,624 

247,416 
717,157 
929,931 

10,195 
7,907 

15,297 
4,017 

126,495 
24,309 . 

227,327 
1,415,748 

$5,852,831 

Results of the student resources survey conducted by the State Scholar­
ship and Loan Commission indicates that the family income of students 
appears to be substantially higher than students at the California State 
University and Colleges or the community colleges. Based on information 
reported by undergraduate students, the average family income of a Uni­
versity of California student was l $15,390 compared to $12,330 at the State 
University and Colleges and $11;420 at the community colleges. This data 
plus a percentage breakdown by family incomes is shown in Table 15. 

Undergraduate EOP Program 

An educational opportunity student at the University of California is 
defined as a student who is formally admitted to the educational opportu­
nityprogram by the director of the educational opportunity program on 
his campus, and who upon being admitted to that program requires one 
or more of the services available to educational opportunity program 
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Table 15 
Percent of Students by Family Income 

California 
University State 

Items 316-321 

of University Community ~dependent 
Family Income California and CoUeges coUeges coUeges 

Less than $5,000.......................... 9% 12% 17% 11 % 
$5,000 to $9,999.......................... 19 24 23 17 

$lO,OOO to $14,999........................ 20 23 20 21 
$15,000 and above ...................... 38 25 20 41 
Not reported................................ 14 16 20 lO 
Average family income ............ $15,390 $12,330 $11,420 $15,650 

students, including (a) admission by special action, (b) tutoring and reten­
tive~ervices, (c) counseling services provided by the educational opportu­
nity program, and (d) financial aid. 

Again this year the estimated amount of funds available to the Univer­
sityfor EOP students in 1973-74 or the numbers of students anticipated 
is not identified in the budget. It is our understanding that student aid 
funds are not earmarked by the University for EOP students and these 
students draw on the normal supply of student aid funds available to the 
University, estimated to be $67.1 million in 1973-74. For this reason there 
is no basis for evaluating the need for additional funding in 1973-74. 

The only data available for review is the actual data from the past year. 
In 1971-72 a total of $11,292,000 was expended for a program serving 6,390 
undergraduates or 9 percent of the undergraduate enrollment. This was 
an increase of $2.4 million and 1,169 students over 1970-71. Table 16 shows 
selected data for the EOP program for 1970-71 and 1971-72. 

Table 16 
Undergraduate EOP Program Selected Data for 

1970-71 and 1971-72 

Expenditures: 
Financial aid ..................................................... . 
Administrative costs ...................................... .. 

Total Expenditures ..................................... . 
Source of Financial Aid: 

University funds ............................................. . 
Federal funds ................................................... . 

Students: 
Enrolled in program ..................................... . 
Receiving aid .................................................. .. 

Median Grade Point Averages: 
EOP students ................................................... . 
All students (including EOP) ..................... . 

Program cost' per student ................................. . 
Average financial aid award ........................... . 

197~71 1971-72 

$8,850,000 
1,389,000 

$10,239,000 

$4,680,000 
4,170,000 

5,221 
4,763 

2.56 
2.87 

$1,961 
1,858 

$11,292,000 
1,563,000 

$12,855,000 

$6,626,000 
4,666,000 

6,390 
5,723 

2.53 
2.89 

$2,012 
1,972 

Change 

$2,442,000 
174,000 

$2,616,000 

$1,946,000 
496,000 

1,169' 
960 

-.03 
.02 
$51 
114 
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University of California 

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW 
\ 

Item 322 from the General 
. Fund Budget p. 213 Program p. 11-927 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. ~ $1,970,380 
Estimated 1972-73................................................................................ 1,713,327· 
Actual 1971-72 ...................................................................................... 1,201,040 

Requested increase $257,053 (15.0 percent) J ' 

Total recommended augmentation ................................................ $60,250 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Nonresident students. Augment $50,000. Recommend re- 792 
placement of nonresident tuition to permit a reduction in 
the budgeted quota of 80 -new nonresident students. 

2. Student Fees. Recommend elimination of the new "in- 793 
struction materials fee" and related expenditures. 

3. Faculty. Reduce $25,3()(). Recommend reduction of one 793 
faculty position in the budgeted request for three additional 
positions. 

4. Student Aid. Augment $48,550. Recommend maintenance 794 
. of college legal educational opportunity program (LEOP). 

5. Student Aid. Recommend the recent $21,600 reduction in 795 
educational fee deferments (student aid) be applied to 
other student aid programs rather than operating expense 
and equipment. 

6. Minor Construction Projects. Reduce $13,000. Recom- 795 
mend elimination of two previously funded projects. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Hastings College of Law was founded in 1878. It is designated by statute 
as the law arm of the University of California but is governed by its own 
board of directors. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of California 
is president of the board. All graduates of Hastings are granted the juris 
doctor degree by the Regents of the· University of California. Hastings 
provides a l;>asic program of instruction with supporting programs of stu­
dent services and institutional support. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Programs, funding sources, personnel positions and proposed changes 
are set forth in Table 1. 

An overall decline in reimbursements is primarily a consequence of the 
termination of the federally funded criminal justice project. The proposed 
General Fund increase of $257,053 or 15 percent is primarily for program 
enrichment and cost increases because, as Table 2 reflects, student enroll­
ment will remain unchanged. 

27-83988 
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Table 1 
Budget Summary . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Programs 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

Instruction ..................................... . $1,455,036 $1,735,070 $1,818,473 
Student service ............................. . 382,901 596,931 767,792 
Institutional Support... ................ . 643,758 855,741 956,523 

TotiUs ......................................... . $2,481,695 $3,187,742 $3,542,788 
Funding Sources 
General Fund................................ $1,201,040 $1,713,327 

1,227,585 
246,830 

$1,970,380 
1,190,578 

381,830 
Reimbursements .......................... 1,201,167 
Federal funds ................................ 79,488 

Totals ........................................... $2,481,695 
Personnel positions ...................... 115.6 

Enrollment 

$3,187,742 
142.0 

$3,542,788 
152.0 

Item 322 

Change 
Amount £ercent 

$83,403 4.8% 
170,861 28.6 
100,782 11.8 

$355,046 ILl % 

$257,053 
-37,007 
135,000 

$355,046 
10.0 

15.0% 
(3.0) 
54.7 
lLl% 
7.0% 

Table 2 shows a five-year history of student enrollment at Hastings by 
fall semester, spring semester, the two-semester average and for summer 
session. 

Table 2 
Student Enrollment 

Year FaD 
1967-68.......................................................... 1,006 
1968-69 .............................................. ;........... 1,036 
1969-70.......................................................... 1,173 
1970-71.......................................................... 1,301 
1971-72 .......................................................... 1,523 
1972-73 (est.) .............................................. 1,526 
1973-74 (projected) .................................. 1,525 

Out-of-State Admissions Policy 

Spring 
960 
951 

1,102 
1,256 
1,479 
1,475 
1,475 

Two-semester 
average 

983 
993 

1,138 
1,278 
1,501 
1,500 
1,500 

Sununer 
96 
98 

84 
177 
200 
200 

We recommend an augmentation of $50,000 to permit and encourage 
Hastings to red~ce its budgeted quota of 80 incoming 1973-74 nonresident 
students. 

Reimbursements from nonresident students are budgeted at $120,000 
for 1973-74. This reflects a policy to admit at least 80 new out-of-state 
students at a nonresident tuition fee of $1,500 each. 

This recommendation is based on two considerations. First, income 
from nonresident tuition is considered a reimbursement to Hastings 
which directly reduces the level of state support for operating expenses. 
Thus, Hastings would suffer an operating deficiency if its budgeted quota 
of 80 nonresidents is not filled. This recommendation would permit the 
college to accept fewer new nonresidents next year without budgetary 
penalty. It would neutralize financially the decision to select resident as 
compared with nonresident students. 

Second, we question a policy which induces Hastings to accept nonresi­
dents while rejecting qualified California applicants. For example, of the 
projected 3,300 California applicants in 1973-74, Hastings would enroll 420. 
Thus, 2,880 Californians would'be denied admission while 80 nonresidents 
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would be admitted, some of whom may be less qualified. 
It is the intent of this recommendation that the proposed augmentation 

be utilized only for a reduction in new nonresident students and only at 
a rate of $1,500 for each nonresident less than 80. Any of these additional 
funds not used for this purpose should be unallotted and returned to the 
General Fund. 

A New Student Fee 

We recommend elimination of the "instruction materials fee" for a 
reduction of $15,000 in reimbursements and related expenditures. 

The college administratively established an "instruction materials fee" 
at $10 per student during 1972-73. Since other University of California 
campuses do not have a comparable fee, and Hastings students otherwise 
pay all comparable fees, a question of equity arises. We believe the college 
should maintain a student fee schedule which corresponds to those of 
other university campuses and utilize the normal budgetary procedures 
for funding additional instructional services. 

New Remedial Writing Program 

Hastings instituted a program for teaching legal writing and research 
during 1972-73 which is proposed for continuance in 1973-74. This pro­
gram would add 3.5 man-year instructor positions and one related clerical 
position to the classroom element of the instruction program budget for 
a total General Fund cost of $30,000. 

Program justification states that students coming to Hastings do not 
possess adequate training in writing. After speculating about causes for 
this lack of writing competence, the college concludes, "reasons aside, the 
deficiency exists, and it falls on the law school to teach writing if students 
are to graduate with minimal competence in using a fundamental tool of 
the trade, the written word." 

The program is conducted by two part-time facult~ members and 23 
part-time instructors (3.5 man-years) who are either lawyers serving as 
clerks to judges in nearby courts or local practicing attorneys. The pro­
gram consists of lectures and multiple writing assignments. The assign­
ments are critiqued on an individual student basis by an instructor. 

Substantial Decline in Student/Faculty Ratio 

We recommend that the instruction program budget request for three 
new faculty positions be reduced by one position for a General Fund 
savings of approximately $25,3()(). 

The instruction program budget includes an increase of three faculty 
positions in the theory practice element. This requested faculty increase 
is nonworkload related since enrollment remains the same. 

Table 3 contrasts Hastings student/faculty ratio with other law schools 
outside California which reported ratios of 30 or more students for each 
instructor. Fall, 1971 enrollment data were drawn from a special study 
based on information published by the American Bar Association. 

Table 3 indicates Hastings possessed the highest student/ faculty ratio in 
the nation.in 1971. Substantial faculty increases during 1972-73 reduced 
this ratio to 32.4 to 1. The 1973-74 budget proposal would raise Hastings 
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Table 3 
National Law Schools Reporting 
Student/Faculty Ratios over 30:1 

Fall. 1971 

Item 322 

Student/faculty 
Institution Students FTE faculty Ratio 

Harvard .:...................................................... 1,922 63 30.5 to 1 
Louisiana State............................................ 916 30 30.5 to 1 
Illinois............................................................ 792 25 31.7 to 1 
University of Texas .................................... 1,671 48 34.8 to 1 
Albany School of Law.............................. 609 17 35.8 to 1 
Hastings ................ :....................................... 1,527 41 37.2 to 1 

FfE faculty count to 49.2 and would result in a further reduction of the 
student/faculty ratio to 30.5 to 1. This recent and rapid reduction in the 
student/faculty ratio has contributed substantially to the escalation of 
Gen~ral Fund cost per student. In 1971-72 this per student cost figure was 
reported at $788 and is projected at $1,314 for 1973-74. 

, Our recommendation raises the question of what constitutes an appro­
'priate student/faculty ratio now that Hastings has achieved some degree 
of comparability with other major law schools. 

Legal Educational Opportunity Program (LEOP) Grants Reduced Again 

We recommend an augmentation of $48,550 to aid 209 legal educational 
opportunity students with an average grant of $800 during 1973-74. 

The board's new policy would provide for 75 first-year legal educational 
opportunity program (LEOP) students annually. The former policy 
provided for 85. 

Table 4 shows the recent history of LEOP, the effect of the .budget 
proposal and the effect of our recommendation. 

Table 4 
S..ummary of LEOP Students Receiving Aid 

Actual Actual Estimated Proposed 
1970-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 

First year ..................... : .. 39 77 73 68 
Second year. .................. . 14 35 76 70 
Third year ..................... . 15 25 71 

Total ............................ 53 127 174 209 
Budgeted ........................ $35,650 $102,650 $102,650 $118,650 
Per student .................... $673 $808 $590 $568 

Analyst 
recommendation 

68 
70 
71 

209 
$167,200 

$800 

In last year's Analysis we reported that continuing the same dollar level 
($102,650) into 1972-73 would require either a reduction in the number 
of new first year awards (to 22) or a reduction in the $808 average grant. 
The Legislature augmented the budget to carry the 1971-72 program 

. forward without any reductions. This augmentatiop. was vetoed and the 
board chose to maintain the number of students being served which, in 
turn, reduced the average grant from $808 to $590. . 

The college has found from past experience that 90 percent of the 
students who enter under LEOP require financial aid grants of about $800. 
Therefore, to provide support to thos~ second and third year students 
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already in the program and to provide 68 new grants (i.e., 90 percent of 
75 new LEOP students) at an average grant of $800 requires a funding 
level of $167,200. 

Because the Governor's Budget would provide $118,650, the board again 
wOl"ld be faced with a choice of reducing the number of new grants to 7 
at an average grant of $800 or, as shown by the table, supporting 68 new 
LEOP students and reducing the average grant further to $568. Our rec­
ommendation would continue the existing college LEOP at an average 
$800 level. 

Student Aid Utilized for Operating Expenses and Equipment 

We recommend the recent reduction of $21,600 in student aid educa­
tional fee deferments be applied to other student aid programs rather 
than to general operating expenses and equipment. 

We recommended in last year's Analysis that budgeted educational fee 
deferments, a form of student aid, be reduced by 4 percent ($21,600) 
based on a history of the number of deferments actually awarded. We 
recommended the $21,600 be applied to augment other student aid pro­
grams. 

The Legislature chose to maintain the existing level of student aid edu­
cational deferments and augment other student aid programs with addi­
tional General Fund moneys. 

The college subsequently implemented our recommendation by reduc­
ing student aid educational fee deferments by $21,600, but, contrary to our 
original recommendation, applied the proceeds to fundadditiortal general 
office space and to purchase equipment. 

If this $21,600 reduction in student aid is to be continued, we would 
again recommend it be applied to support other student aid programs. 

Construction Project Duplication 

We recommend a $13,000 reduction in minor construction projects to 
prevent potential duplication of two previously budgeted and funded 
projects. 

The 1972-73 budget provided (1) $10,000 for .a special construction 
project to extend a stairway in one building from the first floor to the 
basement and, (2) $3,000 for office alterations. The 1973-74 budget pro­
posal again includes these requests. If these projects were to be deferred 
to 1973-74, these budgeted amounts should be reported as an unexpended 
balance. Since they are not, we have assumed the funds will be expended 
during 1972-73 and our recommendation would eliminate duplicate fund­
ing for these projects in 1973-74. 
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CALlr=ORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

Items 323-325 a from the Gen-
eral Fund Budget p. 215 Program p. 11-937 

altern 324 provides for salary increases and is discussed on page 191 of this Analysis. The amounts are"not 
included in these totals. . 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................ $407,883,744 
Estimated 1972-73 ............................................................................ 378,377,700 
Actual 1971-72 .................................................................................... 316,250,107 

Requested increase $29,506,044 ( 7.8 percent) 
Increase to improve level of service $1,676,000 

Total recommended reduction .. ,................................................... $576,778 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Department Chairman. Reduce $243,935. Recommend 
re9uction in the department chairman conversion pro­
gram. 

2. Management Training. Reduce $J()(J,OOO. Recommend 
deletion of funds for a proposed management training in~ 
stitute. 

3. Innovative Programs. Reduce Item 325 $300,000. Recom­
mend $300,000 in funds for new innovative programs in 
1973-74 be deleted. 

4. Recommend special legislative review of the Center for 
Advanced Medical Technology at California State Univer­
sity, San Francisco. 

5. Indian Teacher Education. Augment $49,309. Recom­
mend augmentation of $49,309 to support the Indian 
Teacher Education program at Humboldt. 

6. Out of State Tuition. Reduce Budget Bill $200,000. Rec­
ommend out-of-state tuition be increased to $1,300 in 1973-
74 for a reimbursement increase and General Fund savings 
of $200,000. 

7. Recommend chancellor's office critically analyze the aca­
demic performance of EOP students at Fullerton, Los An­
geles, San Bernardino, Bakersfield, Hayward, Pomona and 
Sonoma. 

8. Educational Opportunity Program. Augment $1,026,240. 
Recommend restoration of student grant funds for 2,451 
third and 1,825 fourth year EOP students in 1973-74 for a 
General Fund augmentation of $1,026,240. . 

9. Educational Opportunity Program. Augment $332,640. 
Recommend first year EOP enrollments be increased from 
3,500 FTE to 4,220FTE with related grant funds for an 
augmentation of $332,640. Recommend the Legislature 
critically evaluate the trustees rationale for not implement­
ing authorized new enrollee levels in 1971-72 and 1972-73. 

AnalysiS 
page 

807 

811 

813 

814 

813 

820 

821 

825 . 

825 
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10. Student AffiJirs. Reduce Budget Bill $180,000. Recom- 831 
mend chancellor's office student affairs activity funding be 
shared by the materials and service fee on a similar basis 
as the individual campus programs for a 1973-74 General 
Fund savings of $180,000. 

11. Analytic Studies. Reduce $7'1.560. Recommend analytic 832 
studies unit of the chancellor's office be abolished for a 
1973-74 General Fund savings of $77,560. 

12. Audit. Reduce $100,000. Recommend proposed trustees 833 
audit staff augmentation be reduced 5 positions in 1973-74 
for a General Fund savings of $100,000. 

13. Housing Expense. Reduce $49,200. Recommend $49,200 833 
budgeted in 1973-74 for college presidents' housing ex­
penses be deleted. 

14. Recommend General. Funds budgeted for support of the 835 
Academic Senate be continued as a separate Budget Act 
item to allow future monitoring of the Academic Senate's 
role in collective bargaining. 

15. Salary Savings. Reduce $734,272. Recommend salary sav- 835 
ings requirements be maintained at the current year level 
for a General Fund savings of $734,272 in 1973-74. 

Summary of Recommended Fiscal Changes 
to 1973-74 Budget 

Acb'vity 
1. Twelve-month department chairmen .. 
2. Management Training Institute ........... . 
3. Innovative Programs ...............•................ 
4. Indian Teacher Education Program ... . 

. 5. Out-of-state tuition increase ................. . 
6. Educational Opportunity Program 

a. Third and fourth-year grants ........... . 
b. First-year grants ................................. . 

7. Student affairs office ............................... . 

Reducbons 
$-243,935 

-100,000 
-300,000 

8. Analytic studies unit. ................................ -77,560 
9. Trustee audit staff .................................... -100,000 

10. Housing allowances .................................. -49,200 
11. Salary savings........................................... ... - 734,272 

Totals ........................................................... - $1,604,967 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Funding 
Augmentabon General Fund Fees 

$-243,935 
-100,000 
-300,000 

$+49,309 +49,309 
-200,000 $+200,000 

+1,026,240 +1,026,240 
+332,640 +332,640 

-180,000 + 180,000 
-77,560 

-100,000 
-49,200 

-734,272 

+$1,408,189 -$576,778 +$380,000 

In accordance with the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the 
Donahoe Act (Chapter 49, Statutes of 1960, First Extraordinary Session) 
requires the California State University and Colleges (CSUC) to provide 
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and in professions and applied 
fields which require more than two years of collegiat'e education and 
teacher education, both for undergraduate students and graduate stu­
dents through the master's degree. The doctoral degree may b«;l awarded 
jointly with· the University of California or private institutions. Faculty 
research, using facilities provided for and consistent with the primary 
function of the state colleges, is authorized. 



798 / HIGHER EDUCATION Items 323-325 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-Continued 

Governance 

The California State University and Colleges system is governed by the 
21-member board of trustees created by the Donahoe Act. The board 
consists of five ex officio members including the Governor, the Lieutenant 
Governor, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Speaker of the 
Assembly and the chancellor, and 16 regular members appointed by the 
Governor and confirmed by two-thirds of the State Senate for eight-year 
terms. The trustees appoint the chancellor, who serves at the pleasure of 
the board. It is the chancellor's responsibility as the chief executive officer 
of the system to assist the trustees in making appropriate policy decisions 
and to provide for the effective administration of the system. 

The California State University and Colleges presently operate 19 cam­
puses with an estimated 1973-74 fiscal year full-time equivalent enroll­
ment of 233,290. Additional college sites located in Ventura, Contra Costa, 
and San Mateo Counties have beEm fully acquired. 

Admissions 

In accordance with the master plan of 1960, the system has restricted 
admission of new students to those graduating in the highest third of their 
high school class as determined by overall grade point averages and col­
lege entrance examination test scoreS. There is an exception which allows 
admission of no more than 4 percent of the students who would not 
otherwise be qualified. Transfer students may be admitted from other 
four-year institutions or from junior colleges if they have maintained at 
least a 2.0 or "c" average in prior academic work. To be admitted to upper 
division standing, the student must also have completed 60 units of college 
courses. Out-of-state students must be equivalent to the upper half of the 
qualified California students to be admitted. To be admitted to a graduate 
program, the minimum requirement is a bachelor's degree from an ac­
credited four-year institution. However, individual programs may desig­
nate more restrictive standards. 

Enrollment Data 

In 1973-74 the full-time equivalent student enrollment throughout the 
state college system is expected to increase 5,120 FTE over the budgeted 
1972-73 base of 228,170 FTE for a total of 233,290 FTE. Table 1 reflects the 
enrollment distribution for the 19 colleges, the off-campus center and the 
international program. 

Table 1 
Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

Rel!!2.rted BudlI.eted 
Academic year 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 

San Diego ........................................ 18,833 20,247 20,184 ,22,300 22,350 
Long' Beach .............. : ....................... 19,004 19,854 19,954 20,500 20,500 
San Jose ............................................ 18,704 19,074 19,383 20,650 21,000 
Northridge ........................................ 15,613 17,843 18,065 18,920 19,000 
Los Angeles ...................................... 14,673 15,348 15,254 16,500 16,000 
San Francisco .................................. 13,628 14,446 14,152 15,200 15,600 
Sacramento ...................................... 11,938 12,639 14,146 14,200 15,000 
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Fullerton ..... , .................................... 9,508 10,656 11,406 13,100 14,100 
Fresno ................................................ 11,274 12,334 12,666 14,000 14,000 
San Luis Obispo .............................. 10,668 11,777 11,437. 12,000 12,500 
Chico .................... " ............................ 8,690 9,661 10,036 11,000 11,400 
Pomona .............................................. 7,172 7,835 8,755 9,500 10,250 
Hayward ............................................ 7,671 9,149 9,702 10,910 10,200 
Humboldt ......................................... 4,825 5,253 5,428 6,200 6,500 
Dominguez Hills ............................ 1,582 2,262 2,941 3,940 5,000 
Sonoma .............................................. 3,147 3,866 4,712 4,800 4,800 
Stanislaus .......................................... 1,962 2,355 2,357 2,800 3,100 
San Bernardino ........... , .................... 1,608 2,003 2,151 2,500 2,500 
Bakersfield .... : ................................... 852 1,495 1,900 2,400 
Bakersfield OCC ............................ 475 
International Programs ................ 379 379 340 360 360 --

Totals-academic year .............. 181,254 197,833 211,705 221,290 226,560 

Summer quarter 
Los Angeles ...................................... 2,720 3,145 3,718 3,330 3,220 
Hayward ............................................ 1,040 1,319 1,199 1,350 1,210 
San Luis Obispo .............................. 638 888 1,043 1,130 1,200 
Pomona .............................................. 714 894 841 1,070 1,100 

-' T~t~~er quarter .......... 5,112 6,246 6,801 6,880 6,730 

Grand totals ...................................... 186,366 204,079 211,365 b 228,170· 233,290 
Change 
Numbers ............................................ 19,775 17,713 7,286 16,805 5,120 
Percent .............................................. 11.9 9.5 3.6 7.9 2.2 
" December 1, 1972, estimate of 223,210, 
b Budgeted 221,020 FfE. 

Long-Range Enrollment Projections 

Current long-range plans for enrollment growth through 1980-81 are 
'shown in Table 2. The data shown in Table 2 are part of an interim trustee 
study required by the 1972 Budget Conference Committee and reflect a 

Table 2 
Enrollment Allocations Annual FTE Projected to 1980-81 

Reported Projected 
Campus 1971-72 1972-73 1974-75 1976-77 1978-79 198()...81 

Bakersfield ................ 1,495 1,900 2,900 3,800 4,600 5,000 
Chico .......................... 10,036 11,000 11,800 12,600 13,300 13,900 
Dominguez Hills ...... 2,941 3,940 5,900 7,400 8,500 9,100 
Fresno ........................ 12,666 14,000 15,400 17,000 18,200 18,500 
Fullerton .................... 11,406 13,100 15,100 16,900 17,800 18,500 
Hayward ........... : ........ 10,901 10,910 12,060 13,710 15,000 15,700 
Humboldt .................. 5,428 6,200 6,800 7,400 8,000 8,400 
Long Beach .............. 19,954 20,500 21,400 22,700 23,600 24,300 
Los Angeles .............. 18,972 16,500 17,500. 18,400 19,200 19,800 
Northridge ................ 18,065 18,920 20,800 22,200 23,100 23,800 
Pomona ...................... 9,596 9,500, 10,950 12,250 13,350 14,200 
Sacramento ................ 14,146 14,200 16,400 17,700 18,700 19,400 
San Bernardino ........ 2,151 2,500 2,900 3,700 4,500 5,100 
San Diego 1 ................ 20,184 22,300 22,350 24,250 26,200 26,600 
San Francisco ............ 14,152 15,200 16,000 17,300 18,200 18,800 
San Jose ...................... 19,383 20,650 22,500 24,100 25,200 25,900 
San Luis, Obispo ...... 12,480 12,000 13,000 14,000 14,700 15,300 
Sonoma ...................... 4,712 4,800 5,400 7,000 8,000 8,600 
Stanislaus .................... 2,357 2,800 3,400 4,000 4,600 5,100 

Total ........................ 211,025 220,920 242,560 266,410 284,750 296,000 
1 Calexico Center data included as part of California State University, San Diego. 
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significant downturn in long-range projections of a year ago. Former pro­
jections estimated 315,500 FrE and 321,300 FfE in 1979-80 and 1980-81 
respectively. Current projections show a decrease of 25,300 FfE in 1980-
81 to 296,000 FTE.· . 

In addition to the enrollment decrease, the ultimate campus sizes for 
the individual colleges were revised downward by the trustees in Decem­
ber 1972 as shown in Table 3. They also are in response to the 1972 Confer­
ence Committee directive. 

Table 3 
Board of Trustees 

Current and Recommended College Ceilings 

Current 
FTE (8-5) 

ceiling 
Bakersfield . ................... ............ ......... ...... ............... ........ 12,000 
Chico ................................................................................ 12,000 
Dominguez Hills ............................................................ 20,000 
Fresno .............................................................................. 20,000 
Fullerton .......................................................................... 20,000 
HaYward .......................................................................... 15,000 
Hwnboldt ........................................................................ 8,000 
Long Beach...................................................................... 20,000 
Los Angeles...................................................................... 16,800 
Northridge ...................................................................... 20,000 
Pomona ............................................................................ 20,000 
Sacramento ...................................................................... 20,000 
San Bernardino .............................................................. 20,000 
San Diego ........................................................ :............... 20,000 
San Francisco .................................................................. 16,000 
San Jose ............................................................................ 17,000 
San Luis Obispo.............................................................. 12,000 
Sonoma ......... :.................................................................... 12,000 
Stanislaus ....... ............... .............. ......................... ............. 12,000 

Totals ............................................................................ 312,800 

Significant Enrollment Decrease 

Converted 
8-10 

ceiling 
18,000 
18,000 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 
22,500 
12,000 
30,000 
25,200 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 
24,000 
26,200 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 

469,900 

Rec:FTE 
(annual, 

academic year) 
ceiling with 

25,{}()(} 
maximum 

12,000 
14,000 
20,000 
20,000 
20,000 
18,000 
10,000 
25,000 
25,000 
25,000 
20,000 
25,000 
12,000 
25,000 
20,000 
25,000' 
15,000 
10,000 
12,000 

353,000 

As shown in Table 1 FTE enrollments beginning in 1971-72 have begun 
to drop dramatically over previous projections. The 1971-72 budget was 
based on an FfE count of 221,020, but only 211,365 materialized. The most 
recent 1972-73 estimate is 223,210 FfE or a drop of 4,960 FfE from the 
budgeted 228,170 FTE. 

Immediate conclusions should not be drawn from this data alone. It only 
represents FfE. Table 4 is a breakdown of full-time (more than 12 units) 
and part-time (12 units or less) head-count students. This demonstrates 
the magnitude of the total number of students which must be served in 
the areas of admissions, library, registration and counseling. These figures 
differ from FfE figures in that they represent actual head count while one 
FfE represents the enrollment for 15 units of classwork. As an example, 
. one FfE can be a single student taking 15 units, three students taking five 
units or five students taking three units. 
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Table 4 

Fall Term Head-Count Enrollment 

FaD-time Part-time 
Fall Number Percent Number Percent Total 

1965.................................................. 98,852 63.8 56,075 36.2 154,927 
1966.................................................. 110,274 65.1 59,246 34.9 169,520 
1967................................................... 122,426 66.0 63,175 34.0 . 185,601 
1968 .................. ,............................... 141,447 66.8 70,175 33.2 211,568 
1969 ... :.............................................. 153,634 68:3 71,203 31.7 224,837 
1970 ........................................... :...... 166,876 69.1 74,683 30.9 241,559 
1971.................................................. 172,136 65.6 89,945 34.4 262,081 
1972 (est.) ...................................... n/a n/a 276,550 

The data indicate a continued growth in total enrollments, but a recent· 
shift towards part-time status. The effect of this is to decrease the total 
FTE count as shown in Table 1. Explanations for the shift to part-time and 
reduced course loads by students include (1) the pressures on male stu­
dents from the draft system have decreased, (2) a tighter national eco­
nomic condition has increased part-time job retention and (3) the 
significantly increased student faculty ratio in 1971-72 has reduced the 
number of sections offered to students who consequently take less units. 
This latter situation will be discussed elsewhere in this analysis under the 
instruction program. 

San Diego, San Jose and San Luis Obispo will exceed their recommend­
ed ceilings prior to 1980-81. This situation can be corrected by stronger 
redirection policies. 
Self-SlJPport Enrollments 

Additional enrollments occur in the self-supporting extension and sum­
mer session programs as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 
Summer Session and Extension Program Enrollments 

Net enrollment Annual FTE 
Year Extension Summer session Extension Summer session 

1966-67 .................................. 43,758 72,683 4,718 11,578 
1967-68 .................................. 50,768 74,357 5,492 11,294 
1968-69 ................................. : 56,680 76,744 6,391 11,567 
1969-70 .................................. 67,608 75,464 7,084 12,331 
197()':'71 .................................. 76,881 72,947 7,724 11,768 
1971-72.................................. 79,800 69,554 7,930 11,303. 
1973-74 Budget Overview 

The 1973-74 Governor's Budget request for operation of the California 
State University and Colleges system totals $407,883,744 from the General 
Fund and $595,527,150 from all sources of funds. In addi,tion, $34,260,000 
is requested from the General Fund for salary increases which makes the 
total General Fund request $442,143,744 'as follows. 

Budget Act 197~74 
Item. Activity Amount 
323 Support .............................................................................................................................. $406,301,105 
324 Salary increase ................................................................................................................ 34,260,000 
325 Innovation ........................................................................................................................ 1,582,639 

Total ................................................................................................................................................ $442,143,744 
CSUC salary increases contained in Item 324 are discussed on page 191 

of this analysis. 
Table 6 reflects the total 1973-7 4 budget by program .classification struc-

ture and source of funds. . 
Table 7 is the budget by program over a three-year period. 
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Table 6 
Source of Funds by Subprogram 

(197~74 Governor's Budget) 

Items 323-325 

Special funds 
General Fund Conlinuin){ education 

Net Reim· Total Summer 
Program General Fund bUIYeJJJents General Fund session Extension Total 

Instruction 
Regular instruction .......................................... $272,389,62.3 $14,230,477 $286,620,100 
Special session instruction .............................. $6,HI1;1I2 $6,107,112 
Extension instruction ...................................... $3,005,089 3,005,089 

Total Instruction .......................................... $272,389,62.3 $14,230,477 $286,620,100 $6,107,112 $3,005,089 $9,162,001 

Research 
Institutes and research centers .................... 

. Individual and project research .................... 238,009 238,009 

Total Research .............................................. $238,009 $238,009 

Public service 
Continuing education ...................................... 
Campus community service .......................... -$100,(0) 412,934 312,934 100,794 100,794 

Total public service ...................................... -$100,(0) $412,934 $312,934 $100,794 $100,794 

Academic support 
Ubraries; ............................................................. 25,700,994 4ffi,810 26,189,804 29,224 1,028 30,252 
Audiovisual services ........................................ 4,774,002 441,652 5,216,254 22,771 8,328 31;099 
Computing support ....... , .................................. 5,175,990 5,175,990 29,459 18,645 48,104 
Ancillary support .............................................. 6,005,100 1,/n'i,loo 

Total academic support .............................. $37,536,766 $650,462 $38,387,226 $81,454 $26,001 $109,455 

Student services 
Social and cultural development .................. 103,637 1,626,347 1,731,984 
Supplementary educational services ............ 108,650 108,650 
CoUD.jeling and career guidance .................. 1,767,731 8,587,416 10,355,147 20,116 20,116 
Financial aid ...................................................... 4,365,888 3;261,625 36,626,513 96 96 
Student support ................................................ 883,412 B,141,725 9,025,137 ~ ~ 

Total student services .................................. $7,229,'3IB $5O,6IB,I13 $57,847,431 $27,140 $27,140 

Institutional support 
Executive management .................................. 11,374,009 1,363,61B 12,737,677 1,231,839 1,249,699 2,481,536 
Financial operations ........................................ 4,944,249 1,31B,I55 6,262,404 133,165 162,040 295,005 
General administrative service .................... 14,576,491 4,240,000 IB,816,551 155,094 62,176 177,270 
Logistical services ............................................ 15,484,712 15,484,712 132,500 58,125 190,630 
Physical plant operations ................................ 40,512,756 331,673 40,844,629 90,591 4,276 94,867 
Faculty and staff services .............................. 2,588,633 2,588,&'¥l 
Community relations ...................................... 1,387,132 211,660 I,57B,792 00,000 35,159 95,959 

Total institutional support .......................... $90,829,037 $7,485,366 $98,293,403 $1,763,994 $1,571,475 $3,335,469 

Independent operations 
Institutional operations .................................... 4,956,775 4,956,775 
Outside agencies .............................................. 5,788,766 5,788,766 

Total independent operations .................. $10,745,561 $10,745,561 

Grand Total ............................................................ $407,883,744 $84,500,922 $492,444,666 $7,979,700 $4,BI5,359 $12,795,009 
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Special Iimds 
Total 

special 
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AUIiliary organizations Foundations 
Special 

educational 
Dormitory AUIiliary ParidDg funds (Activity) (Activity) (Activity) Total project Research Crand totals 

$286,600,100 
$6,1(11,112 6,1!Y1,1I2 

__ __ ___ 3,055,009 ___ ___ __ __ __ __ 3,055,<el 

$9,162,001 $295,782,301 

$5,721,<00 5,721,<00 
__ __ ___ ___ ____ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ 2,381,1m 

$5,959,1m 

lfAl,794 lfAl,794 
_______________________________ 312,_934_. 

$lfAl,794 $473,728 

30,252 26,200,006 
31,099 5,247,353 
48,104 5,224,004 

__ __ __ __ ___ ___ __ __ __ __ 1,~,IfA) 

$100,455 $38,496,683 

- (Student activities) 
$9,SI2,<OO 

00,116 
96 (Bookstore) 

11,543,984 
$9,812,<00 108,650 

(Food 10,375,263 
Service) (Housing) 36,~,fAl9 

$1,719,635 $12,938 __ $1,739,501 $25,550,<00 $13,900,000 $2,400,<00 $41,850,<00 __ __ 52,614,636 

$1,719,635 $12,938 

436,891 8,705 

855,559 99,131 
3,510,471 139,066 

----
$4,002,921 $246,902 

- $1,759,713 $35,362,<00 $13,900,<00 $2,400,<00 $51,662,<00 $111,2$,144 

- $2,481,538 
007,500 948,301 

177;l10 
1,250,304 2,395,624 

550,29.5 4,294,629 

__ 95,959 

$2,1nl,009 $10,393,321 

(Other misc.) 

$2,125,<00 
15,219,215 

$2,125,<00 9,335,705 
18,993,821 
17,BfAl,336 
45,139,258 
2,588,636 

___ ___ __ __ __ __ 1,674,751 

$2,125,<00 $2,125,<00 $110,811,724 

(Spec. proj.) (Agriculture) 
$1,950,<00 $1,7fAl,<OO $3,710,<00 $IS;l19,<OO 26,945,775 

________________ . __ __ __ 5,788,788 

$1,950,<00 $1,7fAl,000 __ $3,710,<00 $1B;n9,<OO __ $32,734,561 

_$6_,522,556 __ $259_,840_ _$2,_1nl_,009 __ $2_1,585_,484_ === === ====. _$57_,497_,<00 __ $I_S;l1_9,<oo_ _$5_,72_1,<00 __ $595_,5'!1_,1_00 



Table 7 
CSUC Budget Summary 1971-72 to 1973-74 

Personnel Actual Estimated Proposed 
Summary of program requirementsJ 71-72 7~73 73-74 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 

Primary progr3IIls: 
I. Instruction .................................. 16,859.1 17,820.2 18,266.6 $236,151,846 $278,453,992 $295,782,301 

II. Research ...................................... 4.2 21.7 18.7 ·5,841,486 6,054,343 5,959,009 
III. Public service ............................ 10.7 29.7 29.8 360,787 452,872 473,728 

Support . Programs: 
IV. Academic support .................... 2,158.4 2,396.2 2,426.3 31,947,364 38,125,337 38,496,683 

V. Student service ........................ 1,690.2 2,038.1 .2,106.9 97,457,343 110,206,555 111,269,144 
VI. Institutional support ................ 6,276.1 7,022.7 7,296.4 89,486,854 100,744,626 110,811,724 

VII. Independent operations .......... 662 772.4 818.3 30,497,306 32,217,801 32,734,561 

Totals, programs .................................... 27,660.7 30,101 30,963 $491,744,986 $566,255,526 $595,527,150 
Reimbursements ................................ -656.4 -810.1 -853 -78,734,268 -87,211,219 -84,560,922 ---

Net totals, programs .............................. 27,004.3 29,290.9 30,110 $413,010,720 $479,044,307 $510,966,228 
General Fund ................... , .................................................................................. 316,250,107 378,377,7()() 407,883, 7 44~ 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .......................................................... 11,890,693 13,668,143 12,795,059 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ................................................................................ 5,184,334 5,544,965 6,522,556 
Auxiliary Enterprise Fund ................................................................................ 219,984 225,705 259,840 
Parking Revenue Fund .................................................................................... 1,657,329 1,873,794 2,008,029 
Foundations .......................................................................................................... 24,121,310 24,000,000 24,000,000 
Auxiliary operations ............................................................................................ 53,688,963 55,354,000 57,497,000 
Federal (reimbursements) .............................................................................. (28,899,716) (35,571,945) (30,476,850) 

1 Include~ expenditure~, but not per~onnel man-years, for auxiliary operations and foundations-special projects. 
• Does not include $34,260,000 proposed for salary increases. 

ChanlIe 
Amount 

$17,328,309 
995,334 
20,856 

371,346 
1,062,589 

10,067,098 
516,760 

$29,271,624 
-2,641,297 

$31,921,921 
29,506,044 

-873,084 
977,591 
34,135 

134,235 

2,143;000 
-5,095,095 

Percent 

6.2% 
-14.3 

4.9 

1.0 
1.1 

10.0 
1.6 

5.2% 
-3.0 

6.7% 
7.8 
6.4 

17.6 
15.0 
9.9 

3.9 
14.3 
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The $29,506,044 General Fund increase in 1973-74 over the 1972-73 base 
is the result·of (1) enrollment growth of 5,120 FTE ($4,130,970), (2) price 
and nonenr6llment related workload increases ($23,699,074) and (3) new 
program funds ($1,676,000). . 

The second factor is a significant one. It reflects that without enrollment 
growth the California State University and Colleges budget would in­
crease 6.3 percent. In analyzing the details of this increase, the following 
factors apply. 

Factors Cost Total 
Salaries 

1. Merit salary adjustments ..................................................... . $3,460,360 
2. Full year funding of 1972-73 positions .......................... .. 2,062,670 
3. Faculty promotions ....................................................... ; ....... . 1,898,1ll 

Subtotal .............................................................................. .. $7,421,141 
Fringe benefits 

4. Workmen's compensation .................................................. .. $64,850 
5. Unemployment compensation ........................................... . 767,850 
6. Health benefits .................................................................... .. 458,391 
7. OASDI ..................................................................................... . 5,132,262 

Subtotal .............................................................................. .. $6,423,353 
Price increases 

8. General ............................................... : .................................. .. $3,716,580 
Special increases ' . 

9. New buildings ....................................................................... . $666,395 
10. Salary savings r~duction ..................................................... . 734,272 
11. Sabbatical leaves .................................................................. .. 319,028 

550,009 
100,000 

12. Commwtications ............................................................... ; .. .. 
13. Utilities .................................................................................... .. 

Subtotal .............................................................................. .. $6,086,275 
Personnel increases indirectly 

related to enrollment growth 
14. Instructional administration ............................................... . $400,000 
15. Master teacher funds ........................................................... . 160,000 
16. Library staff ........................................................................... . 220,000 
17. EDP staff ................................................................................ .. 609,000 

100,000 
327,000 
200,000 

18. Counseling ............................................................................ .. 
19. Executive management .................................................... ' .... . 
20. Business management ......................................................... . 
21. Security .................................................................................. .. 100,000 
22. Admissions and records ...................................................... .. 100,000 
23. Physical plant ........................................................................ .. 400,000 

Subtotal ............................................................................... . $2,616,000 
24. Systemwide provisions and offices .................................. .. 680,827 

Miscellaneous 
25. Reclassification, overtime, training, miscellaneous ...... .. 471,478 

Total ..................................................................................... . $23,699,074 

A significant amount of the increase occurs in costs related to existing 
personnel ($14,897,794) such as increasd OASDI payments, merit salary 
increases, and full-year funding of positions established in 1972-73. Other 
of the increases occur due to (1) the opening of new buildings ($666,395), 



Instruction 1971-72 
Program elements 

A. Regular instruction .................................... 16,103.0 
B. Special session instruction ........................ 553.2 
C. Extension instruction (for credit) .......... 202.9 

Total Program costs ............................................ 16,859.1 
General Fund ........................................ .......... 16,103.0 
ReimbUrsements ............................................... 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ......... 756.1 

Table 8 
Instruction Program Expenditures 

1971-72 to 197~74 
Personnel Expenditures 
1972-73 1973-74 1971-72 1972-73 

16,943.0 17,492.6 $227,262,823 $268,345,050 
617.5 511.2 6,524,015 7,130,762 
259.7 262.8 2,365,008 2,978,180 

17,820.2 18,266.6 236,151,846 278,453,992 
16,943.0 17,492.6 211,802,258 253,302,516 

15,460,565 15,042,534 
877.2 774.0 8,889,023 10,108,942 

1973-74 

$286,620,100 
6,107,112 
3,055,089 

295,782,301 
272,389,623 
14,230,477 
9,162,201 

Chan,f!e 
Amount Percent 

$18,275,050 
-1,023,650 

76,909 
17,328,309 
19,087.107 
-812,057 
-946,741 

6.8% 
-14.1 

2.6 
6.2 
7.5 

-5.4 
-9.4 
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(2) utility and communication rate increases ($650,000), (3) general price 
increases ($3,716,580), and (4) workload increases. 

I. Primary Programs 

Instruction 
The instruction program consists of all formal instructional activities in 

which a student engages to earn credit toward a degree. The program 
consists of three subprograms which include regular instruction, summer 
session instruction and extension instruction. 

Proposed Budget 
The expenditures for the instruction program are shown in Table 8. 

Regular Instructi()n 

The regular instruction subprogram includes all state-funded expendi­
tures for the normal classroom, laboratory and independent study activi­
ties. Instructional administration which includes deans and department 
chairmen are also included in this item. Collegewide administrators above 
the dean of school level are under institutional support elsewhere in the 
budget. 
Instructional Administration 

Positions for instructional administration up to but not including the 
vice president for academic affairs are included in the instruction pro­
gram, Such positions are authorized according to specific formulas and 
include (a) deans of academic planning, deans of undergraduate studies, 
deans of instructional services, deans of graduate studies and deans of 
schools, (b) coordinators of teacher education, (c) academic planners, (d) 
department chairmen and (e) related clerical positions. 

Twelve-Month Department Chairman 

In the 1972-73 budget $1,187,926 was provided for the conversion of 50 
percent of the department chairmen positions (those with mor~ than 25 
faculty positions) from nine-month appointments to 12-month appoint­
ments. In September 1972 implementation of the program was made 
wherein each campus was required to convert to a 12-month appointment 
each chairman of a department to which 25 or more FTE faculty positions 
are aSSigned or where special workload factors justified the conversion. 
Some waivers were granted and most positions were allowed to carry a 
teaching load of one course if required. As of December 1972 approximate­
ly 218 positions have been converted systemwide with a corresponding 
expenditure obligation of $928,Q76. 127 conversions were based on depart-
mental size and 91 were based on special workload factors. . 

We recommend a 1973-74 reduction of $243,935 in the department 
chairman conversion program. The 1973-74 budget contains $1,251,453 for 
full-year funding of the program authorized in 1972-73. In evaluating the 
documentation presented, it appears that the 1972 program was over 
funded by approximately 12 percent. Of the $1,187,926 provided in 1972-
73, colleges only requested and were allocated a~proximately $928,076 on 
a full-year basis with nearly 40 percent allocated to departments with less 
.than 25 faculty. The chancellor's office wants to allocate all the funds. 
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However, we believe that such action is premature in light ofthe newness 
of the program and the reduced college demand. An important compo­
nent of the program authorized by the Legislature was the language 
"subject to an annual report being submitted to the trustees by the col­
leges on the results of administrative procedures employed to assure that 
faculty meet their assigned duties, particularly classroom teaching." Until 
such a report is evaluated, it appears more prudent to maintain the 1972-
73 status. 

1973-74 Faculty Staffing 

The 1973-74 budget authorizes 369.3 FTE additional faculty positions 
than in 1972-73 to meet the enrollinent increase of 5,120 FTE students. 
Thi.s increase represents (a) a continuation of the 1972-73 student faculty 
ratio of 17.9 to 1 implemented by the Legislature and approved by the 
Governor, and (b) an augmentation of 75.3 additional faculty positions 
with related clerical support. We believe that this additional faculty sup­
port is justified particularly in light of the decrease in student courseload 
discussed in the enrollment section of this analysis. It is proposed that 252 
of the 369.3 positions be selectively allocated by the chancellor's office for 
additional sections to be offered in high demand academic areas. We 
believe that a system of selective allocation of faculty positions is funda­
mental to academic management and concur with the proposal. 

Table 9 reflects the systemwide growth in faculty positions and the 
related student-faculty ratio. 

Table 9 
Estimated. and. Actual Student-Faculty Ratios 

Faculty 
Year Estimated Actual 

1966-67 ...................................................... 8,154.5 7,7'}1}..7 
1967-08 ...................................................... 8,842.9 8,545.8 
1968-69 ........ :............................................. 10,001.3 9,592.7 
1969-70 ...................................................... 11,333.0 11,176.1 
1970-71 ...................................................... 12,343.5 11,749.0 
1971-72 ...................................................... 12,081.3 11,785.3 
1972-73 ...................................................... 12,698.8 
1973-74 (est.) .......................................... 13,068.1 

Student­
Faculty ratio 

. Estimated Actual 
15.83:1 16.86:1 
16.27:1 17.21:1 
16.10:1 17.35:1 
15.92:1 16.67:1 
16.36:1 17.34:1 
18.27:1 17.91:1 
17.94:1 
17.82:1 

Faculty characteristics and workload indicators are shown in Table 10. 

1973-74 Faculty Staffing Method 

The 1973-74 budget initiates the use of a new technique for determining 
faculty position requirements. This method is based upon expected out­
put, as measured by average number of student credit units taught per 
full-time equivalent faculty position. The approach is expected to provide 
(a) a programmatic (output) oriented expression of resource require­
ments and (b) campus flexibility in such matters as class size and mode 
of instruction. 

The major factors which led to the decision to change are (a) for the 
past two budget cycles (1971-72 and 1972-73), the Department of Finance 
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Table 10 
Faculty Workload Indicators 1 

Indicators Fall 1969 . Fall 1970 Fall 1971 Change 
Faculty FTE 2 ................................................ 10,425.0 11,542.1 11,336.0 -274 
Percent of regular faculty with Ph.D ..... 56.2 58.1 60.2 +2.1 
Enrollment FTE 3 ......................................... 181,254 199,127 208,268 +9,142 
Student-faculty ratios .................................. 17.4 17.3 18.4 +1.1 
Regular iilstruction section load per FI'E 

faculty .................................................... 3.9 3.8 3.7 -0.1 
Lecture and lab contact hours per faculty 

FTE ........................................................ 12.8 12.5 12.5 
Independent study contact hours per fac-

ulty FTE ................................................. 3.6 4.2 4.4 +0.2 
Total contact hours per faculty FI'E ...... 16.4 16.7 16:9 +0.2 
Average class size ........................................ 28.4 27.9 28.4 +0.5 

, Lecture and lab wru per faculty FI'E .. 10.9 10.8 ILl +0.3 
Independent study wru per faculty FI'E 1.4 1.6 1.7 +0.1 
Total wru per faculty FiE ...................... 12.4 12.4 12.8 +0.4 
SCH perWTU· ............................................ 21.75 21.63 22.96 +1.33 
SCH per faculty FiE .................................. 260 259 276 +17.0 
1 Based on actual experience not budgeted. 
• A full-time-equivalent (FTE) faculty teaches 12 weighted teaching units (WTU). 
3 A full-time-equivalent (FTE) student enrolls in 15 credit units. . 
• Student credit-hours per weighted teaching unit. 

has rejected the traditional faculty staffing formula in favor of a student 
faculty ratio for the entire system; (b) a study of this matter by a statewide 
task force consisting of representatives of the Department of Finance, the 
Legislature, the coordinating Council for Higher Education, the Univer­
sity of California, and the California State University and Colleges pro­
duced a recommendation that a new budgeting method based on output 
rather than input measures be used; and (c) there has always been some 
concern about the workload associated with the preparation of worksheets 
required by the old faculty staffing formula. Its detailed outline of 
proposed courses and sections was prepared 18 months before the courses 
were offered and produced data of limited value since the proposed 
course offerings were significantly changed when the instructional pro­
gram offerings were finalized. 

The new faculty staffing approach uses the experience of the past three 
years (1969-70, 1970-71 and 1971-72) on student credit units (SCU) per 
full-time equivalent faculty (FTEF) position (the SCU/FTEF ratio), ex­
pressed by campus and by instructional discipline categories. The ratios 
are then divided into projections of SCU to obtain the number of faculty 
required by campus and discipline as summarized for the system in Table 
11. . 

Table 12 shows the past and proposed systemwide average student­
faculty ratios and the comparable student credit unit/full-time-equivalemt 
faculty ratios. . 
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Table 11 
System Average Productivity Measure 

Student Credit Unit per Full-Time-Equivalent Faculty 

Discipline 
category FaD 1969 1 FaD 1970 FaD 1971 3 yr. avg. 

Agriculture and natural resources.......................... 210 197 224 210 
Architecture and environmental design .............. 2!J1 192 188 196 
Area studies.................................................................. 379 333 452 388 
Biological sciences ...................................................... 228 244 2fJl 246 
Business and management ...................................... 312 299 324 312 
Communications ........................................................ 240 254 289 261 
Computer and information sciences ...................... 261 246 268 258 
Education ...................................................................... NA 217 236 227 
Physical education ...................................................... NA 199 198 198 
Industrial education .................................................. NA 223 . 231 227 
Engineering.................................................................. 165 165 172 IfJl 
Fine and applied arts ................................................ 219 213 223 218 
Foreign languages ...................................................... 227 220 236 226 
Health professions ...................................................... NA 311 334 323 
Nursing.......................................................................... NA 92 111 102 
Home economics ..................... ,.................................. 253 270 298 274 
Letters .......................................................................... 289 283 298 290 
Library science ............................................................ 230 205 265 233 
Mathematics ................................................................ 270 270 271 270 
Physical sciences ........................................................ 229 233 245 235 
Psychology .................................................................... 324 337 356 339 
Public affairs and services ........................................ 252 241 288 260 
Social sciences.............................................................. 361 342 362 355 
Interdisciplinary studies............................................ 340 384 314 346 
All categories .............................................................. 261 259 276 265 
1 Separate data not available on education, physical education, and industrial education, nor on health 

profeSsions and nursing for fall 1969. The entry in the last column for these five categories therefore 
represents a two- rather than. a three-year average. 

Table 12 

Student 
Budget·Year Faculty Ratio 

19fJl-68 ................................. : ......................................................................... 16.38 
1968-69 .......................................................................................................... 16.21 
1969-70 .......................................................................................................... 15.98 
1970-71 .......................................................................................................... 16.26 
1971-72 .......................................................................................................... 18.25 
1972-73 (est.) .............................................................................................. 17.90 
1973-74 (proposed) .................................................................................... 17.82 

1973-74 Trustees Request 

Student Credit Unit 
Per PTE Faculty 

246 
243 
240 
244 
274 
269 
2fJl 

The trustees requested a 17.01 student-faculty ratio or 255 SCU/FTEF 
producing a need for 666.7 additional faculty over the Governo_r's budget 

. at a cost of $8.9 million. 
The chancellor's office maintains that the higher student-faculty ratios 

of recent years has forced a reduction in the number of sections offered 
students and a resultant reduction of student courseload. We are aware of 
the reduced student courseload, but factors mitigate the Chancellor's ar­
gument such as (a) it is not a consistent phenomenon systemwide, (b) 
male students do not feel compelled to maintain full-time status since 
pressure from the military draft has been reduced, and (c) faculty work-

) 
I 
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load has not· been noticeably increased to add extra sections. We have 
reviewed the request in light of the chancellor's office data .and believe 
that there is insufficient justification for the trustees proposal. We recom­
mend the Governor's Budget containing a student-faculty ratio of 17.82 
and 369.3 new faculty. ' 

Failure to Comply with Legislative Mandate 

The 1971 Conference Committee directed: 
"The Department of Finance in cooperation with the California State 
Colleges, the University of California, the Coordinating Council for 
Higher Education and the Office of Legislative Analyst initiate a study . 
of alternative methods of budgeting for faculty positions based on the 
concept of faculty productivity. Evaluations of the new budgeting ~ys­
tern shall be made by the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst for consideration by the 1972 
Regular Legislative Session." 
While a study was made of this issue, the department did not issue a 

report for subsequent evaluation. The exact policy of the Department of 
Finance towards faculty budgeting remained vague during the 1972 legis­
lative hearings to the extent that the 1972 Budget Conference Committee 
specifically directed: 

"The Department of Finance report on faculty, budgeting mandlltecl by 
the 1971 Conference Committee be submitted to the Legislature by 
January 1, 1973." 
As of January 1973 such a report has not been submitted. The depart­

ment maintains the report will be completed prior to the legislative hear-
ings. . 

Management Development Institute Proposed 

We recommend deletion of $100,{)()() in funds for a management training 
institute. 

The 1973-74 budget proposes the establishment of a management train­
ing institute budgeted at $100,000. The concept of the institute would be 
to upgrade management skills of California State University arid Colleges 
personnel. While we do not disagree that such a program is desirable we 
have some difficulty with this proposal since there is no detailed proposal 
available for legislative review. This proposal was not included in the 
trustees request. In subsequent negotiations between the Chancellor's 
staff and the Department of Finance $100,000 was included in the Gover­
nor's Budget based on a general policy decision without a specific written 
proposal. We believe that it is bad budgeting to fund unspecified proposals 
and consequently recommend deletion of the 1973--74 $100,000 appropria­
tion. 

Innovative Programs 

The 1972-73 budget established a state funded innovative and improve­
ment program for instruction at a level of $1.3 million. With these funds 
the chancellor's office established a central staff which reviewed 138 indi­
vidual campus proposals. From the 138 proposals 37 were funded as shown 
in Table 13. . . 
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Campus 
Bakersfield 
Chico 

DomiIiguez Hills 

Fresno 
Ftillerton 

Hayward 

Humboldt 
Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

Northridge 
Pomona 

Sacramento 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

Table 13 
1972-73 Innovative and Improvement Pilot Projects 

Budget Items 292 and 291 

Project 

Modules for individualized instruction ....... . 
1. Credit by Examination ............................... . 
2. Faculty Development Center ................. . 
3. Innovative Uses of Media in Mathematics 
4; lTV-Art ..................................................... ... 

Total Chico ................................................. ... 
1. Teaching large classes ............................... . 
2. Science data base ......................................... . 
3. Support for Carnegie project ..........•......... 

Total Dominguez Hills ............................... . 
Alternative modes of instruction ................. . 
1. Minicourses in natural science ................. . 
2. Basic finances self-paced learning 

modules ......................................................... . 
3. General education alternative ap-

proaches ........................................................ .. 
Total Ftillerton ............................................ .. 

Business administration competency based 
program .................................................... ; .... . 

Science General Education .......................... .. 
'1. Learning Assistance Center-Academic 

Aids ................................................................ .. 
2. Weekend College ....... ~ ............. , .................. . 

Total Long Beach ........................................ .. 
1. Nursing self-paced learnings .................... .. 
2. Nursing equipment .................................... .. 
3. ,Nursing lTV ................................................ .. 

Total Los Angeles ........................................ .. 
Informational Retrieval by Television ........ .. 
1. Project Alliance .......................................... .. 
2. Biological Sciences-Audio Tutorial ........ .. 

Total Pomona .............................................. .. 

Item 
292 

$74,622 

6,921 
6,490 

49,033 

4,635 
36,028 
7,722 

22,572 
22,801 

7,576 

11,671 

36,300 
43,946 

35,549 
145,846 

7,477 
39,779 
69,541 

84,560 
23,739 
, '160 

1. Engineering Productivity .......................... 32,408 
2. Engineering self-paced instruction .......... 20,466 
3. U-Curve plotting .......................................... 16,066 

Total Sacramento ......................................... . 
1. Chemistry labs ............................................. . 
2. Credit by Examination ............................... . 
3. Comprehensive Examination ................... . 

Total San Bernardino ............ ; ...................... . 
1. ETV Education ........................................... . 
2. Chemistry Lab Integration ....................... . 
3. Mathematics ................................................. . 

Total San Diego ......................................... ... 
1. Peer Instruction ........................................... . 
2. General Studies-Project. .......................... . 

Total San Francisco .................................. : ... , 

2,040 
10,450 
19,774 

57,339 
35,063 
27,048 

9,386 
3,921 

Item 
291 

$24,840 

24,833 

3,752 
'6,211 

15,919 

9,676 

1,447 

38,176 

15,918 

44,373 
12,454 

8,088 
22,547 

Amount 
$74,622 

87,284 

73,218 
26,324 

73,854 

37,747 
43,946 

219,571 

132,715 
84,560 

80,726 

68,940 

62,899 • 

119,450 

27,139 
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San Jose 1. Special Education-lTV ................................ $37,243 
2. Instructional Development ........................ 45,948 

Total San Jose .............................................. .. 
San Luis Obispo --.................................................................. .. 
Sonoma 1. English Major ................................................ 10,130 

Stanislaus 
Open System 

2; Mentorship Teaching ModeL.................... 29,749 
3. integrated Studies AB ........ :....................... 25,903 

Total Sonoma ................................................ .. 
--................................................................... . 
Computer Assisted Instruction ...................... 46,fJT7 

Total ................................................................ .. 
Total All Colleges .......................................... $1,166,579 

Central Administration .................................................................... .. 
Grand Total ................................................... . 

1973-74 Proposed Innovation Budget 

$16,026 
$99,217 

9,676 

75,458 

46,fJT7 -_. 
$267,768 $1;434,347 

$106,396 
$1,540,743 

We recommend that $300,000 in funds for new innovative programs in 
1973-74 be deleted from Item 325. 

The 1973-74 budget proposes the continuation of this program at a level 
of $1,582,639. The proposal is that most of the existing projects ($949,584) 
continue with the addition of a few unspecified additional projects ($633,-
055), We supported the concept of this program in 1972-73. However, we 
have several concerns as to the program implementation: (1) we are 
concerned with the use by this program in 1972-73 of $267,768 and 21.4 
faculty positions budgeted separately in the regular instruction budget 
(Item 291) to meet innovative program needs. (Mter inquiring into the 
matter we have been assured that they were utilized in student contact 
situations and that this will not occur in 1973-74), (2) the 37 1972-73 
projects have not been critically evaluated by the chancellor's staff as to 
their success or failure, and (3) the 1973-74 budget contains $633,055 for 
approximately 20 additional new programs. 

We believe that new program funds of this magnitude are premature. 
The current 37 pilot projects covering a wide spectrum of program activi­
ties have just been initiated. Until there has been some evaluation of these 
efforts to be used as input for future program direction, we believe that 
the addition of new projects should be tightly controlled. Our proposal 
allows $333,055 for approximately 10 new projects which is sufficient for 
program stability. 

Humboldt Indian Teacher Education Program 

We recommend that the 1973-74 budget be augmented $49,309 to sup­
port the Indian teacher education program at Humboldt. In 196~70 the 
Humboldt campus initiated with the use of federal funds a unique teacher 
education program in order that Native American Indian students could 
within four years complete a teaching credential specializing in the needs 
of the Indian community schools. Eighteen students were enrolled in 
1969-70 followed by 12 additional in 1970-71 and 14 in 1972-73. The 
uniqueness of the program involves (1) the type of student enrolled, (2) 
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a requirement that each student spend at least eight hours per week, in 
addition to normal student teaching, in community classrooms and (3) a 
special six-week summer training institute involving Indian education 
matters. 

In the current 1972-73 year the program has been frozen at an enroll­
ment level of 48 students with only five new enrollees. This situation 
occurs mainly due to federal plans to withdraw funding by 1975-76. The 
federal government assumes that if the program meets California's needs 
then the state will fund it. The trustees have reviewed the need and 
supported the program through a request for $49,309 to allow for the 
addition of 10 new enrollees in 1973-74 and the continuation of the sum­
mer institute. This request is not included in the Governor's Budget. 
However, we believe that it does have merit and should be funded by the 
Legislature. 

San Francisco Center for Advanced Medical Technology 

We recommend special legislative review of the Center for Advanced 
Medical Technology at San Francisco. In recent years health care facilities 
have been subject to the utilization of new sophisticated diagnostic equip­
ment. This equipment is usually handled by staff level medical technolo­
gists who are trained by institutions of higher education and certified by 
the state. To aid in this effort, the San Francisco campus, Division of 
Biology, used federal grants to equip and operate a series of diagnostic 
laboratories in a center for advanced medical technology which offers a 
postbaccalaureate program for allied health science personnel. 

In 1970-71 federal funds for the program's operation were withdrawn 
and a General Fund augmentation request was made to the Legislature 
but deIiied. In 1972-73 augmentation funds were again requested and the 
conference committee included $27,000 in the budget for the center pre­
sumably as matching funds for a new $157,000 federal grant. The federal 
grant was denied. 

The program has managed to continue at a minimum level of service 
in 1972-73 by utilizing the $27,000 and small amounts of private funding. 
$104,000 has been requested by the Trustees to continue the program in 
1973-74 but the program is not included in the Governor's Budget. We 
have requested specific data as to the scope of the project proposed by the 
trustees in 1973-74 and thereafter. The scope has not been presented at 
this time. However, due to previous legislative interest in the matter we 
recommend that the issue be addressed by the legislative fiscal commit­
tees. 

International' Programs 

Expenditures ................................................. . 
Man-years ................................................... ... 
Enrollment. .................................................. . 

Actual 
1971-72 
$476,500 

17.2 ' 
340FTE 

Estimated 
197~73 

$556,598 
17 

348FTE 

Proposed 
1973-74 
$556,598 

17 
360FTE 

In 1973-74 the California State University and Colleges system will oper-
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ate centers in 11 foreign countries as shown in Table 14. 
Table 14 

International Programs Student Assignments 1972-73 and 1973-74 

197~73 197~74 

Denmark............................................................................................................................ 10 
France ................................................................................................................................ 55 50 
Germany-Berlin.............................................................................................................. 7 

Heidelberg .................................................................................................................... 28 35 
Israel-Jerusalem.............................................................................................................. 10 8 

Tel Aviv .......................................................................................................................... 10 8 
Italy .................................................. ;................................................................................... 79 62 
Japan ..................................................................................................................................... 10 10 
Mexico ................................................................................................................................ 30 
Spain-Granada ................................................................................................................ 20 25 

Madrid ............................................................................................................................ '1:l 25 
Sweden-Stockholm ........................................................................................................ 5 

Uppsala............................................................................................................................ 62 65 
Taiwan ................................................................................................................................ 18 20 . 
USSR.................................................................................................................................... 1 
United Kingdom .............................................................................................................. 16 12 

Totals .......................................................................................................................... 348 360 

Under this program upper division and graduate shidents can study 
abroad at a cost which would be'similar to studying in California in an 
on-campus residency situation. The academic programs are restricted to 
complement a student's degree program. The state expenditure program 
supports the program's administration, program directors and supplemen­
tal tuition expenses. 

In 1971-72 the program administration was reorganized to operate out 
, of the Chancellor's office as a supplement to the regular academic pro­
gram instead of as an independent operation. In addition, refunds totaling 
~approximately $260,000 were made to previous students. This action was 
necessary in light of certain management improprieties under its former 
operation. We believe that the program is an important one insuring 
academic variety and experience in specified areas of study. 

2. Research and Public Service 

The California State University and Colleges faculty is authorized to 
perform research activities which are consistent with the primary teach- . 
ing function. Public service is concerned with making available to the 
various communities services and capabilities that exist within the college 
system. Examples of such service include extension courses which are not 
part of a degree curriculum, conferences, institutes, radio, San Diego 
educational television and consultation. 

Proposed Budget 

Research ......................................................... ... 
Public service ................................................. . 
Reimbursements and special funds ........... . 

Actual 
1971-72 

$5,841,486 
360,787 

6,202,273 

Estimated 
197~73 

$6,054,343 
452,872 

6,507,215 

The amounts shown for research include 

Proposed Change 
197~74 Amount Percent 

$5,959,009 $-95,334 1.5 
473,728 20,856 4.8 

6,432,737 -74,478 1.2 

those projects handled 



Table 15 
Academic Support Program 

Expenditures 1971-72 to 1973-74 

Academic support 
Program elements: 

A. Libraries ........................................ .. 
B. Audiovisual services .................. .. 
C. Television services ...................... .. 
D. Computing support.. ...... ; ............ . 
E. Ancillary support ........................ .. 

Total Program costs ............................ .. 

1971-72 

1,539.0 
274.3 
48 

194.3 
102.8 

2,158.4 

General Fund...................................... 2,148 
Reimbursements .................................. .. 

Personnel 
1972-73 

1,639.5 
337.1 
48 
227.8 
143.8 

2,396.2 

2,388.1 

Continuing Education Revenue Fund 10.4 10.1 
1 Includes roll forward of$2 million from 1971-72 savings. 

197~74 

1,665.4 
343.6 
48 

229.2 
140.1 

2,126.3 

2,416.4 

9.9 

1971-72 

$22,643,606 
3,398,473 

703,645 
3,890,918 
1,310,722 

31,947,364 

31,131,070 
730,954 
85,340 

Expenditures 
Academic support 

1972-73 

$26,580.404 1 

4,139,378 
842,131 

4,785,963 
1,777,461 

38,125,337 

37,178,122 
814,729 
132,486 

197~74 

$26,220,056 
4,379,653 
. 8IfT,700 
5,224,094 
1,805,180 

38,496,683 

37,536,766 
850,482 
109,455 

Change 
Amount - Percent 

$-360,348 
240,275 
25,569 

438,131 
27,719 

371,346 

358,644 
35,733 

-23,031 

-1.3% 
4.8 
2.4 
9.7 
1.6 
1.0 

0.9 
4.3 

-17.4 

00 -en 

" 
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through the system's foundation operations. This action is in accordance 
with the 1972 Legislative Conference Committee directive. The San 
Diego educational telvision is budgeted at the current year funding level. 

II. SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

1. Academic Support Program 

The academic support program is composed of those subprograms 
which aid through the retention, presentation and display of materials, or 
provide services which directly assists the academic functions of the sys­
tem. The budget identifies five subprograms for academic support which 
include (a) libraries, (b) audiovisual services, (c) television services, (d) 
computing support and (e) ancillary support. Expenditures for the aca­
demic support program are shown in Table 15. 

Libraries 

The library function includes such operations as the acquisition and 
processing· of books, pamphlets, periodicals and documents, the mainte­
nance of the catalog and indexing systems, the distribution of reference 
services to students and faculty and the administration of these activities. 

Current systemwide holdings are shown in Table 16. The 1973-74 
budget proposes to' extend the current year workload level and book 
acquisition program. These levels were reviewed extensively by the Legis­
lature in 1972-73 and were established after deleting approximately $2 
million from a more ambitious program proposed by the trustees. 

Table 16 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES LIBRARY HOLDINGS 

Total 
Holdings 197~73 holdings Estimated FTE 

asoE budgeted asoE enrollments Holdings 
Campus 6/30/72 acquisitions' 6/30/73. 197~73 perFTE 

San Diego ...................... 580,862 37,569 618,431 22,300 27.7 
San Jose .......................... 582,802 33,255 616,057 20,650 29.8 
Long Beach .................. 522,663 38,926 561,589 20,500 27.4 
Los Angeles .................. 536,458 33,284 569,742 19,830 28.7 
Northridge ..................... 473,865 41,569 515,434 18,920 27.2 
San Francisco .............. 455,996 26,055 482,051 15,200 31.7 
Sacramento .................. 412,358 36,212 448,570 14,200 31.6 
Fresno ............................ 405,292 33,569 438,861 14,000 31.3 
San Luis Obispo .......... 332,825 27,427 360,252 13,130 27.4 
Fullerton .... : ................... 319,737 28,784 348,521 13,100 26.6 
Hayward ........................ 373,253 28,212 401,465 12,260 32.7 
Chico .............................. 342,709 30,069 372,778 11,000 33.9 
Pomona .......................... 222,046 22,356 244,402 10,570 23.1 
Humboldt ...................... 167,483 14,927 182,410 6,200 29.4 
Sonoma .......................... 162,405 20,213 182,618 4,800 38.0 
Dominguez Hills .......... 110,913 12,785 123,698 3,940 31.4 
Stanislaus .: .................... 110,995 12,113 123,108 2,800 44.0 
San Bernardino ............ 143,968 12,499 156,467 2,500 62.6 
Bakersfield .................... 67,027 10,142 77,169 1,900 40.6 

Total ............................ 6,323,657 499,966 6,823,623 227,800 30.0 
Budgeted 1973-74 ........ 500,000 
• Does not include approximately 89,250 library volume acquisitons to be funded by special augmentations 

from 1971/72 fiscal year savings pursuant to Section 10.12 of the 1971 Budget Act. 
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Computing Support 
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In addition to normal cost increases, the 1973-74 budget provides $105,-
000 for increases in the systemwide timesharing capacity to keep up with 
increasing instructional demands. Time sharing allows for the use of in­
teractive computer terminals, usually teletypes, to support various instruc­
tional programs on the campuses on a "time-shared" basis. This means that 
one computer is being "shared" by up to 126 students or instructors at one 
time. 

Funds in the amount of $116,000 are also provided for specific conver­
sions of CDC 3150 computers on the campuses. Mter conversion, these 
smaller computers will be able to utilize the state and national standard 
computer programming language, ANSICBOL. Primary advantages to 
using this standard language are the easy interchange of programs be­
tween campus and chancellor's office users (regardless of computer used) 
and fewer program conversions in case of future computer changes. 

The balance of $150,000 is provided for pilot implementations at four 
campuses of an automated student registration and scheduling system. 
The system will be standard with the exception of minor local differences. 
It is anticipated that there will be improved utilization of instructional 
facilities, scheduling of classes, and standardization of student records for 
faster processing. ' 

2. Student Services Support Program 

The student services support progtam includes a variety of services to 
students which are financed partially or completely from revenues from 
the student materials and service fee. For budgetary purposes, services are 
identified by social and cultural development, supplementary educational 
service, counseling and career guidance, financial aid and student support. 

The expenditures for the student services program is shown in Table 17.' 

Student Fees 

Students in the California State University and Colleges system are 
subject to one of the lowest fee schedules in the country. This situation 
arises from one of the basic recommendations of the 1960 master plan 
which was for the respective governing boards to "reaffirm the long­
established principle that state colleges and the University of California 
shall be tuition free to all residents of the state." A review of historical 
practice indicates that neither segment has, as a matter of fact, been 
entirely tuition free. 

Tuition has been authorized by statute since 1862 at the state colleges. 
Prior to 1933 various course fees were charged depending upon the indi­
vidual course taken. From 1933 to 1953 the state colleges charged a small 
tuition which amounted to $17 per year until 1953 when it was merged 
with the materials and service fee. Although no "tuition" has been 



Table 17 
StudentSel'Vices Program Expenditures 

1971-72 to 1973-74 
Personnel .Expenditures 

Student services 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 1971-72 197~73 

Program Elements 
A. Social and cultural development ...... 122.1 130.6 . 134.2 $10,616,171 $11,053,072 
B. Supplementary educational service 11.7 30.7 30.7 76,~8 148,588 
C. Counseling and career guidance ...... 671.8 7~ 802.4 7,838,378 9,723,557 
D. Financial aid ................. ; ........................ 198.2 207.5 209.9 32,709,093 39,705,079 
E. Student support .................................... 686.4 882.3 929.7 46,216,823 49,576,259 

Total Program costs ...................................... 1,699.2 2,038.1 2,106.9 97,457,343 110,206,555 

General Fund.............................................. 1,422.1 1,726.5 1,763.5 1,830,214 6,567,643 
Reimbursements ........................................ -'- 46,538,548 53,049,793 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ........................ 261.2 307.7 338.8 1,557,797 1,105,166 
Auxiliary Enterprise Fuild ....................... 0.9 2.4 2.4 4,675 7,242 
Auxiliary organizations .............................. 47,471,412 49,458,()(){) 
Continuing Education. Revenue Fund .. 6 1.5 2.2 5,469 21,711 

1973-74 

$11,543,981 
151,123 

10,332,490 
36,626,609 
52,614,638 

1ll,269,141 

7,229,31Q 
50,6,18,113 
1,719,635 

12,938 
51,(J62,()(){) 

27,140 

Chan!I..e 
Amount Percent 

$490,912 4.5% 
2,835 1.9 

608,933 6.3 
-3,078,470 -7.7 

3,038,379 6.1 
1,062,589 1.0 

664,675 10.0 
-2,431,650 4.6 

614,469 55.4 
5,696 79.1 

2,204,()(){) 4.4 
5,429 24.5 

I 
~ 
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~ 
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charged since then, statutory authorization still exists in Section 23753 of 
the Education Code which limits the yearly tuition that may be charged 
to $25. The materials and service fee for 1973-74 is proposed to continue 
at $118 per academic year. 

Fee Schedule 

The proposed budget includes the fees and related revenues shown in 
Table 18. 

Table 18 
Student Fees and Related Revenue 

1971-72 to 1973-74 

Actual Estimated Estimated 
Type of 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

Fee Fee Revenue Fee Revenue Fee Revenue 
Materials and service 

fee ........................... . $118 $29,593,706 $118 $30,668,524 $118 $32,000,000 
Nonresident fee ............. . 1,110 5,570,073 1,110 5,480,441 1,110 3,742,807 
Application fee .............. .. 20 4,178,831 20 4,240,789 20 4,508,800 
Miscellaneous ................ .. 1,414,756 1,510,346 1,474,360 
Student body fee ........... . up to $20 5,218,000 up to $20 5,408,000 up to $20 5,598,000 

Totals ........................... . $45,975,366 $47,308,100 $47,323,967 

Out-of-State Tuition 

We recommend that out-oE-state tuition be increased to $1,3(]() in 1973-
74 for a reimbursement increase and General Fund savings of $200,(}()(). 

As shown in Table 18 out-of-state tuition revenues are decreasing signifi­
cantly. This situation arises primarily from the recent legislation lowering 
the age of majority to 18 which allows students to declare residency after 
one year. Previously an out-of-state student under the age of 21 was re­
quired to pay the current $1,110 fee annually. The full cost impact in 
1973-74 is estimated to be $1,367,156 in lost reimbursements. 

This fee which is designed to cover a student's cost of instruction has not 
been increased since 1970-71. We believe that in light of the new residen-

. cy law and in light of annual inflation factors since 1970-71, an increase of 
the fee to $1,300 is appropriate. The increase would be approximately 15 
percent or 5. percent per annum. Including a lO-percent factor for diver­
sion the increased 1973-,-74 reimbursements would be approximately $200,-
CK)O. . 

Educational Opportunity Program 

The California State College Educational Opportunity Program was 
established by Chapter 1336, Statutes of 1969. This program consists of 
authorizing state grants to economically disadvantaged students up to a 
$700 maximum grant per academic year to be administered by the trust­
ees. The amount shall be sufficient to cover the cost of the student's 
tUition, books and room and board as determined by the trustees along 
with other financial aid resources. The students must be residents who are 
nominated by agencies authorized by the trustees. The trustees set stand­
ards and select from the list of nominations. Each college must receive 
program approval and may receive program funds for directors, counse-
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lors and advisers from the trustees. Academic progress records of each 
student receiving a grant must be kept by the trustees. 

The Scholarship and Loan Commission's regular state competitive 
scholarship program funds cannot be used for Educational Opportunity 
Program (EOP) grants authorized by Chapter 1336. 

In the state college program the EOP students are selected through 
special admissions criteria. Up to 4 percent of entering students are grant­
ed admission despite the fact that they are ineligible under normal aca­
demic admissions criteria which are restricted to qualifying only the upper 
one-third of high school graduates. Chapter 1336, 1969, specifies that EOP 
students are to receive special state grants to offset their economic disad­
vantages and tutoring and counseling services to offset the disadvantages 
of their previous educational training. 

The program was initially funded in 1969-70. Enrollments and state 
funding through 1973-74 are shown in Table 19. 

Table 19 
State College Educational Opportunity Program Enrollments 

and State Funding Authorizations 

NewFTE 
Year enroUments 

1969-70 ............. :............................ 3,150 
1970-71 .............. ,........................... 3,500 
1971-72 .................... :..................... 3,500 I 

1972-73 (est.) .............................. 3,500 2 

1973-74 (proposed) .................. 3,500 3 

1 Legislature authorized 3,755 FIE 
• Legislature authorized 4,130 FIE 
3 Trustees requested 3,661 FIE 

Ethnic Composition 

TotalFTE 
enroUed 

3,150 
6,020 
8,428 

10,384 
10,576 

Student 
grants 

(in miUions) 
$1.2 

1.9 
0.4 
2.2 
2.3 

Tutoring and 
counseling 

services 
(in miUions) 

$1.1 
1.3 
1.3 
1.5 
1.6 

EOP enrollments for fall 1971 totaled 3,689 students with an ethnic 
composition as follows: American Indian 147 (4%); black 1,608 (43.6%); 
Chicano 1,508 (40.9%); Oriental 224 (6.1 %); white 150 (4.1 %); and other 
52 (1.4%). 

Performance 

We recommend that the chancellor's office critically analyze the aca­
demic performance of EOP students at Fullerton, Los Angeles, San Ber­
nardino, Bakersfield, Hayward, Pomona and Sonoma. Academic 
performance at the first six colleges appears to be deficient while con­
versely, Sonoma's performance appears to be remarkable. 

Academic performance data for fall 1971 EOP enrollees is shown in 
Tables 20a and 20b .. Persistence data on a sample group of fall 1969 enrol­
lees is shown in Table 21. 

The attrition rate in the sample for 1969 Educational Opportunity Pro­
gram enrollees admitted as first-time freshman exceptions was slightly 
higher than that for Educational Opportunity Program transfer excep­
tions. The difference may be attributed to the fact that transfer students 
have become more acclimated to the college experience. The differences 



Table 20a 
Mean Entering and First-Year College Grade Point Average by Exception Basis of Admissions 

Fall 1971 Educational Opportunity Program Enrollees 

First-time freshman Lower division transfer Upper division transfer" 
exce{!.tion exce{!.tion (probationarD 
Entering First'year b Entering First-year Entering First-year 

Campus No. CPA coUege No. CPA coUege No. CPA coUege 
Bakersfield .............. 22 2.55 1.70 11 2.39 1.63 1 1.77 2.12 
Chico ........................ 45 2.16 1.91 19. 2.10 2.28 5 1.86 2.56 
Dominguez Hills .. 79 2.10 1.74 72 1.89 2.17 9 1.84 (2.74) 
Fresno ...................... 114 2.47 2.11 54 2.26 2.25 10 1.87 2.08 
Fullerton ................ 94 2.32 1.66 20 1.90 1.33 11 1.70 1.81 
Hayward ................ 1ll 2.32 2.00 85 2.28 1.86 2 1.90 1.80 
Humboldt .............. 26 2.43 2.26 31 2.30 2.44 0 0 0 
Long Beach ............ 231 2.24 2.06 69 1.87 2.16 27 1.79 2.15 
Los Angeles ............ 296 2.37 1.79 150 1.89 1.95 23 1.73 1.96 
Northridge .............. 244 2.26 1.99 93 2.09 2.11 5 1.99 1.73 
Pomona .................. 49 2.40 1.95 14 2.28 1.78 3 1.86 2.12 
Sacramento ............ 59 2.29 2.41 41 2.33 2.65 3 1.43 1.77 
San Bernardino .... 42 2.30 1.88 15 2.02 1.53 2 1.86 2.68 
San Diego .............. 208 2.31 1.94 181 2.29 2.05 22 1.89 2.09 
San Francisco ........ 69 2.17 2.40 107 2.41 2.59 40 1.73 2.50 
San Jose .................. 260 2.37 2.04 113 2.15 2.28 30 1.82 2.33 
San Luis Obispo .... 38 2.44 1.93 16 2.19 2.19 3 1.95 2.21 
Sonoma .................... 30 1.82 2.46 27 1.89 2.60 8 1.76 3.19 
Stanislaus ................ 20 2.00 2.24 48 2.33 2.13 2 1.82 1.77 
Systemwide ............ 2,037 2.28 2.02 1,166 . 2.15 2.10 206 1.81 2.18 
• The systemwide first-year college grade point average for upper division transfer (probationary) does not include esc Dominguez Hills. The campus reported 

grades for only three of its nine upper division transfer (probationary) students. 
b The column "first-year college" refer to grades earned in the first year in the CSUC system. 
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Table 2Gb 
'Mean Entering and First Year College Grade Point Averages 

for Fall. 1971 Educational Opportunity Program Enrollees 
who met regular eligibility requirements 

First-time freshman 
Campus No. Entering CPA First year No. 

Bakersfield .................................................... • 
Chico .............................................................. 6 3.10 2.72 18 
Dominguez Hills .......................................... 4 3.00 2.52 11 
Fresno ............................................................ • 10 
Fullerton ........................................................ 25 3.14 1.89 13 
HayWard ........................................................ 2 2.54 2.55 7 
Humboldt ...................................................... 1 3.14 2.44 2 
Long Beach .................................................. 3 3.08 2.13 11 
Los Angeles .................................................. 15 2.92 2.21 15 
Northridge .................................................... 1 3.03 10 
Pomona .......................................................... 10 3.09 2.52 16 
Sacramento .................................................... 14 2.58 2.46 23 
San Bernardino ............................................ • 
San Diego ...................................................... 4 3.31 2.01 12 
San Francisco .............. ; ................................. • 
San Jose .. ; ....................................................... 4 2.63 1.47 3 
San Luis Obispo .......................................... 18 3.18 2.42 11 
Sonoma .......................................................... • 
Stanislaus ........................................................ 2 2:90 2.50 3 
Systemwide 2 ................................................ 109 2.97 2.30 165 
• Indicates that the campus admitted no students in category indicated. 

Transfer 
Entering CPA First year 

2.88 2.88 
2.46 2.81 
2.28 2.25 
2.47 1.82 
2.38 1.52 
2.26 2.14 
2.19 2.33 
2.38 2.07 
2.63 
2.42 2.31 
2.51 2.66 
• 

2.67 2.65 
• 

2.13 3.50 
2.62 2.14 

• 
2.35 2.04 
2.43 2.37 

1 California State University, Northridge, admitted one first-time freshman regular and 10 transfer regular students to its Educational Opportunity Program 
in fall 1971. First-year college grade-point averages for these students were not reported. 

• The systemwide grade point average excludes California State University, Northridge. 
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Table 21 
Comparison of Cumulative Grade Point Average and Attritio.n Rate 

For a Sample of Fall 1969 Entering Educational Opportunity Program and Regular Students by 
First-time Freshman (FTF) and Transfer Categories 

Cumulative median grade point average 
throuff.h lune 1972 Attrition rates 

ReJ<Uiar EOP ReJ<Uiar EOP 
Campus FTF Transfer FTF Transfer FTF Transfer FTF 

Bakersfield ................................... . Not included in study 
Chico ........................................... ... 2.62 2.49 2.20 2.61 23% 14% 36% 
Dominguez.Hills ....................... . 2.43 2.99 1.99 2.62 fiT 56 47 
Fresno .......................................... .. 2.79 2.62 2.12 2.24 37 59 62 
Fullerton .................................... .. 2.72 2.84 2.49 2.12 40 29 38 
Hayward ...................................... .. 2.87 2.99 2.55 2.49 33 58 45 
Humboldt.. ................................... . Not included in study 
Long Beach ................................. . 2.74 2.49 2.49 2.34 32 50 41 
Los Angeles ................................ .. 2.60 2.77 1.99 2.25 34 99 fiT 
Pomona .......... ; ............................. .. 2.85 2.29 1.81 2.37 37 38 28 
Sacramento ................................. . 2.79 3.12 2.05 2.00 35 50 69 
San Bernardino ........................... . 2.58 2.12 1.81 2.37 57 75 21 
San Diego .................................. .. 2.85 2.99 2.37 2.58 32 36 43 
San Fernando Valley ................ .. 2.68 2.62 2.28 2.16 38 47 38 
San Francisco ............................ .. 2.54 2.37 2.30 2.28 33 52 43 
San Jose ...................................... .. 2.71 2.74 2.29 2.31 41 33 42 
San Luis Obispo ........................ .. 2.61 2.31 2.34 No trans. 35 47 37 
Sonoma ........................................ .. 2.62 3.12 2.54 2.99 24 40 58 
Stanislaus ..................................... . 2.87 2.49 2.00 2.49 50 56 56 
Systemwide ................................. . 2.70 2.fiT 2.21 2.39 38.1 49.4 45.4 
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in attrition rate for regularly eligible and EOP students for the combined 
groups is not statistically significant. Thus, while there are some instances 
where one category of students persists at a markedly higher rate than the 
other, it can be said in general that EOP students and regular students 
display comparable persistence characteristics. 

The fall 1969 Educational Opportunity Program enrolled 3,150 new 
EOP students. Of this group 1,417 are still enrolled in 1972--73. Among 
those who have left are graduates and those who transferred to other 
institutions as well as those who withdrew or were disqualified for inade­
quate academic performance. This group of students represent the first 
numerically significant Educational Opportunity Program enrollee group. 
The retention rate systemwide is 4q.Opercent of the entering population. 

1973-74 EOP Budget Request 

We recommend the restoration of student grant funds for 2,451 third 
and 1,825 fourth year EOP students in 1973-74 for a General Fund aug­
mentation of $1,026,240. 

We recommend that first-year EOP enrollments be increased from 
3,5()() FTE to 4,220 FTE with related grant funds for an augmentation of 
$332,640. 

We recommend that the Legislature critically evaluate the trustees 
rationale for not implementing authorized new enrollee levels in 1971-72 
and 1972-73. 

Grants 

State-funded grants to EOP students are authorized by Chapter 1336, 
Statutes of 1969, at a level not to exceed $700 per enrollee. The funding 
formula adjusted for inflation provides $462 for first year enrollees and 
$231 for continuing enrollees. Such grants are then combined with addi­
tional financial aid programs including NDEA loans, work study and fed­
eral grants to complete a financial aid package. Budget policy on funding 
student grants has differed between the legislative and executive 
branches of government. 

As shown in Table 22 the Legislature has continually augmented grant 
funds primarily on the policy that all EOP enrollees through their fourth 
year of college should be provided for by the state program. However, the 

. budget reflects that only the first two years of enrollment are to be cov­
ered by the program. 

Table 22 
Legislative and Executive 

EOP Grant Funding 
1969-70 to 1972-73 

Executive 
budget 
request 

Year (millions) 
1969-70 ............................. " ............................ . 
1970-71 .. ;......................................................... $1.4 
1971-72............................................................ 0.4 
1972-73 ............ : .............................................. . 
1973-74............................................................ 2.3 

Legislative 
budget 

(millions) 

$1.2 
1.9 
2.7 
3.3 

n/a 

Final 
. budget 
(millions) 

$1.2 
1.9 
0.4 
2.2 

n/a 



Administration .............................................. .. 
NDEA loans .......................................... : ........ . 
Law enforcement (grants and loans) .... .. 
Nursing ........................................................... . 

Loans .......................................................... .. 
Scholarships ............................................... . 

Educational opportunity ............................ .. 
Federal ........................................................ .. 
State ............................................................. . 

Cuban loan program .................................. .. 
Work-study ..................................................... . 

On-Campus ....................... ~ ........................ .. 
Off-Campus ....... :: ........................................ . 

Total financial aids ..................................... ". 

Table 23 
CSUC Administered Financial Aid Programs 

Actual 
1971-72 

$1,845,229 
13,175,891 
1,128,710 
(750,926) 
498,003 
252,923 

(7,699,890) 
6,892,390 

807,500 
22,720 

(8,085,727) 
4,133,263 
3,952,464 

$32,709,093 

Estimated 
197~73 

$2,312,454 
14,925,000 
1,977,000 
(829,000) 
443,000 
386,000 

(9,687,875) 
7,531,875 
2,156,000 

(9,973,750) 
4,298,600 
5,675,150 

$39,705,079 

Budgeted 
1973-74 
$2,397,039 
13,326,081 
1,886,096 
(851,967) 
452,608 
399,359 

(10,059,479) 
7,773,041 
2,286,438 

(8,105,947) 
3,614,702 
4,491,245 

$36,626,609 

Change 
Amount 

$84,585 
-1,598,919 

-90,904 
(22;967) 

9,608 
13,359 

(371,604) 
241,166 
130,438 

(-1,867,803) 
-683,898 

-1,183,905 
-3,078,470 
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We believe that the legislative policy should be implemented. Econom­
ic disadvantage is. one of the major characteristics of EOP students 
through program design and administration. To assume that such students 
are in better financial condition in their third and fourth year of college 
enrollment is not a realistic expectation. To assume that other forms of 
financial aid can be relied on to fund the need is again unrealistic particu­
larly in light of decreasing financial aid resources as shown in Table 23. 

EOP Enrollment Cutback 

The second issue in the EOP program is that of enrollment level. The 
initial 1969:""70 program was funded at a new enrollee level of 3,150 FrE. 
In 1970-71 the level was increased to 3,500 FrE corresponding to system­
wide enrollment growth. In 1971-72 and 1972-73 the Legislature author­
ized continued growth to 3,755 FrE and 4,130 FrE respectively for new 
enrollees. The Legislative authorization included direct budget support 
and, in case of veto action, special budget act language in Section 28.7 for 
savings reallocations to be allocated to EOP. However, through chancel­
lor's office administrative restrictions, actual new enrollments in these two 
years were held at 3,500 FrE each. The 1973-74 budget again limits new 
enrollments to 3,500 FrE despite a systemwide enrollment increase of 2.2 
percent. The effect of these administration actions has been to reduce the 
EOP program in relationship to total enrollment as shown in Table 24. 

Table 24 
New EOP Enrollment Related 

To Total Academic Year Enrollment 

New EOP Academic 
Year enroDees year enroDment 

1969-70 ................................................................ 3,150 FiE 181,254 FiE 
/ 1970-71 ................................................................ 3,500 197,454 
1971-72 ................................................................ 3,500' 204,224 
1972-73 (est.) ................................................ :... 3,500 • 216,480 
1973-74 (est.) .................................................... 3,500 226,200 
• Legislature authorized 3,755 and 4,130 in 1971-72 and 1972-73 respectively. 

Failure to Implement Legislative EOP Policy 

EOPPercent 
of Total 

1.7~ 
1.8 
1.7 
1.6 
1.5 

As mentioned previously, the Legislature authorized newEOP enroll­
ments of 3,755 FTE and 4,130 FrE in 1971-72 and 1972-73 but these 
ceilings were not implemented. Under the legislative program enroll­
ments for 1973-74 would be 4,220 FrE instead of the 3,500 FrE budgeted. 
We recommend the higher enrollment figure but caution that the level 
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should be authorized only if the chancellor'S' office commits itself to im- . 
plementation. 

Additional grant funding need for the 4,220 FTE level would be $332,640 
at the formula level of $462 per FTE. The chancellor's office has main­
tained that it would be risky to authorize the higher enrollment levels 
since full funding of their grant request has been consistently vetoed in 
the last several years. Legislative policy (Section 28.7 of the Budget Act) 
provides that highest priority for internal relocation of savings be given 
to the EOP activities. In 1971-72 over $2,000,000 in savings were reallocat­
ed elsewhere. 

Student Counseling Study 

The 1972 Conference Committee directed "that the chancellor's office 
in conjunction with the student body presidents association conduct an 
exten~ive investigation of student counseling services and report to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee by February 1,1973." The study is in 
the process of being concluded and should be available prior to legislative 
hearing on the 1973-74 budget which proposes an expenditure of $10,332,-
490 for counseling and career guidance services. 

3. Institutional Support Program 

The institutional support program consists of activities which provide 
collegewide service to the other programs of instruction, organized re­
search, public service and student support. The activities include execu­
tive management, financial operations, general administrative services, 
logistical services, physical plant operations, faculty and staff services and 
community relations. 

Proposed Budget 

The expenditures for the institutional support program are shown in 
Table 25. 

Executive management consists of all central executive-level program 
elements and other program elements concerned with the management 
and long-range planning of the state college system, as contrasted to any 
one program within the system. Included within this subprogram are such 
central operations as legal services and executive direction, which consists 
of the trustees, the chancellor's office, arid the senior executive officers. 
Planning and programming which is included are those central operations 
related to the management and planning for the institution, including 
analytical studies and institutional research. 

Financial operations includes those central operations related to fiscal 
control, investments, and functional program elements related to the fis­
cal operations of the colleges. 

General administrative services includes program elements which pro­
vide central administrative services such as administrative data process­
ing, student admissions and record management. 

Logistical services contains program elements which provide procure~ 



Institutional support 
Program elements: 

A. Executive management ................. . 
B. Financial operations ....................... . 

-C. General administrative services .. 
D. Logistical services ........................... . 
E. Physical plant operations ............. . 
F. Faculty and staff services ............. . 
G. Community relations ..................... . 

Total Program costs ............................... ... 
General Fund ......................................... . 
Reimbursements ................................... . 
Parking Revenue Fund ....................... . 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ................. . 
Auxiliary Enterprise fund ................. , 
Auxiliary organizations ....................... . 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund 

1971-72 

698.5 
547.3 

1,135.3 
913.9 

1,907.4 

46.7 
6,276.1 
5,694.3 

159.7 
227.5 

8.2 

188.4 

Table 25 
Institutional Support Program Expenditures 

1971-72 to 1973-74 
Personnel Expenditures 
197~73 197~74 1971-72 197~73 

746.8 802.0 $12,411,336 $13,741,413 
672.9 701.6 8,078,924 8,956,047 

1,350.9 1,399.9 14,801,668 17,653,977 
956.8 979.0 14,935,300 16,667,042 

3,223.9 3,342.0 36,655,369 41,293,258 
0.4 0.4 1,320,726 1,437,339 

71.0 71.5 1,285,531 1,595,550 
7,022.7 7,296.4 89,488,854 100,744,626 
6,350.5 6,596.3 71,810,724 81,432,419 

7,017,701 7,355,893 
170.3 181.7 1,657,329 1,873,794 
261.7 286.8 3,626,537 4,439,799 
10.6 10.6 215,309 218,463 

2,467,768 2,176,(){){} 
229.6 241.0 2,639,488 3,248,259 
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Chan&e 
197~74 Amount Percent 

$15,219,215 $1,477,802 10.7% 
9,335,705 379,658 4.2 

18,993,821 1,339,844 7.6 
- 17,360,336 1,293,294 8.1 

45,139,258 3,846,000 9.3 
2,588,638 1,151,299 85.7 
1,674,751 79,201 4.9 

110,811,724 10,067,098 10.0 
90,828,037 9,395,618 11.6 

7,465,366 109,473. 1.5 
2,008,029 134,235 7.1 lI: 4,802,921 363,122 8.2 -246,902 28,439 12.7 0 
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ment services, supply and maintenance of provisions, and the movement 
of support materials for the campus operation. Included within logistical 
services are central program elements related to the health and safety of 
the staff and students. . 

Physical plant operations are those program elements established to 
provide services related to the campus grounds and facilities. The mainte­
nance operations program category includes program elements related to 
maintaining the existing grounds and facilities. Included within the main­
tenance operation program category are those program elements which 
have bee,n established to provide institutionally operated utility services, 
e.g., campus heating plants. The plant expansion and modification pro­
grain category contains program elements which represent institutional 
resources committed to creating new facilities or modifying existing facili­
ties and grounds. Included within this program category are the program 
elements established by the institution to assist in expansion, maintenance 
and modification functions, e.g., campus planning, repairs, ground mainte­
nance and custodian services. 

Faculty and staff services include funds budgeted for overtime and 
reclassifications. 

Community relations are those program elements which have been 
established to maintain relationships with the general community or the 
institution's alumni and activities related to development and fund rais­
ing. The governmental affairs office in Sacramento is also included in this 
element. 

Chancellor's Office 

The chancellor is the chief executive officer of the State College Board 
of Trustees and is responsible for the implementation of all policy determi­
nations enacted by the board. The administrative office, located in Los 
Angeles, carries out this overall responsibility in several ways. It conducts 
research into. college operations for the purpose of providing the trustees 
with information needed to allow them to make decisions on the system's 
management. It compiles the annual budget based on the individual re­
quests of the colleges, formulates salary requests and performs a fiscal 
management function which consists of administering the annual budget 
within the limits of controls specified by the Legislature and coordinating 
its activities with the Departments of Finance and General Services which 
are required by law to approve certain contracts and expenditures. The 
office has principal divisions concerned with student affairs, legal affairs, 
academic affairs, physical planning, fiscal affairs and faculty and staff af­
fairs which enable it to carry out its coordinative responsibilities. The 
1973-74 Budget proposes a General Fund expenditure of $8,161,463 for this 
office which is an increase of $843,727 over the current year level of 
$7,317,736. A detailed breakdown of this request is shown in Table 26 . 

. The trustees have requested 7.5 additional positions for general adminis­
tration in 1973-74,6.5 of which are included in the Governor's Budget. 
These positions are to be used for workload increases in student affairs, 
government affairs, legal, budget planning and administrative services. 
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Table 26 
Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

197~73 1973-74 Chan!I.e 
Positions DoUors Po~itions DoUors Positions Amount 

Chancellor's office per-
sonnel: 

Main office .................... 13.5 $262,690 14.5 $272,863 1.0 $10,173 
Legal affairs .................. ,17.5 320,941 18.5 347,893 1.0 26,952 
Academic affairs .......... 52.0 939,326 52.0 963,939 24,613 
Faculty and staff .......... 19.0 358,481 19.0 365,560 7,(Tl9 
Business affairs ....... ; ...... 99.8 1,365,965 99.2 1,399,441 -0.6 33,476 
Physical planning ........ 22.0 403,228 22.0 413,130 9,902 
Government affairs ...... 8.0 120,721 8.0 125,951 5,230 
Institutional records .... 13.0 216,695 13.0 220,464 3,769 
Analytical studies ........ (4.0) (77,560) (-) (-) (-4.0) (-77,560) 
Public affairs .................. 4.0 83,616 4.0 83,557 -59 

Subtotal .................. 248.8 $4,071,663 250.2 $4,192,798 1.4 $121,135 
Operating expense and 

equipment ................ 1,105,728 1,296,885 191,157 
Total ........................ 248.8 $5,177,391 250.2 $5,489,683 1.4 $312,292 

Audit staff: 
Personnel ...................... 7.0 $115,355 11.0 $189,466 4.0 $74,1ll 
Operating expense and 

equipment ................ 17,998 54,581 36,583 
Total ........................ 7.0 $133,353 11.0 $244,047 4.0 $110,694 

Information systems: 
Personnel ...................... 71.0 $842,196 82.0 $1,053,730 11.0 $211,534 
Operating expense and 

equipment ................ 1,861,197 2,129,467 268,270 

Total ........................ 71.0 $2,703,393 82.0 $3,183,197 11.0 $479,804 
Grand total ........................ 326.8 $8,014,137 343.2 $8,916,927 16.4 $902,790 
Funding sources: 

General Fund ................ 291.3 $7,317,736 307.7 $8,161,463 16.4 $843,727 
Reimbursements .......... 35.5 696,401 35.5 755,464 59,063 

During the past year we have reviewed the chancellor's office operations 
in detail and believe the proposed 6.5 requested positions are justified. 

Student Affairs Funding , 

We recommend that the chancellors office student affairs activity fund­
ing be shared by the materials and service fee on a similar basis as the 
individual campus programs for a 1973-74 General Fund savings of $180,-
000. . . 

In the 1970-71 fiscal year the Legislature determined that the student . 
material and service fee should support at'least one-half of the dean of 
student's office on campuses since much of the activities of that office 
went toward the management and service of the material and service fee 
supported student service programs of health, counseling and instruction­
al related programs. The chancellor's office student affairs staff deals with 
the same issues on a statewide basis and is currently funded from the 
General Fund (approximately $360,000 in 1973-74). We believe that the 
rationale used ip the 1970-71 decision equally applies to the chancellor's 
activity and funding should be shared accordingly. 
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Abolition of Analytic Studies Office 

We recommend that the analytic studies unit of the chancelJors office 
be abolished for a 1973-74 General Fund savings of $77,560. 

Effective long-range management requires the coordination of academ­
ic program, budgets,. instruction programs and institutional research. At 
the University of California most of these activities are coordinated in one 
operations unit for planning. At the California State University and Col­
leges chancellor's office they are separated into five units reporting sepa­
rately to four different vice chancellors as shown in Figure A. 

Figure A 
Chancellor's Office Planning Activities 

I Executive Vice Chancellor I 
I I I 

Vice Chancellor Vice Chancellor Vice Chancellor 
Academic Affairs Business Affairs Physical Development 

I I I 
Academic Budget Physical 
Planning Planning Planning 

I I 

[ Analytic Studies I Institutional Research J 

The effectiveness of planning under an organization which features 
fragmented responsibilities is greatly diminished. Of the various units, 
analytic studies appears to have the least defined mission. Its documented 
justification addresses three objectives: 

1. Provide improved information for management decisionmaking, 
principally based on the emerging technology of planning and man­
agement systems and the improved analysis resulting from dataproc-
essing techniques. . 

2. Develop and assist the campuses in implementing improved man­
agement techniques based on the improvemments of planning and 
management systems. 
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3. Provide a resource for the study of specific policy issues where either 
of several functional areas were involved-hence the systems ap­
proach, or where the specific skills of management sciences were 
required. 

The first two objectives relate to activities normally assigned to budget 
planning activities needed to implement new materials being developed 
by WICHE for program budgeting and the third is a normal function of 
institutional research offices. We find that there is Httlejustification for the 
services provided by the analytic studies office under the current arrange­
ment. 

Trustees Audit Staff 

We recommend that the proposed trustees audit staff augmentation be 
reduced 5 positions in 1973-74 for a General Fund savings of $100,000. 

An internal audit staff was authorized to the trustees by Chapter 1406, 
Statutes of 1969, for the purpose of auditing and analyzing operating 
procedures of the c<?lleges, foundations and the chancellor's office. The 
total staff has been 3.5 positions until 1972-73. In 1972-73 administrative 
adjustments ($61,888) made by the trustees increased the staff to 7.5 posi­
tions, six of which are professional positions. The 1973-74 Budget proposes 
an additional staff increase of three positions for a total staff of nine profes­
sionals and two clerks costing $244,047. 

In seeking justification for such· a threefold increase in staff over a 
one-year period, we have not been presented with a clear statement of . 
need. Regular audits of the California State University and Colleges sys­
tem and its auxiliaries are performed by the Department of Finance Au­
dits Division and private audit firms. The trustees audit staff to date has 
been utilized on an "as required" basis. We believe that the program as 
established by the Legislature is an important one which should be suffi-

.. ciently staffed to meet workload needs throughout the 19 college system. 
Specifically, we are concerned that (a) a staff of three auditors as currently 
authorized is too small for minimum coverage, (b) an immediate staff 
increase at this time to nine professionals is premature until workload is 
better defined and (c) all reports and findings of the audit staff be made 
available to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, on a i confidential 
basis if necessary, in order to evaluate the productivity and effectiveness 
of thIS legislatively created program; Within this context we recommend 
a 1973-74 staff level of five professionals and one clerk fora savings of 
approximately $100,000. 

College Presidents Housing Allowance 

We recommend that $49,200 budgeted in 1973-74 for college presidents 
housing expenses be deleted . 

The 1973-74 Budget contains $49,200 to initiate a new program to pay 
how;iing allowances to state college presidents. The proposal includes $3,-
600 per year to 11 presidents in high cost urban areas and $2,400 per year 
to four in less urban· areas. The remaining four campuses which have 
traditionally provided houses through other than state sources are exclud­
ed from the proposal (Fresno, Kellogg-Voorhis, Chico and Humboldt). 

The chancellor's office argues (1) that housing allowances are benefits 
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offered many presidents nationwide and should be accordingly offered in 
California, (2) such a benefit will aid recruitment and (3) it wiUaid in 
reimbursing for necessary entertainment. While we can understand the 
desirability of this program from the CSUC point of view, we believe that 
such an expense is less than necessary. College president salaries currently 
range up to a maximum of $44,448, a range which was established with the 
knowledge that some entertainment might be necessary. This new benefit 
will in effect be an additional salary increase providing maximums of 
$48,000 per year before 1973-74 salary increases are granted. 

Chancellor'S House 

During December of 1972, the trustees took action to accept a gift of a 
$350,000 home 'in Bel Air, California, to be utilized as a CSUC chancellor's 
house. The 1973-74 Budget requests $8,000 for groundskeeping eXpense. 
A chancellor's house must be used extensively for college functions ifjt is 
to justify this level of expenditure. To date, there has been little evidence 
that the role and function of the state colleges has demanded and justified 
such amenities. If faculty, student and public participation is heavy, the 
expenditure can be justified. Without the active use of the facility, it is 
merely unnecessary added compensation. 

Academic Senate 

The Academic Senate is the official organization representing the fac­
ulty on all campuses. Its 50 members are chosen by the full-time faculty 
on each campus and they hold meetings on the average of five times per 
year. Representatives of the senate attend meetings of the board of trust­
ees and are consulted on various matters affecting academic policy. 

$237,407 is provided for this activity. These funds provide primarily for 
meeting expense and release time from teaching duties for the senate 
principal officers. The release time is distributed as follows: 

position Time 
Budgeted Actual 

position total personnel 
Chainnan ........................................................... ::........................... Full 1.0 1 
Vice chairman ................................ ~............................................... Half 0.5 1 
Secretary ..................... ....................................... ............................ Half 0.5 1 
Three executive members .......................................................... Half 1.5 3 
Five standing committee chainnen ........................................ Half 2.5 5 

Subtotal ...... : ............................................................................ . 6.0 11 
Proposed 1973-74 addition: 

20 members of standing committees .................................. 20% 4.0 20 

Total ....................................................................................... . 10.0 31 

The granting of release time is justified on the basis that members of the 
Senate are expected to participate in administrative matters of the Cali­
fornia State University and Colleges system which are in addition to their 
normal academic load of 15 WTU. These duties include working on 
projects with the chancellor's office, the College Presidents CounCil and 
approximately 10 meetings of the respective Academic Senate commit­
tees per year. We believe that the release time proposal is reasonable and 
recommend approval. 
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The Academic Senate 'and Collective Bargaining 

We recommend that General Funds budgeted for support of the Aca­
demic Senate be continued as a separate Budget Act item to allow future 
monitoring of the Academic Senate's role in collecUve bargaining. 

In our 1969-70 Analysis we noted that the state college Academic Senate 
was proposing to be the collective bargaining agent for the faculty. We 
raised the question of providing state financial support to collective bar­
gaining agents who will negotiate contracts with the state. In response, the 
Legislature placed the Academic Senate funds in a separate budget item 
and included restrictive language in the Budget Act of 1969 halting the 
availability of state funds to the academic senate if and when it became 
such an agent. 

The 1973-74 budget proposes to place the Senate into the regular 
budget act item instead of continuing it separately. The collective bargain­
ing issue with the Senate is a continuing one. At its October 4-5, 1972, 
meeting the Senate adopted 14 resolutions outlining a collective negotia­
tions system. 
, The resolutions favor (1) a single statewide faculty bargaining unit, with 
exclusive recognition of a single negotiating agent; the unit should include 
regular faculty, department chairmen, professional librarians, and profes­
sional counselors with academic rank; (2) an unlimited scope of negotia­
tions with the outcome of bargaining being a legally binding contract; (3) 
legally required impasse procedures including mediation, factfinding, and 
arbitration, and no "generalized" prohibition of public employee strikes; 
(4) provision for an agency shop; and (5) that once a negotiating agent 
has been chosen, the Academic Senate of the CSUC should continue to 
exist, as it has an effective role to play. . . 

A subcommittee is now in the process of developing a set of recommen­
'dations dealing with the Senate's proper relationship to any future nego­
tiating agept selected by its constituents. Also under consideration is the 
possibility of Senate sponsorship of an entirely new faculty bargaining 
organization (a step recently taken by the campus academic Senate at the 
University of California at Berkeley). In light of these circumstances we 
believe that funding for the Academic Senate should continue in a sepa­
rate budget act item. 

Salary Savings 

We recommend that salary savings requirements be maintained at the 
current year level for a General Fund savings of$734,272in 1973-74. Salary 
savings is the amount budgeted for personal services that is not spent due 
to vacancies, delays in filling authorized positions and turnover where an 
employee leaves and is replaced by another employee at a lower salary. 
Each year the Department of Finance establishes a minimum level of 
salary savings for the budget year, a level which the colleges are expected 
to meet in the dollar equivalent of a specified number of positions. In 
1973-74 this level is $10,431,465.' 

The above estimate is$734,272 less than what the 1972-73 budgeted 
level of salary savings would have generated due to a formula change. For 



Table 27 
Independent Operations Program Expenditures 1971-72 to 1973-74 

Personnel Expenditures 
71-72 72-73 73-74 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

Independent operations 
Program elements 

A. Institutional operations.... 334.B 31B.6 381.6 $26,863,201 $26,103,763 $26,945,775 
B. Outside agencies ................ 327.2 453.B 436.7 3,634,105 6,114,038 5,788,786 

Total Program costs .................... 662 772.4 BIB.3 30,497,306 32,217,801 32,734,561 

General Fund ........................... -332,210 
Reimbursements ...................... 652.2 772.4 818.3 8,622,750 10,257,801 10,745,561 
Auxiliary orgaDizations .......... 3,747,783 3,720,()(}() 3, 710,()(}() 
Foundations .............................. 18,361,310 18,240,()(}() 18,279,()(}() 
Continuing Education Reve-

nueFund .............................. 9.8 97,673 

Chan,ge 
Amount Percent 

$842,012 3.2% 
325,252 4.B 
516,760 1.6 

487,7{j() 4.7 
-10,()(}() .3 

39,()(}() 

; 
"­
:I: 
@ 
trl 
!XI 

~ o z 

...... 

~ 
en 

~ 



Item 326 HIGHER EDUCATION / 837 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-Continued 

the past several years faculty salary savings has been budgeted at 2 percent 
of wages while nonfaculty salary savings has been budgeted at 4 percent. 
In 1973-74 it is proposed to decrease the nonfaculty formula to 3.5 percent 
producing the $734,272 difference. 

We do not believe that there is a demonstrated need to decrease salary 
savings in the CSUC system. The system has consistantly achieved savings 
in excess of its budget target. In the past year 1971-72 the excess savings 
amounted to $1.7 million in addition to $2 million in savings which were 
reappropriated for library purposes. Actual savings achieved in the cur­
rent year have not yet been determined, but with normal savings and the 
large enrollment shortfall discussed previously the savings should again 
exceed the budget. 

4. Independent Operations 

The independent operations program consists of institutional operations 
and outside agencies which add to the college community but are inde­
pendent of its main instructional activity. Dining halls, bookstores, college 
unions and special projects are examples of such activity. Table 27 displays 
the expenditures for this program all of which come from sources other 
than the State General Fund. 

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 

Item 326 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 223 Program p. 11-1237 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................... $1,137,000 
Estimated 1972-,73................................................................................ 933,500 
Actual 1971-72 ...................................................................................... 792,643 

Requested increase $203,500 (21.8 percent) 
Total recommended augmentation ................................................ $12,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Planning Services. Recommend special review of the $45,-
000 for development of curriculum and facilities plans and 
the $50,000 for instructional program expansion. 

2~ Contract Services. Reduce $8,000. Recommend reduction 
in special contract services item contingent upon enabling 
legislation. 

3. Student Aid. Augment $20,000. Recommend augmenta­
tion for n~w student aid programs. 

Analysis 
page 

840 

840 

841 
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The California Maritime Academy, located at Vallejo, provides a pro­
gram for men who seek to become licensed officers in the United States 
Merchant Marine. It was established in 1929 and is one of six such institu­
tions in the country that are supported jointly by the states and federal 
government.' . 

The three-year training program, during which the student attends 
school 11 months each year, offers standard academic courses and deck or 
marine engineer training. A three-month sea training period is conducted 
each year aboard a merchant-type ship loaned California by the Federal 
Maritime Administration. Students, upon successful completion of the 
entire program, must pass a U.S. Coast Guard examination for either a 
third mate or third assistant engineer license before they recieve a bache­
lor of science degree. 

Previously, the academy was located within the Department of Educa­
tion. As a result of 1972 legislation (Chapter 1069, Statutes of 1972) the 
academy will be governed by an independent seven member board of 
governors appointed by the Governor for terms of four years. At this time 
of writing, board appointments have not been made. The legislation states 
that two members must be educators, three must be public lay members 
and the remaining two will represent the maritime industry. The board 
sets admission standards which include an entrance· examination, and 
appoints a superintendent who is the chief administrative officer of the 
academy. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The academy's total budget as proposed for fiscal year 1973-74 is $1,655,-
400. This includes $1,137,000 from the General Fund which represents an 
increase of $203,500 or 21.8 percent over the current year. Pro~rams, 
funding sources, personnel positions and proposed changes are set forth 
in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Maritime Academy Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Programs 1~~~ 1~~~ l~~U Amount Percent 

Classroom instruction ....... . $285,912 $372,352 $389,487 $17,135 4.6% 
Sea training ........................ .. 291,300 346,192 362,123 15,931 4.6 
Residential ........................... . 200,161 236,472 247,353 10,881 4.6 
Administration and service 488,725 424,884 656,437 231,553 54.5 

Totals ................................. . $1,226,098 $1,379,900 $1,655,400 $275,500 20.0% 
FUnding sources 
General Fund .................... .. $792,643 $933,500 $1,131,000 $203,500 21.8% 
Reimbursements ............... . 251,684 246,000 300,000 54,000 22.0 
Federal funds .................... .. 221,771 200,400 218,400 18,000 9.0 

Totals ................................. . $1,266,098 $1,379,900 $1,655,400 $275,500 20.0% 
Personnel positions .......... .. 83.8 85.8 86.8 1.0 1.2% 

An increase in reimbursements results from a 1972 board action to 
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increase tuition fees from $1,050 to $1,335 per year in 1973-74 to compen-' 
sate for increased costs of feeding, medical and housekeeping expenses. 
The last tuition increase ($150) was imposed in 1971-72. 

The proposed new position is for an instructor of continuing education 
to coordinate the development and conduct of maritime specialty courses 
for private industry and part-time students. The budget anticipates an 
additional $18,000 in federal funds to support this position and its related 
costs. However, the academy has been unable to determine if this addi-
tionalfederal support will be available in 1973-74. . 

Table 1 indicates all budgeted programs except administration and insti­
tutional services have been held to a projected 4.6 percent inflationary 
cost increase. Table 2 details proposed increases to the administration and 
institutional service program. 

Table 2 
Administration and Institutional Service Program 

Detail of Proposed Increases 

Description 
1. Contract services for development of curriculum and facilities plans (unspecified re-

cipient) ................................................................................................................. , ........................... . 
2. Contract services for development of curriculum and facilities plans (to California 

State University and Colleges) .................................................................................................... . 
3. Reserve for instructional program expansion pending an approved curriculum plan 
4. Contract for legal and accounting services (to Department of Education and CSUC) 
5. Instructor, continuing education (reimbursed from anticipated federal funds.) ......... . 
6. Minor capital outlay (e.g., boat basin, stairway, sunroof and fire alarm) ....................... . 
7. Miscellaneous operating expense items (unspecified) ......................................................... . 
8. Inflationary cost increase of 4.6 percent (on 1972-73 program base of $424,884) ......... . 

Total Proposed Increase ........................................................................................................... . 

Amount 

$20,000 

25,()()() 
50,000 
14,000 
18,000 
45,000 
40,000 
19,553 

$231,553 

Items 1 through 4 of Table 2 reflect proposed efforts to deal With histori­
cal and persistent academy problems. 

_ Academy Problems 

Since 1969 major academy problems have been reviewed and generally 
acknowledged. They include: (1) merchant marine licenses are a prereq­
uisite for a degree although most graduates are employed in maritime 
occupations which do not require the deck officer or engineer license, (2) 
employment as a licensed officer is limited, (3) the cost of training is high, 
(4) the academy is not accredited and graduates subsequently have dif­
ficulty in extending their education, (5) the lack of physics and chemistry 
laboratory facilities, a small library, and the three-year program are key 
obstacles to accreditation, (6) limited land area, a specialized curriculum, 
specialized facilities, military training, residence requirements, static fed­
eral support, and limited enrollment applications have militated against 
any previous major program improvement or facility expansion, (7) pub­
licity of these problems has resulted in minimal budgets pending resolu­
tion of the academy's future which, in turn, serves .to depress enrollment . 
. Mter reviewing these problems the Legislature proposed to transfer the 

academy to the jurisdiction of the Trustees of the California State Univer­
sity and Colleges system. This 1971 legislation was vetoed and the Gover­
nor subsequently appointed a task force to study the feasibility and 
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_ desirability of any. program· and/ or jurisdictional change. 

Task Force Report 

On March 20, 1972 the Governor received his task force report. It ad­
vocated (1) a broader academy mission (which still includes the licensing 
prerequisite), (2) an independent status under governance of a recon­
stituted board, (3) cooperation with other segments of higher education, 
and (4) curriculUm modernization. Legislation implementing this task 
force report was subsequently enacted as Chapter 1069, Statutes of 1972. 
In addition, the 1972 Budget Bill Committee on Conference recommend­
~d the academy "instructional program be redesigned to provide an ac­
credited degree in marine or maritime sciences or other related academic 
areas and that annual reports on progress towards this goal be submitted 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee on November I." 

First Accreditation Progress Report 

The academy's required report to the Legislature on its progress toward 
accreditation states that the "main effort of the faculty has been directed 
toward updating and strengthening its present curriculum." The superin­
tendent subsequently reported that a curriculum to gain accreditation has 
been developed which could be implemented at increased costs in 1973-
74. However, this curriculum could not be considered by the Legislature 
until the new board has been appointed and its approval gained. This plan 
would include a four-year course of instruction and additional residence 
and classroom buildings. Cost estimates were not available. 

/ Special Legislative Review Recommended 

We recommend spepial reviews of the $45,000 budgeted for contract 
services to develop curriculum anq facilities plans and the $50,000 for 
unspecified instruction~ program expansion. 

The budget provides $45,000 for planning changes in academy cur­
riculum and facilities. However, budget details do not provide information 
on how this amount was arrived at or on how it will be spent. In addition, 
the budget provides $50,000 for the purpose of implementing this an­
ticipated plan. 

We believe the academy should provide the Legislature with specifics 
as to proposed program changes, alternatives, anticipated results, and cost 
estimates as a basis for legislative action. Hopefully, this information will 
be available for legislative hearings on this item. 

Contract Services Increase 400 Percent 

We recommend that contract services be reduced for a General Fund 
savings of $8,000 contingent upon enabling legislation. 

Chapter 1069, in transferring the jurisdiction of the academy from the 
Department of Education to an independent status,'specified legal serv­
ices and legislative representation would be provided by the Trustees of 
the California State University and Colleges on a direct cost or exchange 
of services reimbursement basis. 

The Department of Education estimated its past cost of providing these 
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services at $2,000 annually. In contrast, the trustees and the proposed 
budget set the cost of these services at $lO,OOO. Because of this considera­
ble disparity, we believe Chapter 1069 should be amended to allow the 
academy to contract with the Department of Education or other appropri­
ate state agency for such services on more favorable terms. Chapter 1069 
already provides the academy this flexibility with regard to personnel 
services. 

Budget Ignores Student Aid Legislation 

We recommend an augmentation of $20,000 for new student aid pro­
grams. 

Chapter 1069, contains explicit instructions for developing a student aid 
program at the academy; "attendance at the academy is a full-time occu­
pation which does not allow opportunity for student employment. For 
that reason, it is impossible for students attending the academy to contrib­
ute to the cost of their education through employment while attending. 
For these reasons, the board of governors shall develop a positive' policy 
providing opportunities for financial help for students to attend the acade­
my and to actively recruit students from economically disadvantaged 
backgrounds." 

In order to implement this policy the legislation further states, "the 
board may make full use of any and all state and federal funds available 
and may receive private contributions, including those from the maritime 
industry . . . and the board is encouraged to present a proposal to the 
Legislature to provide funds for an educational opportunity program." 

In response, the academy initiated an application for 1973-74 federal 
funding of (1) the educational opportunity grant program, (2) the college 
work-study program and (3) the national direct student loan program . 
. Most California educational institutions have been receiving support un-

,der these three federal programs for several years. A panel review of the 
academy's initial request indicates $133,260 in federal student aid will 
probably be provided in 1973-74 contingent upon a matching lO percent 
institutional commitment. However, the budget fails to provide for this lO 
percent ($13,300) matching requirement. 

Further, the budget fails to offer any educational opportunity program 
(EOP) plans. The academy estimates $1,000 per year would be necessary 
to recruit and support each economically disadvantaged student. Our 
recommendation would provide for at least six EOP students in 1973-74 
as well as the required matching funds to implement the three federal 
student aid programs. 
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Board of Governors of the 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Items 327-328 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 225 Program p. II-I243 

Requested 197~74 .............................................................................. $6,202,339 
Estimated 1972-73 ........................................................................ :....... 5,912,139 
Actual 1971-72 ............................................................. ;........................ 4,262,272 

Requested increase $290,200 (4.9 percent) 
Total recommended augmentation ................................................ $4,960 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Facilities Planning. Augment $49,460. Recommend addi­
tionof a principal architect and one planning specialist. 

2. Facilities Planning. Reduce $90,000. Recommend increase 
in plans checking fee. 

3. EOP (Item 228). Augment $245,500. Recommend main­
taining current percentage of community college students 
being served. 

4. Credentials. Reduce $200,000. Recommend excess creden­
tial fee revenue be applied as a one-time General Fund 
savings. 

5. Credentials. Recommend elimination of specified creden­
tials for holders of master's degree. 

6. Credentials. Recommend study and feasibility report on 
(1) eliminating credentials and (2) contracting for creden­
tialing services with Commission on Teacher Preparation 

, imd Licensing. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 
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The Board of Governors of the Community Colleges was created by 
Chapter 1549, Statutes of 1967, to provide leadership and direction for the 
continuing development of community colleges as one segment within 
the overall structure of public higher education in California. The board 
is composed of 15 members· appointed by the Governor for four-year 
terms. The functions of this board are specifically designed to preserve 
local autonomy in the relationship between the board and the 68 govern­
ing boards of California's 96 community colleges. 

The chancellor's office is the administrative staff of the board. As a result 
of the policy of local autonomy, the board and its staff are charged with 
few operational responsibilities. For example, the board's primary func­
tions consist of planning, coordinating, reporting, advising, and regulating. 
However, the board directly administers a credentialing program, the 
state-funded Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) and certain as­
pects of federally funded occupational programs. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

State Support Percentage Declines for Local Community Colleges 

Table 1 contrasts total expenditures for community colleges with state 
support since 1969-70. The percent of total current expense of education 
supported by state allocations will decline from 36 to 34 percent in 1973-
74. In contrast, passage of Senate Bill 90 (Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972) 
proVides elementary and high schools with an additional $450 million for 
increased foundation program allowances in 1973-74. Community colleges 
will not share in these provisions. Further, inflationary cost increases will 
not be provided community colleges in 1973-74 under existing statutes or 
in this budget. A recommendation to correct the inflationary cost deficien-
cy is set forth on page 735. . 

Table 1 
Summary of Fiscal Support for Community Colleges Since 1969 

Actual Actual Actual Estimated Projected Change 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 Amount Percent 

Average daily attend· 
ance ........................ 464,565 517,339 552,208 588,600 616,900 28,300 4.8% 

Total expense (in mil-
lions) ...................... $376.5 $451.0 $509.9 $565.1 $621.8 $56.5 10.0% 

Total expenditure per 
student .................. $811 $875 $923 $960 $1,008 $48 5.0% 

Total state allocation 
(in millions) .......... $126.8 $162.6 $175.9 $203.8 $213.1 $9.3 4.6% 

State allocation per stu-
dent ........................ $273 $315 $319 $346 $346 0 0 

P!)rcent state allocation 
to total expense .... 34% 36% 35% 36% 34% -2% -5.6% 

Enrollments 

. Table 2 shows enrollment and average daily attendance (ADA) statis- ' 
ti<;:s since 1968. The rate of enrollment growth has been decreasing since 
1970-71. Nevertheless, community colleges are expecting an increase of 
28,300 ADA in 1973-74. ' 

Table 2 
Student Enrollment and ADA in Community Colleges Since 1968 

Total FaD graded students Ungraded Total 
Year enrollment FuU-time Part-time students ADA 

1~9 .............. 649,923 233,711 334,435 81,777 418,805 
1969-70 :............. 704,768 258,998 343,919 ' 101,851 464,565 
1970-71 .............. 825,129 282,388 269,553 173,188 517,339 
1971-72 .............. 873,784 295,646 399,590 178,548 552,208 
1972-73 (est.) .... 930,000 296,000 441,000 193,000 , 588,600 
1973-74 (est.) .... 975,000 300,000 470,000 205,000 616,900 

Board of Governors Budget (Item 327) 

Percent 
increase ADA 

10.9% 
10.9 
11.3 
6.7 
6.6 
4.8 

The board's total program budget as proposed for 1973-74 is $7,196,206. 
This figure includes $6,202,339 from the General Fund which represents 
an increase of $290,200 or 4;9 percent over the current year's estimated 
expenditures. The Budget Bill divides this total General Fund expenditure 
into two items: Item 327 ($1,087,839) for personnel services, operating 
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expenses and equipment and Item 328 ($5,114,500) for EOP allocations to 
local community colleges. Programs, funding sources, personnel positions 
and proposed changes are set forth in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Board of Governors Program Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Programs - -- - -1971;.;.72 ---197~73 --- -197~74- . 

I. Executive .......................................... 131,394 $162,464 $168,502 
II. Administration and public affairs 172,806 238,768 241,481 

III. Credentials .......................................... 143,rn 154,826 160,OB1 
IV. Fiscal affairs ...................................... 387,118 437,249 435,719 
V. Academic and student affairs ...... 258,408 294,072 209,911 

VI. EOP (administration) .................... 115,375 139,416 157,990 
VII. EOP (allocations) 1 .......................... 3,350,000 4,850,000 5,114,500 

VIII. Occupational education .................. 557,660 691,297 7OB,022 
IX. Psychiatric technician training .... 98,000 0 0 

Totals ...................................................... $5,214,438 $6,968,092 $7,196,206 
Funding sources 
General Fund .............................................. $4,262,272 $5,912,139 
Reimbursements .. ;....................................... 854,166 1,055,953 
Psychiatric Technician Fund .................... 98,000 0 

Totals ...................................................... $5,214,438 $6,968,092 
Personnel positions ...................................... 84.7 97.3 
1 Item 328; all other programs are under Item 327 of the Budget Bill. 

$6,202,339 
993,867 

o 
$7,196,206 

94.3 

Change 
71iiibunt Percenr- - -

$6,038 3.7% 
2,713 1.1 
5,255 3.4 

-1,530 -3.4 
-84,161 -28.6 

18,574 13.3 
264,500 5.4 
16,725 2.4 

o 0 
$228,114 3.3% 

$290,200 4.9% 
-162,086 -15.3 

o 0 
$228,114 .3.3% 

-3.0 -3.1% 

No program receives more than normal inflationary cost increases over 
1972-73 budgeted levels. The declin{) in academic and student affairs 
primarily results from the 1972-73 termination of the federally funded 
Community Action Program and its six related positions. The budget also 
provides. for continuing four new positions administratively established 
during 1972-73. These four positions will be discussed in our analysis of 
community college credentialing. 

Facilities Planning Section Augmentation 

We.recommend the addition of a principal architect and one planning 
specialis.t to the facilities planning section at an increased cost of $49,460 .. 

The facilities planning section within the fiscal affairs program (1) re­
views, evaluates and updates required campus 10-year construction 
master plans, (2) reviews and approves new community college facilitjes 
and sites and (3) updates required annual inventories of facilities. 

A. Principal Architect 
With some $100 million a year expended on community college capital 

construction projects we believe substantial savings to local and, state 
taxpayers could result from the addition of an architect. The architect's 
duties would include consultation with districts and their architects on 
plap.s for campuses, buildings, traffic, grounds and on environmental im­
pact reviews. The chancellor's office, while required to review plans, now 
lacks the professional expertise to promote good community college archi­
tectural design and to consult with local architects on a professional level. 
The chancellor's office has estimated potential savings of between $500,-
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000 and $1 rrlillion annually. These savings wouldbe shared on the same 
average 50-50 state-local ratio now used for funding capital construction 
projects. Increased cost of this position is estimated at $27,716 including 
staff benefits and support costs. 

B. Facilities Planning Specialist 
The facilities planning section now consists of one chief administrator, 

---four-planning-specialists-and-two-associate_constmctiQJ;Lanal}'sts~ heayy _ 
workload has been placed on this section by the growth of community 
colleges over recent years. For eXanlple, there are 96 operating colleges, 
nine new campuses in planning and design stages, four existing colleges 
which are building new campuses and eight others which are making 
substantial facility additions. Processing the project evaluations and ap­
provals that are required by the Community College Construction Act has 
already necessitated more than 1,000 hours of overtime within this section. 
Not only is this workload extreme, it also could result in superficial and 
costly approvals on marginal projects. Added to the current workload will 
be new projects enabled by the November 1972 voter approval for $160 
million in new community college construction funds. Costs for one addi­
tional facilities planning specialist are estimated at $21,744 including staff 
benefits and support. 

Plans Checking Fees 

We recommend an increase in plans checking fees for a General Fund . 
savings of $90,000. This recommendation requires enabling legislation. 

A plans checking fee is now charged local districts. The rate is one­
twentieth of 1 percent of the estimated project cost as determined by the 
chancellor's office. We have learned that under current procedures a 
charge is not imposed for plans which are not approved. This encourages 
districts to submit minimal plans on the chance that they will get by. 
Further, fees are collected only for structural plans. However, additional 
plans must be checked for utilities, site development, landscaping, etc. 
Although plan evaluation is as much a service and potential savings to 
districts as to the state, the traditional 50-50 construction cost, sharing 
policy has not been maintained for funding these plan evaluation services. 
Currently, only 16 percent of the cost of checking plans is reimbursed 
from plan checking fees. 

The facilities planning section has estimated that a plans checking fee 
of one-seventh of 1 percent of project costs for all evaluative services 
would result in approximately a 45 percent local to 55 percent state shar­
ing ratio. We belive this would result in a more reasonable fee for these 
required but mutually beneficial services. Increased reimbursements of 
$90,000 are estimated from these proposed changes which would more 
than offset our previous recommendation for increased staffing in this 
function. 

Educational Opportunity Program (Item 328) 

. This program was initially funded by the 1969 Budget Conference Com­
mittee and subsequently defined by Chapter 1479, Statutes of 1969. It 
requires special community college programs to (1) identify students 
affected by language, social, and economic handicaps, (2) establish and 
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develop services, techniques, and activities directed to recruiting and 
retaining such students in COmniunity colleges, and (3) stimulate student 
interest in intellectual, educational and vocational attainment. 

We noted a number of problem areas in EOP last year and the Legisla­
ture implemented our recommendation by requiring the chancellor "to 
develop, publish and require districts to report standardized data which 
will permit annual evaluation of EOP projects and allocation of funds on 
a cost-effective basis." A progress report has been received and 'reviewed. 

The report indicated program and cost effective guidelines were being 
developed to include a working definition for cost effectiveness and the 
degree to which EOP components provide effective support for a disad­
vantaged student to complete 24 units in an academic year. Some new 
standards will be implemented during the evaluation of applications for 
1973-74 programs. 

EOP Program Cut 

We recommend an augmentation of $245,500 for educational opportu­
nity programs to maintain the current percentage of community college 
students being served 

The budget provides $5,114,500 for EOP allocations to local districts. 
This includes a $264,500 inflationary cost increase above the current fund­
ing level. Table 4 summarizes EOP funding levels and students served 
since the program began. 

1969-70 
Local aUocations 

Table 4 
Educational Opportunity Program Summary 

Estimated Proposed 
1970-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$2,870,000 $4,350,000 $3,350,000 $4,850,000 $5,114,500 $264,500 5.4% 
Students served 

13,943 19,725 17,000 (est.) 19,300 19,300 0 0 

The 19,300 students served in 1972:-73 represent 3.3 percent of total 
average daily attendance (ADA) in community colleges. By proposing no 
increase in this number in 1973-74, the budget ignores a projected 4.8 
percent increase in community college ADA. Our recommendation would 
increase the number of students served in 1973-74by 4.8 percent to a total 
of 20,226 and maintain the percentage of EOP students at 3.3 percent of 
enrollment. Support for these new students will require an aQ-ditional 
$245,500. 

Credentialing Program Review 

The credentialing program is self-supporting from a $15 credential fee 
charged each applicant. Expenditure, workload and position data are sum­
marized in Table 5. There are no apparent workload increases. The table 
also indicates this section has been receiving administrative authorization 
to add temporary help above budget authorizations. 

The budget proposes to make permanent one senior certification ana­
lyst and three temporary help positions which were administratively au­
thorized during 1972-73. 
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Table 5 
, Credential Program Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 Amount Percent 

Expenditures ..................................... . $143,677 $154,826 $169,081 $5,255 3.4% 
Applications ....................................... . 12,282 12,500 12,500 
Budgeted positions· ......................... . 3.0 3.0 7.0 4.0 133.0% 
Positions filled .................................. .. 8.4 7.0 7.0 

Overcharge Creates Surplus 

We recommend,$200,()()() in excess credential fee revenues be applied 
as a one-time General Fund savings. 

Prior to August 1972, a credential fee of $20 was charged which pro­
duced revenue substantially in excess of expenditure requirements. This 
overcharge resulted in surplus fund balances which have not been report­
ed to the Legislature in the budget. As a result, the Legislature has been 
precluded from determining the appropriate disposition of these funds. 

A special drawing account has been established by the Department of 
GeneraI Services for deposit of these funds and the current balance ex­
ceeds $200,000. Because the existing $15 fee is adequate to fund the 1973-
74 expenditure program, these surplus funds are in excess of current need. 

Because a substantial administrative cost would be involved in attempt­
ing to return these overcharges to former applicants, we believe $200,000 
of the current balance should be transferred to the General Fund. 

Eliminate Credentials·for Holders of Master's Degree 

We recommend the elimination of the requirement for individuals with 
a masters degree from an accredited institution to be credentialed for 
employment in community colleges as chief administrative officer,s, super­
visors or instructors. An estimated reduction of $8O,()()() in expenditures 
would be offset by an equal reduction in fee revenue. 

Currently, applicants who possess a master's degree in a field other than 
education meet all professional and experience requirements for the life" 
time instructor (teaching) credential. Applicants who possess the master's 
and can also demonstrate two years' experience in dealing predominantly 
with persons who have completed their elementary and secondary educa­
tion requirements, meet professional and experience requirements for a 
lifetime chief administrative officet and/ or supervisory creden.tial. 

Of the 11,765 credentials actually awarded in 1971-72 (95 percent of all 
applicants), 110 were for chief administrative officer, 460 were supervi­
sory, and 6,138 were for fully satisfied, lifetime instructor credentials. 
These three credential classifications represent 57 percent of all creden­
tials awarded. Information provided by the credentials section indicates 
that the awarding of credentials is virtually assured for those with a 
master's degree. We estimate this unnecessary processing of applications 
for these three credential classifications from holders of a master's degree 
account for approximately 50 percent of this section's workload. . 

Our recommendation is based on (1) an immediate elimination of this 
workload and (2) the denial of the proposed addition of four positions. Our 
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savings estimate represents approximately 50 percent of the budgeted 
1973-74 expenditures for this function. 

Possible Further Reduction in Credentials 

We recommend the Chancellor, California Community Colleges, study 
and report to theJoint Legislative Budget Committee prior to December 
1, 1973, the Feasibility of (1) eliminating credentials altogether and (2) 
contracting For credentialing services From the Commission on Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing. . 

Community colleges represent the only segment of higher education 
requiring administrative and teaching credentials. This requirement ap­
pears to have carried over from prior years when community colleges 
were a part of public secondary education and were administered by the 
State Board of Education. Therefore, we suggest the currentcredentialing 
requirement (1) is not representative of higher education, (2) limits local 
autonomy, (3) is inadequate for local hiring purposes, and (4) is unneces­
sarilyexpensive for applicants. Further, attempts to demonstrate either 
the necessity for or benefits of most credentials appear unconvincing at 
this time. For example, a recent study of credentialing by the chancellor's 
office concludes by enumerating the following current disadvantages: 

1. "The major disadvantage of present community college credentials 
is that life credentials are granted with no requirement of profes~ 
sional education, recency of educational experience, or updating sub­
ject matter and teaching skills. 

2. "Present credentials do not provide for approved internships or pro­
. fessional preparation· programs. 

3. "Subject matter areas listed (on the instructor credential) are based 
only on academic courses, with no provision for alternative ap­
proaches, such as private study or research in lieu of units. 

4. "Credentials suggest limitation of local authority because minimum 
qualifications must be met before a person can be employed by a 
district. 

5. "Credential requirements restrict access to community college em­
ployment. " 

However, recommendations in the chancellor's report would perpetu­
ate, expand and complicate the existing credentialing process. In contrast, 
our recommendation would require the chancellor's office to study cre­
dentialing for the purpose of either eliminating credentials altogether or 
establishing a minimum essential program. 

Our recommendation would also require a report on the feasibility of 
contracting for any essential credentialing services from the Commission 
on Teacher Preparation and Licensing. This agency was established in 
1970 outside the Department of Education to develop broad minimum\­
standards and guidelines for all public teacher preparation and licensing. 
Commission functions include (1) approving teacher education programs 
of higher education institutions, (2) developing and administering cre­
dential examinations, (3) issuing credentials and (4) enforcing moralcand 
medical standards prescribed in the Education Code. To the degree that 
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some limited credentialing is deemed appropriate in community colleges , 
we believe the commission is the logical agency to perform this function 
effectiv~ly. Potential savings could result from economies of scale and 
administrative centralization. 

STATE SCHOLARSHIP AND LOAN COMMISSION 

Items 329-330 from the General 
Fund and Item 331 from the 
State Guaranteed Loan Fund Budget p. 227 . Program p. II-127f 

Requested 1973-74 ................................ ; ............................................. $38,589,711 
Estimated 1972-73 ................................................................................ 30;998,723 
Actual 1971-72 ...................................................................................... 19,455,013 

Requested increase $7,590,988 (24.5 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .. ;..................................................... $115,200 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

l. Research program. Reduce Item 329 by $60,000. Recom­
mend elimination of 3.2 new proposed positions and related 
expenditures. 

2. Administration. Reduce Item 329 by $48,200. Recommend 
elimination of 9.6 new proposed positions. 

3. Occupational training program. Reduce Item 329 by 
$7,000. . Recommend elimination of 1.6 new proposed posi-
tions. . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 

851 

851 

855. 

Statewide student financial assistance programs are provided through 
the State Scholarship and Loan Commission. The commission consists .of 
nine members appointed by the Governor to represent public and private 
institutions of higher education as well as the general public. The commis­
sion was first established in 1955 to administer the State Scholarship pro­
gram. Since then, seven additional programs have been implemented 
under the commission's administrative cognizance. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Funding for the commission incorporates the following. Budget Bill 
items. Item 329 funds all administrative type expenses. Item 330 funds all 
student awards and institutional payments. Item 331 appropriates funds 
from interest earned on federal deposits to offset administrative costs of 
the Guaranteed Loan program. 

Item 
329 
330 
331 

Funding source 
General Fund ................................................................................................................... . 
General Fund ....................................................... , .......................................................... .. 
Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund ................................................................................ .. 

Total proposed expenditures ........................................................................................ .. 

Amount 
$1,219,520 
37,351,160 

19,031 
$38,589,711 
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Expenditures identified in the Governor's Budget as "administration 
distributed" include only executive and central staff costs. Administrative 
costs for each program are not shown. In contrast, our analysis will focus 
on (1) all administrative costs (commission personnel, operating expense 
and equipment) and (2) amounts expended on award and contract pro­
grams. 

A summary of administrative costs, award and contract programs, fund­
ing sources, personnel positions and proposed changes are set forth. in 
Table 1. For continuing operation of the commission, and allits programs, 
$38,589,711 is budgeted for 1973-74. Of this amount $38,570,680 is from the 
General Fund. This represents an increase of $7,605,135 or 24.6 percent 
over estimated expenditures for 1972-73. 

Table 1 
Commission Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed ChanlI.e 
Programs 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 Amount Percent 

I. Administration .............. $722,882 $1,051,529 $1,238,5511 $187,022 17.8 
II. A warch and contracts 

State scholarships .......... $16,245,135 $23,406,305 $28,097,190 $4,690,885 20.0 
Graduate fellowship .... 330,844 958,239 1,000,000 41,761 4.4 
College opportunity 

grant ...................... 2,156,172 4,402,650 6,111,970 1,709,320 38.9 
Occupational training .. 500,000 500,000 0 
Guaranteed loan .......... 0 
Peace officers ................ 20,000 20,000 0 
Medical contract .......... 660,000 1,122,000 462,000 70.0 
Clinical internship ........ 500,000 500,000 0 

Subtotal awards and 
contracts ................ $18,732,151 $29,947,194 $37,351,160 2 $7,403,966 24.7 

Grand totals (I plus II) .......... $19,455,033 $30,998,723 $38,589,711 $7,590,988 24.5 
Flinding sources 

General· Fund ........................ $19,433,011 $30,965,545 $38,570,680 $7,605,135 24.6 
Reimbursements ..... : ............ 20 0 
Guaranteed Loan Fund ...... 12,002 33,178 19,031 -14,147 -42.6 

Totals .................................. $19,455,033 $30,998,723 $38,589,711 $7,590,988 24.5 
Personneipositions .................. 54.8 .84.4 98.0 13.6 8.4 
1 Budget Bill Item 329 plus Item 331. 
• Budget Bill Item 330. 

I. ADMINISTRATION 

Costs Double but No Student Financial Aid Report 

.The 1969 Legislature augmented the commission's budget by $6,300 to 
provide for an inventory of student financial aid as recommended in our 
Analysis of the 1969-70 budget. The commission was required to establish 
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reporting procedures and format so that this type of inventory' could be 
accomplished on a continuing basis. The project was undertaken, a con­
sultant hired, a format was developed, and a timely report was received 
and subsequently utilized in our 1971-72 Budget Analysis. The following 
year a new research associate position was included in the budget request 
in order to "establish the commission as a student.financial aid information 
center, and to conduct the periodic inventory of student financial aid 
resources first requested by the Legislature." 

We were concerned over increased costs (more than double the original 
$6,3(0) represented ,by the new position but believed the commission's 
desire for expanding its research capacity beyond that of continuing the 
annual student aid inventory was justified at the time. However, to insure 
priorities were clearly defined, the budget bill committee on conference 
adopted our recommendation by approving the position and directing the 
commission "to submit an inventory of student financial aid to the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee prior to December 1, on an annual basis." 
At this date of writing neither a report nor acceptable reason for noncom­
pliance has been received. 

New Research Program 

We recommend the requested 3.2 new positions and all related expendi­
tures for the research program be eliminated for a General Fund savings 
of $60,000. 

The budget proposes the establishment of a new separate research 
program at a General Fund cost of $76,400. Staffing would consist of the 
research associate position established through the budgetary process last 
year and discussed above plus an additional 3.2 clerical positions and relat­
ed support requested this year. 

,The commission recently has failed to demonstrate that it can meet 
legislative needs by providing a timely student aid inventory. As a result, 
we believe further staffing or expenditures for this function cannot be 
justified at . this time. Based on an evaluation of the usefulness to the 
Legislature of the reqUired 1973 student aid inventory (if and when sub­
mitted) we will review the research associate position costs and output to 
determine if future savings would be possible by returning to the original 
funding levels that produced the first report. 

Commission Growth Analyzed 

We recommend deletion of the request for 6. 7 new positions in the State 
Scholarship program, 0.5 new position in the Graduate Fellowship pro­
gram and 2.4 new positions in the College Opportunity Grant program for 
a total reduction of 9.6 positions and a General Fund savings of $48,200. 

Commission Growth 

The commission has traditionally utilized individual program workload 
formulas to support requests for increased administrative staff. As the 
numbers of programs have inc~eased. these calculations have failed to 
reflect economies of scale and coordination. Further, we believe that once 
an administrative processing routine is established, increasing the number 
of actual awards or dollar amount of an award may contribute little to 
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actual workload demands. If anything, sufficient increased volume should 
allow increased automation of processing and result in personnel savings. 
A recent report by the Department of Finance also indicates the commis­
sion has failed to utilize automation sufficiently to achieve workload 
economies. 

Economies of scale aside, one acceptable measure of workload is the 
number of applications received and processed. Table 2 compares person­
nel positions with total applications over a five-year span for the commis­
sion's three main programs. The table shows that the commission will 
experience an 81.8 percent increase in applications since 1969 while its 
corresponding administrative personnel growth will be 162.5 percent. 

Table 2 
Application Workload. and Personnel Summary Since 1969 

Actual Actual Actual " Estimates Proposed 
Five-year 

chanlI.e 
Programs 1969--70 1!1lP-71 1971-72 197~73 1973-74 Number Percent 

State Scholarship ................ 30,331 33,442 38,363 41,949 48,000 N/A N/A 
Graduate Fellowship ........ 1,475 3,028 3,661 4,154 3,500 N/A N/A 
College Opportunity I 

. Grant ............................ 2,034 4,092 5,926 8,929 10,000 N/A N/A 
Totals ................................ 33,836 40,542 47,950 55,032 61,500 27,664 81.8 

Personnel positions 1 .......... 33.1 39.8 53.8 77.2 86.9 53.8 162.5 
1 Excludes positions assigned to other programs. 

Not only do overall workload statistics suggest excessive overstaffing 
resulting from the commission's historical formulas, but the same observa­
tions can be made relative to specific programs. For example, Table 3 
shows a summary of the Graduate Fellowship program. The actual work­
load (processing new and renewal applications) remains relatively stable 
and is actually projected to decline in 1973-74. The number of awards 
granted have also declined substantially since 1970. Yet, the commission 
would require over twice the number of personnel to process this work­
load in 1973-74 as in 1970-71. We do not believe the dollar size of the award 
constitutes a significant workload variable. 

Table 3 
Graduate Fellowship Program Workload Summary 

Total applicants 1 .................... .. 

Total winners ............................. . 
Average fellowships ................ .. 
Personnel positions .................. .. 
1 New and renewal. 

Actual 
1970-71 
3,028 

938 
$933 

1.8 

Actual 
1971-72 

3,661 
384 

$862 
2:2 

Estimated Projected 
197~73 1973-74 

4,154 3,500 
569 600 

$1,694 $1,666 
3.3 3.8 

Change since 
1970 

Number Percent 
472 15.6 

-338 -36:0 
$733 78.6 

2.0 111.1 

If administrative staffing for the three programs shown in Table 2 were 
based on application workload growth since 1970, a total of 60.2 personnel 
positions for 1973-74 would result. In contrast, the commission already 
possesses 77,2 positions and would add 9.6 next year. We believe the com­
mission can absorb the projected additional workload with existing staff 
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and our recommendation would eliminate all 9.6 positions requested. 
We b~lieve our recorrimendation should have at least four immediate 

consequences. First, staffing formulas for each program should be re­
placed by a total commission staffing formula. This woUld also result in 
fewer supervisors. Second, workload (e.g., application cutoff dates) should 
be staggered to allow permanent administrative staff to process applica­
tions from several programs. Third, temporary help (which now repre­
sents 11 percent of staffing) and overtime (currently the equivalent of 2.4 
percent of staff) should be increased to handle peak application periods 
rather than adding permanent positions. Fourth, increased mechanization 
of application and award processing should occur. 

Potential for Reducing Workload 

A potential for reducing workload in terms of applica.tions also exists. 
For example, 15 percent of all high school graduates (48,000) will apply 
for state scholarships in 1973-74. Only 3.5 percent (11,000) will receive an 
award. 

Commission procedures encourage and perpetuate this workload .by 
processing all applications and notifying students of their academic qualifi­
cation first. This preliminary notification to "semifinalists" (about 75 per­
cent of all applicants) has come to be considered informally as a state 
honor roll. 

Over 60 pet:.cent of the semifinalists are subsequently eliminated be­
cause they lack financial need. We believe the fiction of the "state honor 
roll" and a substantial reduction in applicants would result if the commis­
sion provided potential applicants with qualifying data on the previous 
years' awards and did not publish a list of semifinalists. 

II. AWARDS AND CONTRACTS 

State Scholarship Program 

This program was established in 1955 when the Scholarship Commission 
was created. Scholarships are granted to academically able students who' 
are in need of financial assistance to meet their tuition and fee costs, 
Award levels are determined for each student on the basis of standardized 
need assessment formulas and procedures established by the College 
Scholarship Service of the College Entrance Examination Board. Once the 
initial award is granted, a student may apply for annual renewal if he 
maintains academic eligibility and continues to meet financial need stand­
ards. Awarded scholarships are held in reserve for students while they ate 
attending a community college. 

Table 4 
Summary of State Scholarship Program Since 1968 

Number of 
high school 

Year graduates 
1968-69 ................. ,.................... 279,800 
1969-70...................................... 288,894 
1970-71 .................................. :... 301,100 
1971-72...................................... 307,100 
1972-73 (est.) .......................... 317,415 
1973-74 (est.) .......................... 319,789 

New state 
scholars 

5,596 
5,778 
6,023 
9,214 
9,526 

11,193 

Total 
awards 
10,467 
13,541 
15,914 
20,201 
23,090 
27,819 

Average 
award 

$715 
816 
829 ' 
804 
962 

1,010 
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As a result of Chapter 1111, Statutes of 1972, the number of new state 
scholarships was increased from 3 to 3.5 percent of high school graduates 
and the maximum award was increased from $2,000 to $2,200. Table 4 
summarizes state scholarship participation and average awards since 1968. 

j 

.Graduate Fellowship Program 

FiJ}ancial assistance to graduate students began in 1965 with the estab­
lishment of the Graduate Fellowship program. The original goal of the 
program was to increase the supply of candidates for college and univer­
sity faculties. Chapter 1597, Statutes of 1971, eliminated the teachingob­
jective and redesigned the program to parallel the objectives of the State 
Scholarship program. A summary of this program to include participation 
and average awards was presented earlier in Table 3. Table 5 suggests the 
need for a limit on the number of years a student should be ai~ed in 
graduate school. ... 

Table 5 
Distribution of Graduate Fellowshi·p Students 

by Level (1972-73) 

Year in graduate school Number of Percent of 
or professional school students total awards 

1 167 29.4 
2 172 30.2 
3 119 20.9 
4 70 12.3 
5 25 4.4 
6 11 1.9 
r! 3 0.5 
8 2 0.4 

Totals 569 '100.0 

College Opportunity Grant Program 

The College Opportunity Grant program (COG) authorized by Chap­
ter 1410, Statutes of 1968, has the goal of increasing access to higher educa~ 
tion for disadvantaged students. To accomplish this goal the program was 
established as a four-year pilot demonstration to assist disadvantaged stu­
dents who are selected by experimental methods and subjective judg­
ments as well as the more conventional academic methods. 

Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1971, increased the number of new grant 
awards from 1,000 to 2,000 for each year from 1972-73 through 1976-77, 
thereby extending the original program. Table 6 summarizes COG partici­
pation and average awards since the program began in 1969. 

Table 6 
Summary of College Opportunity Grant Program Since 1969 

Number of Number of Total 
Year applicants new grants grants 
1969-70.............................................................. 2,034 1,000 1,000 
1970-71.............................................................. 4,092 1,000 1,720 
1971-72.: ............... ,............................................ 5,926 1,000 2,393 
1972-73 (est.) .................................................. 8,929 2,000 3,811 
1973-74 (est.) .................................................. 10,000 2,000 4,825 

Average 
grant 

$833 
. 869 

941 
1,129 
1,266 
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Community College COG Participation Declines Further 

. We noted in our analysis last year thatwe did not believe the statutory 
objective of supporting students whose destination is community colleges 
was being effectively accomplished. Implementing statutes recognize the 
community! colleges as the least expensive level of Califorina higher edu­
cation and set forth the intent "that the additional opportunities for educa­
tion provided, (by the COG program) shall be initiated primarily on the 
community college level." 

Table 7 indicates a further decline in the number of community college 
students being served and a decrease in the percent of funds expended 
by COG students at communIty colleges. 

Table 7 
COG Program Participation Summary 

(percentage by segment) 

1970-71 1971-72 
stlidents funds students funds 

Community colleges ................................ .. 85.1 % 76.4% 58.9% 50.0% 
University of California ........................... . 3,7 5.3 11.2 13.0 
State University and Colleges ................. . 7.0 7.3 20.5 18.0 
Independent colleges ............................... . 4.2 11.0 9.4' 19.0 

197~73 
students funds 

43.2% 33.8% 
17.6 19.7 
26.8 23.4 
12.4 23.1 

Totals .......................................................... . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

. Occupational Training Program 

We recommend the requested 1.6 new positions be eliminated for a 
General Fund savings of $7,000. 

This program was established by Chapter 987, Statutes of 1972. Its objec­
tives include assistance to financially needy students who desire to under­
take postsecondary occupational training. Five hundred grants at an 
estimated average award of $1,000 would be authorized for 1973-74 . 
. A $50,000 appropriation in 1972-73 allowed the commission to fill three 

administrative positions in anticipation of applications for the first awards 
in 1973-74. This budget proposal would add 1.6 more positions for a total 
program staffing level of 4.6. 

For comparative purposes, we found this year that the Graduate Fellow­
ship program will approximate the application workload estimated for the 
new occupational program. This is, the graduate program administrative 
staff (3.3 positions) is expected to process 4,154 applications and make 569 
awards at an average level of $1,694 during 1972-73. Similarly, the commis­
sion estimates the occupational training program will receive 4,500 ap­
plications and make 500 awards at an average level of $1,000. ' " 

Since there is no workload history for this new program we find little 
support, based on our comparison with the authorized 1972-73 staffing 
level of the graduate program, for recommending approval for positions 
above the three currently authorized. Therefore, our recommendation 
serves to eliminate the additional 1.6 positions that have been requesfed 
for 1973-74. 
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STATE SCHOLARSHIP AND LOAN COMMISSION-Continued 

Guaranteed Loan Program (Item 331) 

This program was authorized in 1966 to provide central state administra­
tion for a federal loan program. The program was designed to provide 
low-interest loans to college students. All federal funds were encumbered 
in 1967, and since that time the commission has been unable to guarantee 
additional loans. The present function of the state program is to provide 
necessary administrative services for outstanding loans. The federal gov­
ernment has directly administered subsequent loan programs. However, 
the commission reported that the federal government will not assume 
administrative responsibility for this program as we suggested last year. 

Funding is from a special appropriation (Budget Item 331) from the 
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund. The $19,031 proposed for adminis­
trative support in 1973-74 is reimbursed from earned interest generated 
by federal funds deposited in the special fund reserve. This reserve fund 
is used to offset loan defaults. 

Dependents of Deceased or Disabled Peace Officers 

This program was authorized by Chapter 1616, Statutes of 1969, but was 
not funded in 1970-71. Chapters 919 and 920, Statutes of 1971, funded the 
program at $20,000 and opened eligibility to dependents of totally disabled 
as well as deceased peace officers. The program goal is to assure a college 
education for financially needy dependent children of peace officers total­
ly disabled or killed in the line of duty. The budget again includes $20,000 
for stipends on the assumption there will be 20 grants averaging $1,000. 
Three grants were awarded in 1972-73. 

Medical Contract Program 

This program was authorized by Chapter 1519, Statutes of 1971. The 
program goal is to increase the number of physicians and surgeons gradu­
ated by private medical colleges and universities in California. The com­
mission is authorized to contract with private institutions for state 
payments of $12,000, minus federal capitation grants, for each student 
enrolled above a 1970-71 enrollment base. The budget indicates 55 stu­
dents were contracted for in 1972-73 at $12,000 each for a total of $660,000. 
The 1973-74 budget proposes to fund an additional 55 students (110 total) 
at an average contract amount of $10,200 each for a total program request 
of $1,122,000. The projected average contract amount of $10,200 per stu­
dent reflects an estimated federal capitation offset grant of $1,800 each. 

~ommission Fails to Report Incremental Costs of Medical Contract Program 

The Legislature adopted our recommendation last year and directed 
the commission to collect data from private medical schools on their incre­
mental costs of increasing enrollment under the medical contract pro­
gram. A report was due prior to December 1, 1972. We believe the state 
could and should support more students at those institutions where incre- . 
mental costs may be less than $12,000 and in no case should the state pay 
more than the actual incremental cost of increasing enrollment. At this 
date of writing neither a report nor acceptable reason for noncom~liance 
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has been received. 

Clinical Internship Program 

This new program was established by Chapters 85 and 933, Statutes of 
1972. It provides medical schools a payment of $10,000 for each student 
enrolled in a speCial clinical internship program. This special program 
provides additional clinical training for students who attended a medical 
school in the Republic of Mexico. At least three such students must be 

. enrolled for a medical school to qualify for payments. 
It is estimated the $500,000 appropriated to the commission to initiate 

this program in 1972-73 will be expended. The same amount is proposed 
for expenditure in 1973-74. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
Summary 

The 1973 Budget Bill includes a total of $252 million for capital outlay 
from all sources. This is 32.4 percent greater than the $190.4 million appro­
priated in the Budget Act of 1972. 

Approximately $10.7 million (4.2 percent) of the grand total represents 
proposals from the General Fund. This is a reduction of nearly $2.1 million 
from the General Fund appropriation for the current year:· It should be 
pointed out that $7.9 million of the current appropriation is for purchase 
of the Sacramento Medical Center and $2.1 million of the proposed pro­
gram is to repay the Veterans Farm and Home Building Fund of 1943, for 
funds borrowed in 1964. The General Fund program provides projects in 
the Departments of Agriculture, General Services, Conservation,. Health 
and Corrections as well as minor amounts in Youth Authority and Financ~. 

The major portion of the capital outlay program is concerned with the 
~three segments of public higher education. The total for this area is $170.9 
IIlillion or 67.8 percent of the grand total. It is financed from funds trans­
ferred into the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education 
(COFPHE) by Chapter 1, Statutes of 1971 extra session ($35,881,000), 
COFPHE (oil royalties) ($29,468,000), University Education Fee Fund 
(EFF) ($14,965,000), State Construction Program Fund ($35,990,100 
bonds) and the Health Sciences Facilities Construction Program Fund 
($54,651,000 bonds). Within the total higher education amount, approxi­
mately $87 million (51 percent) is for the University, $48.1 million (28 
percent) for the State University and Colleges and $36 million (21 per­
cent) for the Community Colleges. 

The other major elements are in the Departments of Parks and Recrea­
tion, and Education. Proposals for parks and recreation total $24.6 million 
(not including $188,824 for local assistance), which is funded· from the 
Bagley Conservation Fund ($10,150,000), State Beaches and Parks Recrea­
tion' and Historical Facilities Fund ($4,624,600) and the Recreation and 
Fish and Wildlife EnhancementFund ($9,797,658). The Department of 
Education proposes $20 million from the COFPHE (oil) fund. 

The remaining $25.8 million is from conventional special funds. Over 
$10.6 million is from the Motor Vehicle Account in the State Transporta­
tion Fund for projects proposed for the Department of Motor Vehicles and 
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the California Highway Patrol. The balance is for the Departments of Fish 
and Game, Navigation and Ocean Development and the district fair con~ 
struction program.· 

University 

The program for the University is funded from four sources. The major 
share (63 percent) is from the Health Science Facilities Construction 
Program Fund (bonds), which was approved by the electorate in the 1972 
general election. The balance is funded from the COFPHE (Chapter 
1/1971 Extraordinary Session) (14 percent), the COFPHE (oil royalties) 
(6 percent), and University student fees (EFF) (17 percent). 

The health sciences construction program has been significantly re­
duced from that prepared for the 1972. bond issue. It was based on an­
ticipated federal grants of $97.7 million and $71.3 million from other non­
state sources to supplement the $155.9 million bond funds. These have now 
been deferred or canceled by the federal administration or the nonstate 
sources. The revised program is based on full funding from state bond 
sources except for certain prefunded amounts and minor allocations of 
nons tate funds. The new program, which has not yet been presented to 
the regents, provides a reduction of planned enrollments in several health 
science disciplines and, accordingly, the total construction program has 
been reduced. 

The three major projects proposed are: (1) Construction of the first 
permanent facilities at Davis and Irvine (Medical Sciences Unit 1) and 
modernization of Moffitt Hospital at San Francisco. Funds for these 
projects are requested in the amounts of $20,460,000, $6,485,000 and $15,-
324,000 respectively, the sum of which represents 77.3 percent of the total 
health sciences' request. The remaining projects include additions, altera­
tions, working drawings and preliminary plans. 

For general campuses, the total request is for· $29.8 million. Proposals 
from the Education Fee Fund and the COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971, ES) 
total $26.8 million. The remaining $3 million is for minor capital improve- . 
ments projects from the COFPHE fund. There are five major construction 
projects totaling over $14.3 million, three of which provide additional 
academic instruCtion space, one library addition and one auxiliary facility 
expansion. These are Third College Academic Unit I at San Diego, Aca­
demic Unit 8, alterations and completion of unfinished space and library 
addition at Santa Cruz and service yard expansion at Los Angeles. Also 
included are several small projects related to utilities and site develop­
ment, alterations, ancillary facilities and planning. 

State University and Colleges 

The State University and Colleges proposal totals $48,096,000 funded 
almostequally from the COFPHE (oil) fund and the COFPHE (Chapter 
1/ 1971, Extraordinary Session). The major thrust of this program is for 
projects which provide instructional capacity, administrative space and 
ancillary facilities, the aggregate of which is in excess of $31. 7 million. Over 
$11 million is for construction of administrative buildings at Long Beach 
and San Francisco. Equipment requests for existing buildings and build­
ings under construction total over $4.9 million. Library expansion projects 
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total $5,481;000 of which $4,325,000 is for the library expansion at Hum­
boldt. The balance of the appropriation is for minor capital improvements, 
utilities and site development, improvements to existing structures to 
correct structural deficiencies and statewide planning funds. 

The schedule of projects for the State University and Colleges includes 
the library building at San Jose and the science building at Pomona, both 
without an appropriation the meaning of which is unclear. The trustees' 
five-year capital improvement program indicates a total project cost for 
these facilities of $15,850,000 and $8,726,000 respectively. 

It should also be pointed out that many of the proposals represent 
increments with more to follow. Some of these are for planning; others are 
increments of construction and equipment. For example, the proposal for 
an art building at Sonoma indicates a future requirement for nearly $3.4 
million. The total proposed program carries a future requirement of over 
$43 million. 

Community Colleges 

The proposals for the community college system provide nearly $36 
million from bond funds approved by the electorate in the 1972 general 
election. This, coupled with the districts' share of over $34 million would 
make available a total construction program of over $70 million for 81 
projects. Nearly 73 percent of the total program is for working drawings, 
construction or equipment for general academic facilities with an addi­
tional1O.6 percent for construction and equipment for vocational/ techni­
cal facilities. The balance is for site acquisition, utilities and site develop­
ment, and facilities for administration, maintenance and physical 
education. . 

Space Utilization-Higher Education 

....• In 1970 the Legislature .adopted a new standard for classroom utiliza­
tion, which all three segments of higher education were directed to imple­
ment. The legislative standard extended the day from an 8 a.m. to5 p.m. 
period to an 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. period resulting in a standard of 53 hours 
of utilization per room per week. In our understanding, it was not the 
intent of the Legislature that the 53 hours be evenly distributed through­
out the week, merely, that 53 hours of use was to be achieved by greater 
intensification during the 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. period or by a combination 
throughout the 8 a.m. to 10 p.m; period. 

Probably the best way to make comparisons between campuses and the 
standard is to use "weekly student hours per station," which is the product 
of the room hours per week multiplied by the station occupancy percent­
age: The standard station occupancy for classrooms is 66 percent, which 
applied to the legislative standard of 53 hours per week produces a station 
utilization of 35 hours. It is interesting to note the systemwide average for 
the State University and Colleges has, in fact, gone down from 28.8 hours 
in: 1969, to 28.4 hours in 1970, to 27.5 hours in 1971. The campuses vary in 
utilization rates from 14.2 hours at San Bernardino to 31.4 hours at Po­
mona. While none of the campuses approach the standard of 53 hoilrs per 
week, nearly all exceed the station occupancy percentage of 66; Only 

. Chico, Fresno and Stanislaus fall below the 66-percent level. The highest 
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scheduled weekly room hours are 43.4 at Fresno and the lowest 19.1 at San 
Bernardino. Thus as a total system they are crowding the classrooms and 
using them less hours. 

We recognized that this change in utilization standard would necessar­
ily be implemented over a longer period than one or two years. It is 
obvious that many complex factors enter into the utilization of stations. 
Also factors such as students dropping out from classes after the first few 
weeks tend to distort the resulting utilization rates. Nevertheless, the 
steady decline in average station utilization is both revealing and disturb­
ing. 

We have no recent comparative figures for the University or commu­
nity college systems. We understand however, that the new standard has 
not been attempted in the community college system. 

Laboratory Utilization 

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education (CCHE) in response 
to ACR 151 (1970) issued a report entitled "Inventory and Utilization 
Study for Public Higher Education Fall 1969". A conclusion of that report 
was that all three segments of public higher education could extend the 
scheduling period for class-laboratories from 8 a.m.--5 p.m. to 8 a.m.-1O 
p.m. Accordingly CCHE recommended that when enrollment demands 
upon class laboratories exceeded the computed capacity for 8 a.m.--5 p.m. 
operations, class laboratories should be used for an extended day with a 
standard of 33.1 weekly student hours per station in lower division and 24.8 
in upper division. This represents an increase of 11.8 hours and 8.8 hours 
respectively in the 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. standard. The State' University and 
Colleges systemwide average for fall 1971 exceeds the 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
standard in both lower and upper division class laboratories averaging 22.4 
hours and 19.6 hours respectively. In lower division the utilization ranges 
from 10.3 l\ours at San Bernardino to 30.8 hours at Bakersfield. Upper 
division class laboratory utilization ranges from 8.5 at San Bernardino to 
39.8 hours at Bakersfield. 

We recognize that there are inherent physical limitations in some 
laboratories, particularly with respect to student lockers. In these cases 
alteration projects to correct such limitations should be undertaken to 
allow the necessary utilization. Laboratory space is the most costly to 
construct and has the 'lowest occupancy rate. It is essential that every 
effort be made to maximize the use of available facilities, in all segments 
of public higher education, before any money is expended to provide 
additional laboratory space. 

Other Programs 

The major element in the Budget Bill following higher education is 
concerned with the beach and park program and wildlife enhancement. 
The Budget Bill proposes more than $4.6 million from the State Beach, 
Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund, most bf which is . for 
development of the state beaches at Bolsa Chica and San Onofre. The 
balance is for land acquisition, relatively minor developments and plan-
ning for future projects. , 

Proposals from the Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 
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Bond Act program total nearly $14 million of which approximately $10 
million is for development of various state water project reservoirs. The 
remaining portion is for improvements to fish hatcheries to increase fish 
production, purchase of fishing access sites and other related purposes 
including plaIining for future projects. Together the two funds provide 
over $18 million for the purposes described. The total request is for con­
tinuation of th~ type of development programs undertaken in prior years. 

The General Fund contribution amounts to approximately $10.7 million 
of which more than $5 million is for projects in the Departments of Health 
and Corrections. The most significant of these projects is air conditioning 
of Porterville State Hospital and working drawings for two maximum 
security units. As pointed out earlier, over $2.1 million from the General 
Fund is for repayment to the Veterans' Farm and Home Building Fund 
for funds borrowed in 1964. The balance is for relatively minor alterations 
and new construction projects, site acquisition and planning for future 
proposals. 

Appropriation requests from the Motor Vehicle Account in the State 
Transportation Fund exceed $10.6 million. More than $7 million is for the 
Department of Motor Vehicles for land acquisition, working drawings and 
construction related to new field offices. The balance of approximately 
$3.3 million is for the California Highway Patrol principally for construc­
tion of new field offices but also for purchase of both communications 
equipment and leased facilities. 

As previously noted, for the first time, the Budget Bill proposes $20 
· million from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (oil 
· revenues) for working drawings and construction of new schools for the' 
blind, deaf and multihandicapped which are not part of higher education. 

· These are to replace present facilities at Berkeley and are to be located 
at an undesignated site or sites. 

The balance of the capital outlay program is from a variety of special 
funds. Over $3 million is for district fairs from the Fair and Exposition 
Fund. The Fish and Game Preservation Fund provides nearly $2.2 million 
for hatchery projects and the Consumer Affairs Fund provides $669,8oofor 
upgrading of air conditioning in the Consumer Affairs Building in Sacra­
mento. 

Environmental Impact Reports 

Sections 21100, 21102 and 21105 of the Public Resources Code require all 
state agencies, boards or commissions to include an environmental impact 
report on any project they propose to carry out which would have a 
significant effect on the environment of the state. Many of the proposed 
projects in the Budget Bill do not include such a report. The requesting 
agency, board or commission should provide for each project, an environ­
mental impact report or certification that the project does not have a 
Significant impact on the environment of the state. Appropriations for 
proposed projects should be withheld until receipt of either the report or 
certification. 
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MILITARY DEPARTMENT 

Item 332 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 39 Program p. 1-193 

Requested 1973-74 ................................... ;,'; ....................................... . 
Recommended for approval ............................................................. . 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. . 

ANALYSI~ AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$86,020 
86,020 
None 

The Military Department is requesting $86,020 for project planning, 
. working drawings and supervision of construction. The federal govern­

ment provides construction funds for projects that are planned and super­
vised by the state. These projects vary in size and include projects such 
as cqnstruction of maintenance buildings, storage space, airport runway 
overlays, etc. The requested funds are based on projects the Military 
Department anticipates submitting to the federal government for fund­
ing. Expenditures will be made only after federal funding is assured. 

UNALLOCATED 

Item 333 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 57 Program p. 1-267 

.Requested 1973-74 ............. ,' ............................................................... . 
Recommended for approval. ............................................................ . 
Recommended reduction ................................................................ .. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. . 

$75,000 
75,000 
None 

This item provides funds for preliminary planning for future projects to 
be financed from the General Fund. Allocations are proposed by the 
Department of Finance subject to approval by the State Public Works 
Board. 

The proposed amount would provide for approximately $5 million in 
construction cost, based on 1 ~ percent for preliminary planning. Based on 
projected proposals a construction program of this amount appears rea­
sonable. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Item 334 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 61 Program p. 1-302 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. . 
Recommended for approval. ............................................................ . 
Recommended for special review ................................................ .. 
Recommended reduction ..................................... ~ ........................... . 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount 
1. Special review-construct inspection facility .................................... $150,000 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION 

(a) Feasibility study, working drawings and relocation of 

$250,000 
100,000 
150,000 

None 

Analysis 
Page 
863 

. chemistry laboratory, Davis ................................................ $100,000 
We recommend approval. 
This request is for working drawings for a new chemistry laboratory for 

the Department of Agriculture to be constructed on the Davis Campus of 
the University of California. The project will provide a 24,500 gross­
square-foot building containing laboratory and office space. The present 
facilities for the chemistry laboratory operation are located on three floors 
in the Agriculture Building in Sacramento. These facilities are overcrowd­
ed and inefficient. The facilities are also operating at minimal safety levels 

. creating hazardous conditions. We are in agreement with the needs for 
improved facilities for this function and the requested project is appropri­
ate. It should be pointed out that the Davis Campus has apparently agreed 

'. to lease three acres to the state for 35 years at $540 per year. This rental 
"amount is reasonable and more economical than purchasing a comparable 
site. 

(b) Construct-inspecti~n station ............................................ $150,000 
We recommend special review. 
This request is for the construction of a border agricultural station in the 

north state adjacent to Interstate 5. The new facility will replace two 
existing stations, at Doris and at Hornbrook.The exact location for this 
facility has not been determined, but the department is presently consid­
ering the Weed or Mt. Shasta areas. The Doris and Hornbrook stations are 
currently operated on a schedule of 24 hours per day, year around for 
trucks and June 15th through September 15th for automobiles: Automo­
biles are spot checked an average of two days per month over the remain­
ing nine months. The number of shipments infested with serious pests or 
in violation of plant quarantines which were prevented entry into Cali­
fornia total 1,480 at Doris and 4,629 at Hornbrook. 

The requested funds for this project will finance approximately one­
third the total project cost. The remaining $300,000 is to be provided by 
the Highway Fund. The Highway Commission has voted to support the 
cost of replacement facilities for the Hornbrook facility, due to the reloca­
tion of Interstate 5. The commission has set a limit of $300,000 allowable 

f 



864 / CAPITAL OUTLAY Items 335-336 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE-Continued 

for this project. The construction cost estimate of $450,000 was provided 
by the Division of Highways for constructing a facility near Redding. This 
estimate is tentative and not based on preliminary plans for construction 
of a facility in an area of extreme weather conditions. We recommend 
special review for this project in order to give the Office of Architecture 
and Construction an opportunity to review the project and provide a cost 
estimate based on actual needs and building location. 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

DISTRICT FAIR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Item 335 from the Fair and Ex­
position Fund Budget p. 61 Program p. 1-296 

Requested 1973-74 .......................................................... ; .................. . 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. . 

$80,730 
None 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This item appropriates the sum of $80,730 from the $2.25 million con­

tinuing statutory appropriation payable from the Fair and Exposition 
Fund for county and district agricultural fairs or citrus fruit fairs. The 
money is used for engineering services performed by the Division of Fairs 
and Expositions of the Department of Food and Agriculture. The services 
cover construction supervision on local fair projects financed under Busi­
ness and Professions Code, Section 19630 Jor (1) permanent improve­
ments; (2) purchase of equipment for fair purposes, and (3) acquisition 
or purchase of real property, including appraisal and incidental costs. 

DISTRICT FAIR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Item 336 from the Fair and Ex­
position Fund Budget p. 61 Program p. 1-315 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. . 
Recommended reduction ...... ,' .......................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$35,850 
None 

This item appropriates the sum of $35,850 from the Fair and Exposition 
Fund to the I-A District Agricultural Association at San Francisco, known 
as the Cow Palace. The money is for payment to the Cow Palace of the 
full cost of repair and equipment replacement due to a fire in September 
1972 which occurred in a warehouse structure. As a state agency, the Cow 
Pal1ace is self-insured, necessitating payment for repairs from operating 
revenues or other funds. In the current year the Cow Palace received a 

" 
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payment of $194,100 as partial payment of repair costs stemming from an 
earlier fire. The payment in the budget year is for a more recent fire and 
is not related to the $194,100 expended for the previous fire. A Budget Bill 
appropriation is needed to provide this money because the Cow Palace is 
not eligible for an allocation from the continuing appropriation for con­
struction of local fairs. 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL FAIRS 

Item 337 from the Fair and Ex­
position Fund Budget p. 61 Program p. 1-315 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $3,000,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. None 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This item appropriates the sum of $3 million from the Fair and Exposi­

tion Fund in augmentation of the annual continuing capital outlay appro­
priation of $2.25 million for county and district agricultural and citrus fruit 
fairs under Section 19630 of the Business and Professions Code. The funds 
in this item are to be made available on allocation by the Director of Food 
and Agriculture and may generally be expended for permanent improve­
ments at designated fairs, as well as, the purchase of equipment or acquisi­
tion of real property 

The requested appropriatio:n in this item would fund those local fair 
... projects which are designated as priority one in the five-year fair capital 
outlay program. Priority one covers prpjects required for public health 
and safety, The other categories which are of lower priority in the five­
year capital outlay plan involve replacement, addition of new added fea­
tun~s for interim use and miscellaneous projects. The total five~year capital 
outlay program is in e~cessof $46 million. 

The funds in this item are allocated by the Director of Food and Agricul­
ture with approval of the Public Works Board. Because this item provides 
a major addition to the local fair system, it would be appropriate that each 
project financed by it be reviewed carefully by the board for conformity 
to the public health and safety standard. Such a directive should be given 
the Public Works Board by language in the supplemental report on the 
Budget Bill. . . 



866 I CAPITAL OUTLAY Item 338-339 and 340 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

Items 338-339 and 340 from the 
General Fund, Bagley Conser-
vation Fund and Consumer 
Affairs Fund. Budget p. 73 Program p. 1-436 

Requested 1973-74 ...................................................................... $2,535,720 total 
Item 338 ................................................................... $915,920 (General Fund) 
Item 339 .......................................... $950,000 (Bagley Conservation Fund) 
Item 340 ................................................ $669,800 (Consumer Affairs Fund) 

Recommended for approvaL .................................. 564,000 (General Fund) 
Recommended for special review 950,000 (Bagley Conservation Fund) 
Recommended reduction ...................................... $351,920 (General Fund) 

$669,800 (Consumer Affairs Fund) 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Delete-construct-upgrade air .conditioning Agriculture Build-
ing (General Fund) .................................................................................. $351,920 867 

2 .. Delete-;-upgrade air conditioning, Consumer Affairs Building 
. (Consumer Affairs Fund) ........................................................................ $669,800 867 

3. Special review-construct-Governor's residence, Bagley Conser-
vation Fund ......................................................... :...................................... $950,000 867 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The department's request for major capital outlay covers five projects, 
, three of which are to be funded from the General Fund and one each from 

the Consumer Affairs Fund and the Bagley Conservation Fund. the 
project to be funded from the Consumer Affairs Fund is the upgrading of 
the air-conditioning system in the Consumer Affairs Building in Sacra-

• mento. The project for funding from the Bagley Conservation Fund is the 
construction of the Governor's residence in Carmichael adjacent to· the 
American River. A description of the requested projects and our recom­
mendation for each follows. 

Item 338(a) Construct-fire safety phases II and 111-
Library and Courts Building, Sacramento 
(General Fund) ................................................ $345,000 

We recommend approval. 
This project is for the correction of fire safety deficiencies which have 

been identified by the State Fire Marshal, and will complete the correc­
tion of all such deficieI).cies. The work includes alterations and additions 
to the five-story building and to the basement. It will provide for the 
demolition of portions of building interior, installation of metal door and 
window frames, solid core wood doors, smoke detection and automatic fire 
sprinkler systems, new water and gas connections, exit lighting and an 
emergency electrical generator. 

Item 338(b) Gonstruct-upgrade air conditioning 
Agriculture Building, Sacramento (General 
Fund) .................................................................. $351,920 
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Item 340 (a) Construct-upgrade air conditioning Con­
sumer Affairs Building (Consumer Affairs 
Fund) ................................................ '.................. $669,800' 

We recommend deJetion of the above two projects. 
The requests propose to upgrade the air-conditioning systems by chang­

ing the existing zone control system to a costly individual room control 
system. This will be accomplished by the installation of hot water reheat 
coils and thermostatic controls for each room in the building. While the 
proposed system is-an ideal solution, we do not believe the additional 
installation and operational (energy) costs related to such a system to be 
justified. Furthermore, future remodeling is complicated by such a sys­
tem. We recommend the department reevaluate and redesign the pro­
posal to provide more effective and economical zone control. 

Item 338 (c) Site acquisition-second well-central heat­
ing and cooling plant, Sacramento (General 
Fund) ..................................................... ,............ $219,000 

We recommend approval. 
This request is to purchase a well site to assure condenser cooling water 

capacity for future additions to the central plant. Currently, the plant and 
well water supply are operating at maximum capacity. Therefore, before 
any cooling capacity can be added to the plant, additional well water will 
be needed. Purchase of a new site at this time appears appropriate. 

Item 339 (a) Construct-Governor's residence (Bagley 
Conservation Fund) ........................................ $950,00() 

We recommend special review. 
The general program for the Governor's residence has been completed. 

This program indicates the construction of a 17,000-square-foot residence 
at $40 per square foot. The building is to be a two-story structure with 
basement. Auxiliary structures are to be a five-car garage, 24- by 48-foot 
swimming pool with terraces and decking, and a tennis court. Landscap­
ing and site development is ,estimated to cost $95,000. the program is a 
general outline of the space and auxiliary facility requirements for the 
Governor's residence. Preliminary plans have not been completed at this 
time. Therefore, we thinkit is premature to recommend approval of a 
specific amount for working drawings. Hopefully, this information will be 
available for review during budget hearings. 
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

. Item 341 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 85 Program p. 1-544 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $2,134,887 
Recommended for approvaL.......... ..... ............................................. 2,134,887 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. None 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
The Budget Act of 1964, Item 409, appropriated $2,271,500 as a loan from 

the Veterans' Farm and Home Building Fund to acquire land in Sacra­
mento on which to construct parking facilities and to prepare working 
drawings for an office building for the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

The Department of General Services was made a part of this action, in 
that it was to occupy, improve and maintain the property, and to apply 
rent received for operation and maintenance of the property. Any remain­
ing revenue was to be used for payment of principal and interest at 4 
percent to the Veterans' Farm and Home Building Fund until the loan was 
repaid. The property would then be totally under the jurisdiction and 
control of the Department of General Services. This was an unrealistic 
assumption under the rental rates by General Services. Accordingly, to 
date the Department of General Services has not been able to produce 
sufficient revenue beyond an amount required to pay the interest oil the 
loan. A total of $2,134,887 was expended in the. process of acquiring the 
land and preparing it for use. The balance was reverted to the original 
source. This item proposes to repay the outstanding balance of the loan 
in a single lump sum so that the Veterans' Farm and Home Building Fund 
may have the use of these moneys for the normal lending purposes for 
which the fund is employed. 

It appears reasonable that, in view of the surplus available in the Gen­
eral Fund, the loan should now be repaid in a lump sum, particularly since 
it does not appear likely that the use of the land would now, or in the near 
future, generate sufficient revenues to make payments on the principal. 

\ 
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Department of Veterans Affairs 

VETERANS' HOME OF CALIFORNIA 

Item 342 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 84 Program p. 1-544 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................ .. 
Recommended for approval. ............................................................ . 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$590,350 
590,350 
. None 

The department is requesting three major capital outlay projects all of 
which are related to health, fire, and life safety. 

(a) Fire and life safety improvements-hospital building $104,000 
We recommend approval. 
This request is for modification to the interior of the hospital building 

for conformance to the Fire and Life Safety Codes as prescribed by the 
State Fire Marshal. The project will remedy the most critical items indicat­
ed in the State Fire Marshal's survey of this building. It consists of enclo­
sqre of interior stairways and ramps, installation of fire resistant doors in , 
corridor walls, elimination of interior corridor glazed openings, installa­
tion 'of fire dampers and installation of a fire sprinkler system in the 
basement storage area. 

(b) Emergency power supply and lighting-Hospital 
Building ........................... ,...................................................... $95,350 

We recommend approval. 
This request will provide an increase in the emergency electrical power 

supply and improve the lighting system within the building. The emer­
gency electrical power is currently supplied by a 6O-kilowatt (kw) and a 
15-kw diesel-engine-driven generator. These generators are not adequate 
for the needs of the hospital during a power failure. For example, the 
intensive care facilities are not'connected to emergency power sources 
due to the inadequate emergency power supply. This project will provide 
a 300-kw diesel-engine-driven generator connected to the existing electri­
cal supply to the building and is of sufficient capacity to serve the total 
building. Fluorescent light fixtures will also be installed to replace existing 
incandescent fixtures in several areas of the hospital which are inade­
quately lighted by the existing fixtures. 

(c) Construct-filtration plant, Rector Reservoir ................ $391,000 
We recommend approval. 
This project is for the installation of a filtration system, chemical treat­

ment and chlorination equipment at Rector Reservoir, the source for 
domestic water for the Veterans' Home. The Departments of Public 
Health ,and Water Resources have recommended construction of these 
facilities to provide assurance of water free from disease bacteria and of 
generally satisfactory quality. The Department of Public Health (DPH) 
has noted that on four occasions since July 1969, the water from this source 
failed to meet United States drinking water standards. The department 
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also states. that the chlorination treatment currently used provides mar­
ginal safety and that ineffective disinfection has been found to be caused 
by high turbidity and/ or excessive plankton growths. It recommends that 
in order to provide positive assurance of adequate disinfection with chlo­
rine and to remove suspended material and plankton growth, water filtra­
tion is required. It should be pointed out that this water system also serves 
the Cities of Yountville and Napa and the Napa State Hospital. A new fee 
schedule should be established to assure that all users of this water system 
pay their fair share of the amortization cost of this improvement. 

CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 

Item 343 from the Motor Vehi­
cle Account, State Transporta­
tion Fund Budget p. 106 Program p. 1-630 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $3,348,040 
Recommended for approval..... .................... .... ........... ...................... 2,830,540 
Recommended for special review .................................................. ' 387,300 

, Recommended reduction ......... ......................................................... $130,200 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Reduce-statewide communications program ................................. . $17,000 870 
2. Special review-statewide communications program ..................... . $120,000 870 
3. Reduce--construct area office, West Valley ......... ; ........................... . $29,000 872 
4. Reduce-working drawing and construct area office, Fairfield 

(Vallejo) ..................................................................................................... . $29,500 872 
5. Reduce--construct area office, Ventura ............................................. . $29,700 872 
6. Reduce--construct area office EI Cajon ............................................. . $25,000 872 
7. Special review-purchase of leased facilities at Oroville, Quincy 

and Red Bluff ........................................................................................... . $267,300 873 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The department's capital outlay request for the budget year is $3,348,-
040, for a total of 12 projects including: one for communications, one for 
planning, four for construction; two site acquisitions, one for working 
drawings and four lease purchase requests. The construction projects are 
for facilities which were approved for site acquisition in the current 
budget. The two site acquisition projects are new requests to replace 
existing lease facilities which 'are no longer adequate for the department's 
needs. 

Following is a brief summary of each project and our recommendation: 
(a) Communications equipment program, statewide ......... $1,012,710 
We recommend a reduction of $17,(}()() and special review of $12O,(}()(). 
ThIs project will provide for the purchase of communication equipment 

required for replacement ($496,400) and for expansion of radio and mi­
crowave systems ($516,310). General Services Communications DiVision 
has established a replacement schedule for this equipment based on ex-
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pected equipment life'. To be replaced are 12 radio frequency terminals, 
60 multiplex terminals, 22 VHF base stations, 12 control and repeater 
stations and 6 standard radio consoles. We recommend approval of this 
portion- of the request. The request for additional equipment includes 
$279,450 for various radio equipment in the Los Angeles Basin. This equip­
ment will upgrade the Los Angeles Basin area and will allow the use of 
microwave in lieu of leasing telephone lines, and also allow communica­
tions between vehicles and dispatchers in areas where this is not now 
possible. The additional equipment request also includes the replacement­
of "blue" frequency as the primary radio frequency in several areas of the 
state, the installation of tape recorders; 19 new multiplex terminals, one 
base station, four microwave alarms and the upgrading of two remote 
radio sites. We recommend approval of all aspects except for the replace~ 
ment of "blue" frequency and we recommend 'special review for the 
installation of tape recorders. 

-The "blue" frequency is one which has been established by the depart­
ment as a common frequency which could be used by any unit dispatched 
to any part of the state. In doing this the department must eliminate the 
"blue" system as the primary frequency in areas which adjoin each other 
and hence cause radio interference. This request is. for the replacement 
of the "blue" primary system in eight areas throughout the state. We 
recommend approval for all areas except in the Merced and San Luis 
Obispo areas. These two areas do not interfere with each other but both 
interfere with the Bakersfield area. The "blue" primary frequency used 
at Bakersfield is scheduled for replacement in this request. Hence, the 
interference with the other two areas will no longer exist and the number 
of multiplex terminals necessary to make these changes can be reduced 
from 35 to 25, a savings of $17,000. 

The department is requesting the purchase of two 20-channel recorders 
and two 40-channel recorders all complete with necessary accessories. The 
department plans to install a 20-channel recorder at Sacramento and San 
Bernardino and a 40-charuiel unit at Los Angeles and San Francisco. The 
deparhnent began tape recording operations in central dispatch centers 
at Sacramento, San Francisco and Los Angeles this year. The lO-channel 
units at Sacramento and San Francisco are to be assigned to San Diego and 
'Fresno with the 20-channel unit at Los Angeles going to Oakland. The 
department currently records all conversations between highway patrol­
men and radio dispatchers, freeway telephones, and support telephone 
positions which might accept incoming emergency telephone calls. 

The units are manufactured in 10, 20, and 40 channel sizes, with each 
channel capable of recording one position. Justification for the larger units 
at Sacramento and San Francisco is to increase the number of recorded 
support positions by one which increases the total number of recorded 
positions from 10 to 11 thus necessitating a 20-channel recorder unit. We 
have requested the department to reevaluate and further justify the need 
for recording the one additional support position. Unless further justifica­
tion is indicated we recommend that the San Francisco and Sacramento 
areas continue to use the existing lO-channel recorders. 

The request for a 40-channel recorder at Los Angeles is based on a need 
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to record 26 positions; The 20-channel recording unit currently in use at 
the Los Angeles office plus the addition of a new lO-channel unit would 
provide 30 channels or 4. channels in excess of the need. Hence, we would 
recommend the purchase of a lO-channel unit at Los Angeles in lieu of the 
requested 40-channel unit. 

Unless there is further justification for the San Francisco and Sacra­
mento areas, we recommend the purchase of only five lO-channel re­
corder units, one each, to be installed at Los Angeles, San Bernardino, 
Oakland, San Diego, and Fresno. This recommendation would provide.a 
reduction of $48,500 in the requested amount. 

We also recommend that the department be required to submit an 
annual report to the Legislature indicating the telephone positions which 
are recorded and the necessity for recording such positions. The report 
should also indicate the department's evaluation and description of the 
benefits derived through the use of these recorders. 

(b) Construction program-planning, statewide ................ $20,000 
We recommend approval. 
This proposal is to provide funds for preparation of preliminary plans for 

proposed major projects in the 1974-75 fiscal year. The amount is approxi­
mately 1 ~ percent of the anticipated program for that year and should be 
adequate for the purpose. 

(c) Construct area office, West Valley.................................... $386,615 
We recommend a reduction of $29,000. 
(d) Working drawings and construct-area office, Fair-

field (Vallejo) ......................................................................... $406,715 
We recommend a reduction of $29,500. 
(e) Construct-area office, Ventura ....................................... -; $397,100 
We recommend a reduction of $29, 700. 
(f) Construct area office, EI Cajon .......................................... $331,400 
We recommend a reduction of $25,000. 
The above projects will provide area offices with a capacity of 100 traffic 

officers except at EI Cajon which will' be sized for 75 traffic officers. 
Working drawing funds for each of these projects was provided in the 
current budget and should be deleted from the request. The respective 
amounts budgeted were $12,000, $19,500, $13,000, and $15,000. 

The department has been working with the Department of General 
Services and the Office of Architecture and Construction to develop 
standard floor plans for the various sized buildings. The standard plans 
have been agreed upon and they are all designed to facilitate expansion 
in the future when such expansion is justified .. The cost for construction 
of these buildings shopld be fairly consistent and should be approximately 
$24 per gross square foot at the California construction cost index of 650. 
This estimate is based on the most recent building designed to the stand­
ard plans and specifications. We recommend that the above four requests 
be reduced to reflect this cost except for the building at Fairfield. Con­
struction in the Fairfield area is apprqximately 6 percent higher than the 
Los Angeles> San Diego area. Therefore, we recommend a square foot cost 
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in that area of $25.40 per gross square foot. The respective reduction would 
be $1:7,000, $10,000, $16,700 and $10,000. 

(g) Site acquisition and working drawings-area office, 
Marin-Golden Gate ............................................................ ;. $205,000 

(h) Site acquisition and working drawings-area office, 
·western Kern County .......................................................... $47,000 

We recommend approval of the above two projects 
These two site acquisition and working drawing projects are to replace 

existing facilities which are inadequate for the needs of the .departIllent. 
The Marin-Golden Gate leased facility is undersized for the current traffic 
officer strength of 79. There are also many parking and traffic difficulties 
at the present site. The department plans to construct a lOO-traffic officer 
facility near U.S. Highway 101 in the general area of the existing facility. 
The western Kern County facility was located in leased facilities in Taft. 
However, due to the opening. of Interstate 5, 19 miles from this location, 
the department has found it necessary to relocate the personnel to the 
Bakersfield office. The distance required for these officers to travel to 
their beat assignments creates an expensive and inefficient operatiori. The 
department plans to purchase property near Buttonwillow, for the con­
struction of a 25-traffic officer facility. 

(i) Working drawings-area office, San Juan........................ $21,700 
We recommend approval. 
This request would provide construction documents for a ne~ 50,traffic 

officer facility in San Juan Capistrano. It is to be adjacent to Interstate 5 
near an onl off ramp. Upon completion of the project the department will 
be able to reduce the overcrowding in the present Santa Ana office. This 
location will also provide an improved distribution of traffic officers in the 
adjoining areas of Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 

(j) Purchase leased facility, Bakersfield.................................. $252,500 
(k) Purchase leased facility, Oroville ...................................... $89,500 
(I) Purchase leased facility, Quincy........................................ $89,800 
(m) Purchase leased facilities, Red Bluff ..................... ;........ $88,000 

. We recommend approl{al of (j) and special review of the other three 
Items. 

The department has stated that the geographical location, size· and 
condition of the above facilities are excellent and will meet their needs for 
many years. The Bakersfield office was constructed for the state. under a 
Jease-purchase agreement. The lease contract for the Bakersfield office 
has a purchase option date of March 1, 1974, the second year of occupancy. 
The owner of the other offices has proposed sale of the property to the 
state on November 1, 1973. The market value of these three parcels has 

. not been established and we have suggested that General Services real 
estate diyision appraise this property. Until the appraisals are completed, 
we cannot recommend approval of these purchases. . 
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Item 344 from the Motor Vehi-

Item 344 

cle Account, State Transporta­
tion Fund Budget p. 111 Program p. 1-659 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................... $7,279,500 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 5,571,300 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 1,126,700 
Recommended reduction ....................................... , ........ ; .... ;............ $581,500 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AmOWlt Page 

1. Reduce-land acquisition, working drawings and construct office 
building and parking facilities, Chula Vista...................................... $725,500 875 

- 2. Augment-land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
ties, Oxnard .............................................................................................. $50,000 875 

3: Augment-land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
. ties, Placerville ........................................................................................ $10,000 876 

4. Augment-land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
ties, north metropolitan San Diego .................................................... $50,000 876 

5. -Augment-land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
ties, San Fernando .................................................................................. $50,000 .876 

6. Special review-planning for Headquarters expansion, Sacra-
. . mento .............................................................................................. ;;.......... $20,000 876 
7. Special review-land acquisition, working drawings and con-

struct office building and parking facilities, Sacramento .............. $1,106,700 877 
8. Augment-land acquisition for office building and parking facili-

ties, West Covina ..................................................................................... $50,000 877 
9. Reduce-construct office building .and parking facilities, Mo-

desto ....................................................................... ;.................................... $56,000 878 
10. Reduce-Construction project planning .......................................... $10,000 878 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The department is requesting a total of 14 projects which includes eight 
property acquisition proposals, four construction projects and two prelimi­
nary planning requests. All projects are related to field office operations 
except for one planning request which is related to the proposed data 
processing center in the Department of Motor Vehicles building in Sacra­
mento. 

The Department of Motor Vehicles has begun a procedure for long­
range field office planning this fiscal year. This planning takes into consid­
eration the projected population increase as determined by the Depart­
ment of Finance, current field office operations, projected increase or 
decrease in vehicle registration and driver's licensing and direction of 

. growth within various regions of the state. The long-range reports, when 
completed, will cover the entire state. This attempt at long-range plan­
ning isa vast improvement over the department's previous methods and 
should prove a benefit to the state. While the reports project growth and 
needs over a 25-year period, the department is requesting buildings to be 
designed to a 15-year need with flexibility to expand to the projected 
25-yearneed, wheri expansion is justified. The projects requested in this 
item generally reflect the long-range planning reports. 
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(a) Land acquisition, working drawings and construct of-
fice building and parking facilities, Chula Vista............ $1,396,500 

We recommend a reduction of $725,500. 
This request is for a new field office in the Chula Vista area of San Diego, 

identified inlhe field office facilities long-range planning report, as south 
San Diego metropolitan area. The long-range report indicates that this 
area needs a field office with a lobby-counter area of approximately 5,000 
square feet, expandable to approximatey 6,600 square feet. We agree with 
the conclusion of this report, but we do not feel that it is sound to appropri­
ate property acquisition, working drawing, and construction funds in one 
year. The probability of purchasing the land, drawing the plans and going 
to construction bid in one year IS unlikely. For example, none of the three 
property acquisition appropriations for the current year have as yet been 
allocated. The Department of General Services has indicated that the sites 
should be purchased in thre~ or four months, and in one case p~ssibly as 
.much as nine months. These are not unusual circumstances and are simply 
results of the time necessary to locate property within the search area, 
appraise the sites and agree with the owner on the purchase price. Howev­
er, it is advantageous to have working drawing funds attached to the land 
acquisition appropriation in order that the drawings can be completed 
near the next fiscal year, thereby not delaying construction. Hence, we 
recommend funding of $621,000 for land acquisition and $50,000 for work­
ing draWings. 

(e) Land acquisition and construct additional parking 
facilities, Montebello ............................................................ $191,000 

We recommend approval. 
This request is for the purchase of approximately 42,600 square feet of 

property adjacent to the existing field office and the development 'of 
.parking facilities thereon. There should be no delay in acquiring the site 
as the owner is apparently anxious to sell to the state. Under this situation 
funding of acquisition and construction in the same year appears prudent. 

The Montebello office is the third largest office in the state and has 148 
parking spaces. While this is not an unusually low number of spaces, 
off-street parking is not available at this office and the department has 
experienced considerable traffic problems. This project will provide ap­
proximately 140 additional parking spaces. It should also be noted that the 
long-range field office report for this region indicates that the Montebello 
office space should be adequate through the 1980's. 

(g) Land acquisition for office building and parking facili~ 
ties, Oxnard ............ '................................................................ $414,000 

We recommend an augmentation of $50,000. 
This request is for property acquisition in the Oxnard area. The depart­

ment's long-range report for this region states that the Oxnard community 
is growing at a faster rate than the neighboring Ventura area and ~f the 
Oxnard facility is constructed the existing Ventura field office would be 
adequate until the 1980's. Therefore, the long-range plan recommends the 
construction of a building in Oxnard with a lobby-counter area of approxi­
mately 5,000 square feet and a deferral of the construction of a new field 

\ 
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office in Ventura until the late 1980's. We agree with this recommenda­
tion, but as we mentioned above in (a), we believe it prudent to appropri­
ate working drawing funds in the same year as land acquisition funds. 
Therefore, we recommend this item be augmented by $50,000 for working 
drawings. 

(h) Land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
"ties, Placerville ...................................................................... $82,800 

We recommend an augmentation of $10,000. 
This item would purchase a new site for a new field office in Placerville, 

EI Dorado County. The department's long-range field office report indi­
cates that the current building in Placerville has a lobby-counter area of 
approximately 810 square feet with a current need of 938 square feet. By 
1980 this need will have grown to 1,210 square feet and by 1990 to 1,460 
square feet. We recommend approval of this item with an augmentation 
of $10,000 for working drawing funds. 

(f) Land acquisition for office building and parking facili-
ties, North Metropolitan, San Diego ................................ $662,400 

We recommend an augmentation of $50,000. 
The department's long-range plan for the San Diego metropolitan area 

indicates a need for a new field office of approximately 3,500 to 4,000 
square feet of lobby-counter area in the Claremont vicinity. The office 
should be expandable to 7,300 square feet of lobby-counter area. We are 
in agreement with this recommendation and for this proposal we also 
recommend an augmentation for working drawings in the amount of 
$50,000. 

(I) Site acquisition for office bUilding and parking facili-
ties, San Fernando ................................................................ $309,100 

We recommend augmentation of $50,000. 
This request is again the result of the long-range field office planning 

report which indicates the need for a new field office of approximately 
5,000 square feet of lobby-counter area in San Fernando. The report fur­
ther states that the new office should be located further south from its 
present location to enable part of the workload from Van Nuys to shift 
towards the San Fernando service area. At the present time the San 
"Fernando office has a lobby-counter area of approximately 2,160 square 
feet with a need of 3,620, the projected need in 1990 indicates that the 
current building would be inadequate by 2,318 square feet. We recom­
mend approval of this item and again recommend augmentation for work­
ing drawings in the amount of $50,000. 

(j) Planning for headquarters expansion, Sacramento........ $20,000 
We recommend special review. 
This request is for study and preliminary planning money to determine 

the space needs for the Department of Motor Vehicles in its Sacramento 
headquarters building due to the incorporation of the centralized data 
processing center within that building. Currently, the department envi­
sions extending the second and third floors of "building west," adding 
approximately 55,060 ~ssignable square feet of space. However, due to the 
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recent fire in the headquarters building We recommend special review. 
(k) Land acquisition, working drawings and construction 

office building and parking facilities, south Sacramento $1,106,700 
We recommend special review. 
The department recently completed the long-range planning study for 

the Sacramento area which recommends a new office in South Sacra­
mento. This is based on an understanding that the space occupied by the 
present office is needed to provide for expansion in the headquarters 
building. In our opinion, plans for this office should be held in abeyance 
until the effects of the recent fire andlor the study in the above item (j) 
is completed. 

(n) Land acquisition for office building and parkingJacili-
ties, West Covina ........................................................... ,...... $579,600 

We recommend augmentation of $50,000. 
This request would provide a site for the construction of a new field 

office in West Covina with a lobby-counter area of approximately 6,500 
square feet. The long-range field office report indicates that the present 
West Covina building has a lobby-counter area of 4,800 square feet with 
current need of 5,700 square feet projected to a need of 6,500. We recom­
mend approval with an augmentation of $50,000 for working drawings. 

(b) Working drawings and construction for office building 
and parking facilities, Costa Mesa .................................... $677,000 

We recommend approval. 
This request is for the construction of a one-story office building inClud­

ing site and parking development. The building is approximately 16,500 
square feet and is estimated to cost $27047 per gross square foot. The 
building is to be sized to meet the department's projected needs 15 years 
hence and is to be designed with the flexibility of expansion to meet the 
department's needs beyond that time. The site for this building should be 
purchased in the next three or four months. It should be pointed out that 
if working drawing funds had been appropriated in the current year, 
working drawings could have begun in as early as April of this year and 
construction might have been as early as July or August. Under the current 
funding situation, however, construction will be delayed until perhaps 
November or December. At current construction cost Increases this delay 
could amount to an approximate 5-percent increase or $25,000 on a project 
of this size. 

(c) Working drawings and construction for office building 
and parking facilities, Merced .................................... ,....... $456,900 

We recommend approval. 
This request is for the construction of a one-story structure with appro­

priate site and parking developmeI').t. The building will have concrete 
foundations with slab-on-grade, redwood fascia and split-faced concrete 
block exterior walls and will be air conditioned. The interior walls will be 
metal studs and gypsum board. The building·is to be approximately 10,400 
gross square feet which is estimated to cost $28.50 per gross square foot. 

(d) Construct-office building and parking facilities, Mo-
desto ........................................................................................ $620,400 
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We recommend a reduction of $56,000. 

Item 345 

This project is for the construction of a 12,258 gross square foot building 
with site and parking development in the City of Modesto. The estimated 
construction cost for the building is $27.00 per gross square foot. The 
current total estimated project cost as submitted by the Office of Architec­
ture and Construction (OAC) and updated to the construction cost index 
of650 (the index used for the 1973-74 budget estimates) is $609,000. Work­
ing drawing funds for these facilities were included in the current budget 
year in the amount of $36,500. The current appropriation coupled with the 
lower estimate prepared by OAC indicates that this item should be re­
duced by $56,000. 

(m) Workingdrawings and construction for office building 
and parking facilities, Santa Clara ................ :................. $708,100 

We recommend approval. 
This request is also for a one-story office building including site and 

parking development. The building will be approximately 16,000 gross 
square feet and will cost an estimated $27.93 per gross square foot. The 
long-range planning report hotes the rapid growth of this area and indi­
cates the present office is undersize by approximately 2,000 square feet. 
The reports recommendation substantiates this request. 

(i) Construction project planning ............................................ $55,000 
We recommend a reduction of $10,000. 
This request is to fund statewide construction planning for those propos­

als projected for the 1974-75 fiscal year. One and one-half percent of the 
approximate $3,000,000 anticipated program should be adequate. 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

Item 345 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 126 Program p. 1-800 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $1,435,836 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 815,003 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 570,733 
RecoIhmended reduction .................................................................. $50,100 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page' 

1.' Special review-site acquisition, Mattole Forest Fire Station ..... . $10,000 879 
2. Special review--construct and equip-Forest Fire Station, Sea 

Ranch ........................................................................................................... . 201,384 879 
3. Reduce--construct and equip-Forest Fire Station, Crescent city 8,400 879 
4. Reduce--construct and Equip-Siskiyou Ranger Unit Headquar-

ters ............................................................................................................... . 5,100 880 
5. Special review--construct and equip-Fresno Ranger Unit Head-

quarters ....................................................................................................... . 200,604 880 
6. Special review--construct and equip-Riverside Ranger Unit 

Headquarters ............................................................................................. . 158,745 880 
7. Reduce--construct and equip-barracks addition, Fire Academy, 

lone ............... , ............................................................................................ .. 36,600 881 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION 

The department's capital outlay request includes seven site acquisition 
projects totaling $94,500. The remaining $1,341,336 is for the funding of 
eight construction projects. 

(a) Site acquisition-Mattole Forest Fire Station ................ $10,000 
We recommend, special review. 
This request is for purchase of five acres ,in Humboldt County for the 

future construction of a new forest fire station in District I. We have 
requested justification of the establishment of a new station in this area, 
however, it has not been received. The informaqon should be available 
during budget hearing. 

(h) (i) Construct and equip-Forest Fire Station, Sea 
Ranch .................................................................................. $201,384 

We recommend special review. 
We understand the department is in preliminary negotiations with the 

local fire district concerning contracting with the state for fire protection. 
Apparently, the local district is constructing a fire station adjacent to the 
proposed state station. Originally, the state was to occupy this local station 

. with sufficient personnel to provide local fire protection. However, recent 
negotiations propose to construct a larger state facility and house state 
personnel for both local and state fire protection. We have also en­
couraged the department to investigate the possibility of expanding the 
local fire station to enable housing all state personnel, thereby negating 
the need to construct the proposed facility. Until accord is reached it 
would be premature to recommend approval of this project as' currently 
scoped . 
. (j) (k) Construct and equip-Forest Fire Station, Crescent 

City........................................................................................................ $102,216 
We recommend reduction of $8,400. 

. This project is for the construction of a standard 1O-man barracks­
messhall building. This will replace inadequate and deteriorating struc­
tures. The estimated construction cost is $31.14 per square foot. The Office 
of Architecture ~md Construction's estimate indicates that the proposed 
project is a 12-man messhall building. The Department of Conservation 
has requested a 10-man facility. Hence, we recommend a reduction of 220 
square feet and a proportional reduction in the cost for architectural 

J services .. 
(b) Site acquisition-Westwood Forest Fire Station ........ .. 
(c) Site acquisition-Montgomery Forest Fire Station .... .. 

,(d) Site acquisition-Coarsegold Forest Fire Station ........ .. 
(e) Site acquisition~Tulercitos Forest Fire Station .......... .. 
(f) Site acquisition-Witch Creek Forest Fire Station .... .. 
(g) Site acquisition-Deluz Forest Fire Station ................ .. 
We recommend approval of the above six projects. 

$13,500, 
$9,000 

$27,500 
$13,500 
$8,500 

$12,500 

These proposals are for the purpose of purchasing sites in areas which 
the department considers ideal from a fire control viewpoint. Several are 
currently occupied by the department under lease agreements. For exam-
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION--Continued 

pIe, the Westwood Forest Fire Station is currently housed in trailers on 
leased property of an abandoned school site owned by the Westwood 
Unified School District. The department is proposing purchase of that site. 

At Coarsegold Forest Fire Station in Madera County, the existing station 
is at the old Coarsegold Youth conservation Camp whichis poorly located 
for the purpose. 

(I) (m) Construct and equip-Siskiyou Ranger Unit Head-
quarters ............................................................................ . $250,743 

We recommend a reduction of $5,1()(). 
This request is for the construction of a Ranger Unit Headquarters 

Office building with fire control dispatch and command center. Construc­
tion will be single story, wood frame with wood joist flooring. The request­
ed funds are for $212,820 construction and $37,923 equipment. The Office 
of Architecture and Construction has prepared an estimate for the con­
struction of the facility and indicates that the balance of funds required 
is $207,720 or $5,100 lessthan the requested amount. The major equipment 
item is for the purchase of a radio console at a cost of $28,000. the remain­
ing $9,923 covers an emergency diesel generator at $5,000 and approxi­
mately $4,923 for miscellaneous furniture. 

(n) (0) Construct and equip-Valley Springs Forest Fire 
Station .............................. ;................................................. $109,539 

We recommend approval. 
This request is for a one-truck fire station with barracks-messhall-equip­

ment building, gas and oil house and utility development. The new station 
is to replace the present station which is inadequate to house station 
personnel and is structurally too defective to remodel or expand. The new 
station will be on a new, more desirable site which has been acquired on 
a long-term lease with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

(p) (q) Construct and equip-Fresno Ranger Unit Head-
quarters ............................................................................. $200,604 

(t) (u) Construct and equip-Riverside Ranger Unit Head-
quarters ............................................................................... $158,745 

We recommend special review. 
These two projects are for expansion of existing facilities. Both house 

personnel designated as schedule "A" and schedule "B". Schedule "A" 
personnel work for the state but render contractual service to the .county. 
These agreements provide that the state will furnish fire protection serv­
ice t9the county. The requested expansion projects include space which 
is required to house personnel under these agreements. The Department 
of Conservation has recently stated that "The Department of Conserva­
tion's policy is to cover a share of the capital cost of facilities, including 
maintenance, which are jointly used by local governments. The share of 
the construction cost and maintenance to be. recovered will be in direct 
proportion to the square footage utilized for local government compared 
to the total square footage of newly constructed improvements." 

We support the need for additional space at these two headquarter 
units. However, we believe it would be appropriate for the department 
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to detail its procedure for implementing this stated policy and in particu­
lar the application to the two requested projects. This information should 
be made available at the budget hearings. 

(r) (s) Construct and equi~Big Creek Forest Fire Station $112,965 
We recommend approval. 
This project is for the construction of a one-truck fire station with bar­

racks-messhall-equipment building, gas and oil house and utility develop­
ment. The structure is to be wood frame with concrete slab on grade. The 
new unit will replace the existing Big Creek Fire Station which is an old 
hospital belonging to Pacific Aggregate Company in the settlement of 
Davenport. The building is over 60 years old, inadequate and substandard. 

(v) (w) Construct and equip-Barracks addition, Fire 
Academy, lone .................................................................................. $205,140 

'We recommend a reduction of $36,600. 
This project is for the addition of a 28-bed barracks at the Fire Academy 

in lone, Amador County. The Fire Academy has a classroom capacity of 
60 to 80 trainees, but a sleeping capacity of only 50 trainees. rhis has 
necessitated the housing of extra trainees at the Sutter Hill Foi.est Fire 
Station approximately 20 miles distant. We recognize the benefit of pro­
viding the additional bed spaces and bathroom capacity. However, the 
project includes a recreation room of approximately 1,150 square feet. The 
academy currently has areas which can be used for indoor recreation and 
additional recreational space, in our opinion, is not justified. Hence, we 
recommend a reduction of 1,150 square feet and the associated architec­
tural services cost. 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

,-Item 346 from the Fish and 
Game Preservation Fund . Budget p. 132 Program p. 1-840 

Requested 1973-74 ................................................................................ $2,173,600 
Recommended for approval......... ..................................................... 2,043,200 
Recommended reduction ............................................. ;..................... $130,400 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Reduce-construct, expansion region I office, Redding ................. . 
2. Reduce-construct, region II headquarters building and field sta-

tion, Sacramento ....................................................................................... . 
3. Reduce-construct, replacement of hatchery pond, San Joaquin 
4. Reduce-construct, operation building, Fillmore ........................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Amount 
$41,000 

46,500 
33,200 
9,700 

Analysis 
Page 
881 

882 
883 
883 

This item would fund seven projects for the Department of Fish and 
Game. These consist of three construction projects totaling $1,450,500, 
replacement of hatchery ponds $683,900, working drawing funds for two 
projects $29,200, and $10,000 for preliminary planning. 

(a) Construct-expansion region 1 office, Redding ...... ~..... $313,300 
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W~ recommend a reduction of $41,000. 

Item 346 

This project consists of an addition of office and storage space,· altera­
tions of existing office space and associated site improvements. The new 
addition, is approximately 7,700 gross square feet replacing existing and 
substandard office facilities which were constructed around 1940. We rec­
ommend approval of this project. However, the requested funds are exces­
sive . in two respects. The Office of Architecture and Construction has 
prepared an estimate indicating the· total project cost is $308,300. This 
estimate is $5,000 less than the requested funding and also includes work­
ing drawings which were funded in the amount of $20,000. Also, the build­
ing as designed requires the roof to withstand a 30-pound-per-square-foot 
snowload, or approximately one foot of snow standing on the roof. The 
need for a roof structure of this type in the Redding area is not justified. 
The Office of Architecture and Construction has estimated the cost for the 
increased roofloading at $1.90 per gross square foot. Therefore, we recom­
mend the reduction of $16,000 in the design of the roof construction. 

(b) Working drawings-replace hatchery building "A", 
Mt. Shasta................................................................................ $19,200 

We recommend approval. 
This project will replace an existing building which is approximately 128 

feet x 41 feet and in which the floor, sills, studs, and walls havedeteriorated 
to such a state that it is not practical to attempt repair. The new building 
will be of insulated metal approximately the same size and will have 60 
incubator stacks of 16 trays and 70 hatchery troughs. In order to maintain 
optimum temperatures for egg development a recirculated water system 
with temperature controls will be included in the project. Public restroom 
facilities will replace the public restrooms in the existing building. 

(c) Construct Region II Headquarters building and field 
station, Sacramento ..................... ...... .................................... $995,500 

We recommend a reduction of $46,500. 
This project will replace existing facilities on the Sacrame:nto State Uni­

v~rsity Campus. The department is currently leasing the Sacramento 
State University facilities and the terms of the agreement require that 
upon written notification the department must vacate them. The Univer­
sity has so notified the department as it needs that space to meet enroll­
ment requ,irements. 

The new facilities will be constructed near the Nimbus Hatchery in 
Sacramento County. The building will be approximately 36,000 gross 
square feet and consist of office, laboratory and warehouse space, The 
structure will be steel column framing with glulam beams, wood roof joists 
and tilt-up concrete panel exterior walls. The estimated construction cost 
for the building is $720,800. Working drawing funds of $50;000 were includ­
,ed in the Budget Act of 1972, of which $3,500' has been allocated for 
preliminary plans. The Office of Architecture and Construction has sub­
mitted an estimate in the budget package which indicates a total project 
cost including working drawings of $999,000. The requested funds should 
therefore be decreased by the $46,500 remaining in the current year 
appropriation. 
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(d) Construct-replacement of hatchery ponds, San Joa-
quin Hatchery ......................................... :.............................. $683,900 

We recommend a reduction of $33,200. 
This project will provide 48 concrete raceway ponds, a mid-ponds aera­

tor with sump pump and gasoline engines, a new sump and pump to serve 
the existing reaerator, appurtenant piping and electrical services. The 
new concrete ponds will replace existing dirt raceway ponds which are 
badly eroded. Also, the replacement will allow for automation and pro­
duce up to 20 percent more fish. However, the funds for working drawings 
were provided in the Budget Act of 1972 in the amount of $30,000. Based 
on the Office of Architecture and Construction cost estimate, the remain­
ing funds necessary for this project total $650,700, permitting a reduction 
of $33,200 in the request. 

(f) Omstruct operations building, Fillmore Hatchery...... $141,700 
We recommend a reduction of $9.7()(). 
This item is for the construction of a new operations building of approxi­

mately 4,000 gross square feet. The building will be constructed of prefab­
ricated metal framing and siding on a concrete slab floor. The building will 
house office facilities, shop, storage, garage stalls and a refrigerated ice 
storage room. Separate public restroom facilities of adequate size to ac­
,commodate the many hatchery visitors throughout the year is also includ~ 
ed within this project. The new facilities will replace existing ones 
constructed in 1944 which are inadequate for the needs of the department 
and deteriorated to a state that repairing would be uneconomical. The 
amount proposed includes working drawing funds of $lO,OOO which were 
provided in the current year. The current estimate for the total project 
'is $142,000 or $300 greater than the budget request funds. Therefore, we 
,recommend a reduction for this project of $9,700. 

,:, (e) Working drawings for garage, shop and storage build-
'ing, Mt. Whitney Hatchery ................................................ $lO,OOO 

We recommend approval. 
This request is for working drawings for a prefabricated metal building 

approximately 40 feet x 100 feet to house the workshop, hydraulic lift for 
truck lubrication, truck garage and storage. The existing facilities at this 
site are inadequate, necessitating many minor maintenance jobs to be 
taken to Lone Pine 18 miles away or to Bishop 44 miles away. 

(g) Preliminary planning............................................................ $lO,OOO 
We recommend approval. 
Preliminary planning funds are proposed to enable the department to 

develop preliminary plans for proposed major and minor construction 
projects in the 1974-75 fiscal year. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPME.NT 

Item 347 from the Harbors and 
Watercraft Revolving Fund Budget p. 136 Program p. 1-873 

Requested 1973-74 ........................................................... , .......... , ...... . 
Recommended for approval. ................. , ......................... : ................. . 
Recommended for special review ................................................ .. 
Recommended reduction ................................................................ .. 

$859,500 
20,000 

439,500 
$400,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Recommend special review of the projects at Folsom Lake State 
Recreational Area due to a lack of detailed information. ;............. $439,500 884 

2. Recommend deletion of the project at Avalon Island because it 
lacks the required environmental impact report .............. ,.............. $400,000 884 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Department of Navigation and Ocean Development has the re­
sponsibility for development and improvement of boating facilities 
throughout the state. The program is mainly implemented through grants 
to local agencies but the department may elect to construct the facilities 
through a private contractor. This program is financed by the Harbor and 
Watercraft Revolving Fund which derives its revenues from boat registra­
tion fees and from the Motor Vehicle Fund through fuel taxes. In order 
to ensure the development of an integrated boating plan recognizing both 
water and the land based aspects, the departmeI:1t must work closely with 
the Department of Parks and Recreation. 

(a) Construct boat-in facilities, Folsom Lake........................ $143,000 
(b) Construct boat-in facilities at Peninsula Campgrourid, 

Folsom Lake ........................................................................... $296,500 
We recommend special review. 
These two projects consist of boat-in development at three separate 

areas at Folsom Lake State Recreation Area at a cost of $143,000 and a 
$296,500 request for construction of a tWo-lane laUl';'ching ramp with park­
ing for 100 cars and trailers near the Peninsula Campground. All' of these 
facilities will include picnicking and sanitary facilities. Plans and specifica­
tions for these projects have been received from the Office of Architec­
ture and Construction but contain discrepancies which the department 
has been unable to resolve. 

(c) Construct prototype breakwater. ...................................... $400,000 
We recommend deletion. . . 
The department proposes a $400,000 expenditure at the entrance t,o 

Avalon Harbor on Catalina Island for a prototype installation to investi­
gate the effectiveness of submerged spheres acting as an artificial break­
water. No environmental impact report has been submitted by which to 
evaluate environinental degradation or ecological impairment. The 
project appears to have merit, but existing law requires the environmental 
impact report. 

(d) Preliminary planning, statewide. ...................................... $20,000 
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We recommend approval. 
The department requests $20,000 for preparing preliminary plans and 

specifications to be used as supporting data in requests for working draw­
ings or construction appropriations in succeeding budgets. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Item 348 from the funds ac­
cumulated under various 
budget acts, General Fund Budget p. 140 Program p. 1-898 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................ .. 
Recommended for approval ............................................................ .. 
Recommended r<;lduction .................................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$150,000 
150,000 

None 

This item proposes to appropriate $150,000 for major capital outlay 
projects at' Hearst Castle from reserves in the General Fund which were 
established by legislative action in prior budget bills. The reserves consist 
of the surplus of operating revenues over operating expenses at Hearst 
Castle. . 

The specific work covered by this request is: continued restoration of art 
objects, repair of critical items at the "A" House and Roman Pool, and 

. electrical repair~ at the Casa Grande and "A" House. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS.AND RECREATION 

Item 349 from the State Park 
Contingent Fund Budget p. 140 Program p. 1-888 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. $3,447,243 1 

Recommended for special review ............ ; ........................... ; ......... 3,447,243 
1 Fully reimbursed. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend special review. 
This item proposes to authorize from the State Park Contingent Fund 

the acquisition of four projects on a fully reimbursed (no state cost) basis. 
The reimbursements would be $2,733,243 from the Federal Land and 
Water C9nservation Fund and $714,000 from the Save-the-Redwoods 
League. The cost of this type of acquisition is not actually zero since' the 
federal reimbursements could have been used for other purposes and 
therefore the true costs of acquisition are the alternatives foregone. No 
justifyirig documentation has been received from the department on these 
projects. We recommend that the entire item be placed under special 
review. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Item 350 from the Bagley Con­
servation Fund Budget p. 140 Program p. 1-888 

Requested 1973-74 ................................................................ : ............. $10,150,000 
Recommended for special review.................................................. 10,150,000 

ANAL VSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend special review . 
. This item is one of the Department of Parks and Recreation major 

capital outlay requests for development and is to be financed from the 
funds established by the passage of Chapter 1, First Extraordinary Session; 
Statutes of 1971, which provided $40 million for recreational, coastline, and 
other related purposes in the Bagley Conservation Fund. 

This item includes acquisition, development, and other related activi­
ties including design and development. Seven of the projects are acquisi-

. tion projects for which documentation has not been received. ' 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Item 351 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 148 Program p. 1-930 

Requested 1973-74 ................................................................. : ............ $2,681,000 
Recommended for approval. ..................................... :....................... 2,68l,000 
Recommended reduction. .................................................................. . Nqne 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

This item appropriates the capital outlay funds for the acquisition of 
laIids, easements and rights-of-way for U.S. Corps of Engineers flood con~ 
trol projects in the Central Valley. 

ANAL VSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
The projects for the budget year are: 
(a) Sacramento River and Tributaries Flood Control 

project ...................................................................................... $115,000 
(b) San Joaquin River and Tributaries Flood Control 

project .~ .......... :.......................................................................... 22,000. 
(c) Fresno River Flood Control project ................................ 343,000 
(d) Chowchilla River Flood Control project ........................ 709,000 
(e) Sacramento River Bank Protection project.................... . 1,492,000 
Analysis and recommendations pertaining to the Sacramento River 

Bank Protection project are included under Item 234, Department of 
Wa.ter Resources. 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Item 352 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 148 Program p. 1-945 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. ' $250,000 
Recommended for approval ............. '................................................. 250,000 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. '. None 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This project is for the restoration of the flood carrying capacity of Chero­

kee Canal. The canal is a levied channel which provides the natural low 
elevation drainage of Dry, Gold Run, and Cottonwood Creeks, located 
immediately to the north of the Feather River. The improved channel 
begins near Gage-Shippee Road, about eight miles north of Richvale, and 
extends downstream for a total length of about 21 miles, ending just below 
the Colusa-Gridley Road, west of Gridley. 

The Cherokee Canal was Qompleted in 1961 by the Corps of Engineers 
as a part of the Sacramento River and major and minor tributaries flood 
control project. As specified by Section 8361 (f) of the Water Code the cost 
to maintain the flood carrying capacity of the channel is to be defrayed 
by the state. ' 

, According to the Department of Water Resources, sediment and debris 
have accumulated within the channel of the project to the extent that its 
capacity has been severely reduced. The original project constructed by 
the Corps was designed to provide protection against a flood with a fre­
quency of once in 25 years. Three feet oflevee freeboard was built in as 
an added protection. According to the department, the design flood would 
not now pass this stretch of levee channel without overtopping the levee. 

Because the state is responsible for maintaining the channel of this 
project, the state may be liable for any damages which may occur should 
the system fail from a flow of a magnitude less than the design flow. 
According to the department, the accomplishment of this restoration 
project will reduce the chances of any failures. 

In the 1970-71 fiscal year the Legislature appropriated $80,000 towards 
this project. Out of that amount, $24,000 was expended primarily for pre­
liminary design, and $56,000 was carried forward. The department antici­
pates that the $56,000 of carryover funds plus the $250,000 request Jor 
1973-74 will be sufficient to complete the project. The total cost of the 
project including the $24,000 already expended will be $330,000. 

30~83988 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

Item 353 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 164 Program p.I-92 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $3,102,700 
Recommended for approval. ................. ,........................................... 2,154,000 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 841,500 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. $107,200 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount 
1. Delete--construct improvements to sanitary sewage plant and 

system, Atascadero .................................................................................... $107,200 
2. Special reyiew--construct fire and panic and life support im-

provements,.statewide-phase II .......................................................... 841,500 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Analysis 
Page 

888 

889 

The major capital outlay request for the Department of Health is for 
four projects at five hospitals for the mentally ill and mentally retarded. 
All requests are for funding of construction related to health and safety, 
air-conditioning and utility improvements. 

(a) Construct-improvements to sanitary sewage plant· 
and system, Atascadero .... :................................................... $107,200 

We recommend deletion. 
The Atascadero State Hospital sewage treatment facilities are designed 

to handle a daily flow rate of 500,000 gallons. The facilities are currently 
treating 200,000 gallons per day or 40 percent of the designed capacity. 
The effluent from the sewage plant is discharged to percolation and 
evaporation ponds located near the hospital and is in compliance with the· 
regional water pollution control board requirements. Improvements to 
this facility are not necessary to meet water quality standards or substand­
ard plant conditions. Therefore, we recommend deletion of the project. 

(b) Construct-modernize electrical distribution system, 
Pacific State Hospital .......................................................... $520,000 

We recommend approval. 
A review of the existing electrical distribution system was performed by 

the Office of Architecture and Construction in June of this year. The 
findings of this review were that many deficiencies in the primary electri­
cal system existed. The most major and immediate deficiency is the fact 
that the primary electrical· switchgear is subjected to 40 percent more 
short-circuit loading than its rating allows. This condition is extremely 
hazardous and oil fire and explosions have occurred in other installations 
under adverse conditions of this sort. Also noted in the review was the fact 
that much of the primary electrical cable is approximately 44 years old, 
well beyond the normal insulation life expectancy. The findings also indi­
cate numerous code violations throughout the electrical installation and 
other less critical but serious deficiencies. The project will provide for a 
12-kilovolt primary service, two primary electrical substations and sets of 
switchgear, auxiliary feeders and switching stations, new pad-mounted 



Item' 353 CAPITAL OUTLAY / 889 

transformers, ventilation of transformer vaults in the kitchen and laundry 
building and miscellaneous sycondary electrical modifications in three 
buildings. It should be pointed out that this project does not include any 
electrical work which would be necessary if air conditioning is to be added 
to this hospital. The Office of Architecture and Construction has estimated 
that the additional electrical work directly related to an air"conditioning 
system would cost approximately $200,000. 

(c) Construct-air-condition wards, phase II, Porterville.. $1,634,000 
We recommend approval. 
This project consists of replacing present evaporative cooling units w~th 

refrigerated air-conditioning units in 21 ward buildings. It will also extend 
existing underground chilled water mains to the ward buildings. Phase I 
of this project was funded in the Budget Act of 1968 and provided for the 
construction of a central cooling plant and the air conditioning of 13 wards. 
This project will complete the air conditioning of the Porterville State 
Hospital. The humidity in the Porterville area has increased over the past 
years and has made the evaporative type cooling units ineffective. In 
order to maintain adequate air conditioning within these buildings, a 
refrigerated system is necessary. It must be 'pointed out that there are 
several state hospitals throughout the state which are located in areas as 
warm as Porterville. The facilities in Stockton, Pacific, Patton, and San Jose 
are also in warm areas and must certainly be considered as potential sites 
for future air conditioning. The Office of Architecture and Construction 
has estimated that the complete air-conditioning systems for these hospi­
tals would cost $2,329,000, $3,950,000, $1,480,000 and $1,700,000 respective­
ly. 

(8) Construct-fire and panic safety and life support im-
provements-phase II, statewide ...................................... $841,500 

We recommend special review. 
This project will provide for the installation of fire sprinklers and emer­

gency electrical generators at Atascadero, Fairview, and Porterville Stat~ 
Hospitals. The cost for fire sprinkler work is estimated at $299,900 and 
emergency electrical generator work, $541,600; The requirements ofthe 
various codes are such that the existing emergency electrical power in the 
receiving and treatment areas of the hospital buildings are inadequate. 
Emergency electrical power to the various ward buildings is not neces­
sary. The Office of Architecture and construction has determined that the 
most economical way to meet the emergency electrical requirement is to 
install an emergency generator connected to the main power source for 
the entire building. We agree and recommend approval of the electrical 
portion of this request. However; the current project funded by the 1972 
Budget Act included aPproximately $876,000 for fire sprinklers in several 
other hospitals. We understand that a significant savings is to be realized 
in this portion of the current project as a direct result of the State Fire 
Marshal's reanalysis of the existing buildings. We recommend that any 
savings of the.current project be applied towards the sprinkler require- , 
ments, as determined by the State Fire Marshal, in these three hospitals. 
A summary of the savings should be available for budget hearings. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
\ 

Item 354 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 183 Program p. 1-367 

Requested 1973-74 ........... : .................................................................. $2,004,160 
Recommended for approval............................................................... None 
Recommended for special review.................................................. 904,160 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. $1,100,000 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount, 
i. Special review-Chino Reception Guidance Center ...................... $729,160 
2. Special review-construct-increased sewage plant capacity, Co-

rona ............... ............................................................................................... $175,000 
3. Delete-working drawings for two 400-bed facilities ...................... $1,100,000 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(a) Construct-Security modifications, Chino Reception 
Guidance Center ...................... : .......................................... . 

(b) Equip Chino Reception Guidance Center ..... ~ ............ .. 

We recommend special review. . 

Analysis 
Page 
890 

890 
891 

$229,160 
$500,000 

The Department of Corrections plans to utilize a new facility construct­
ed for the Department of the Youth Authority and not required nor ever 
occupied by that department. This facility is the 400-bed Older Boys 
Reception Guidance Center in Chino. It is in excellent condition, but in 
order for the Department of Corrections to occupy it, several security 
modifications will be necessary. We do not have any information as to 
what modifications or equipment the department is proposing nor do we 
have any information that would substantiate the adequacy of the request­
ed funds. We would also like to point out that we have insufficientjustifica­
tion for the need for this facility in view of the excess capacity within the 
Department of Correction's existing facilities. As of October of 1972, the 
department indicated that it had an excess of approximately 1,000 beds of 
medium security classification.~Although the department has indicated it 
plans to deactivate 720 beds in the budget year, these beds are located at 
the Susanville Conservation Center and are designated as light security. 
The department indicated that in October of 1972 it also had approximate­
ly 1,000 excess capacity in light security beds. The department's im­
plementation plan for occupying this new facility and deactivating other 
capacity and construction of security modifications for the new facility are 
unclear at this time. We recommend that this project be placed in the 
category of special review until the department clarifies each of the ab9ve 
mentioned aspects.' , 

(c) . Construct-increased sewage plant capacity, Corona $175,000 
We recommend special review. 
The existing institutional sewage plant is a primary treatment facility 

with final disposition of the effluent into the Santa Ana River. The Water 
Quality Control Board, under mandate of the Clean Water Act, has estab-
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lished a com.pliance date of July 1, 1975, foraH discharging entities to· 
remove such discharges from the Santa Ana -River. This project will ac­
complish this directive by abandoning the existing plant and carrying the 
sewage by joint intercepter trunks to the City of Corona main plant for 
treatment. However, we have no information which would indicate the 
adequacy of the requested amount. We anticipate this information will be 
available in time for the budget hearings. 

(c) Working drawings-two maximum security facilities. $1,100,000 
We recommend deletion. 
The Budget Act of 1972 provided $150,000 for preliminary planning for 

these two institutions. As of this writing we have received no information 
from the department regarding either the program or preliminary plans 
for these facilities. Until the department's program for treatment of in­
mates in these facilities is known, it is impossible to determine the type 
of construction necessary or the adequacy of the requested funds. In our 
opinion the department should investigate the possibility of converting 
space in existing facilities to meet the requirements of the program. As we 
have mentioned earlier, the department has an excess capacity of approxi­
mately 2,000 beds· and is proposing an additional 400 beds at the Chino 
facility. Until the program is made available and thoroughly reviewed by 
the Legislature, and until the department has investigated the possibilities 
of modifying existing facilities, we believe the requested working drawing 
authority is premature. Hence, we recommend that this item be deferred 
at least one year. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Item 355 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 188 Program p. 1-461 

Requested 1973-74 ............................................................................. . 
Recommended for approvaL ............................................................ . 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. . 

$70,000 
7,500 

$62,500 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Reduce--:-planning-preliminary planning-rehabilitation of fire 
safety and industrial water· system, Preston School of Industry, 
lone .............................................................................................................. $12,500 891 

2. Delete--:-construct-offsite sewage disposal facilities, Preston 
School of Industry, lone .......................................................................... 50,000 892 

ANALYSIS AND I:IECOMMENDATIONS 

(a) Planning-rehabilitation of fire safety and industrial 
water system, Preston School of Industry ...................... $20,000 

We recommend a reduction of $12,500. 
This request is for preliminary planning purposes related to work re­

quir~d by the Clean Water Act Standards within the region surrounding 
this school. The estimated total project cost related to the schoolis approxi-
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DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY-Continued 

mately $500,000. Planning funds in the amount of ,1 ~ percent of this 
estimate should be adequate. Therefore, this item should be reduced in 
the amount of $12,500. 

(b) Construct~ffsite sewage disposal facilities, Preston 
School of Industry .. ;.............................................................. $50,000 

We recommend deletion. 
This request provides for abandoning the existing Preston School sew­

age plant and extending the sewerage system to the City of lone sewage 
plant for treatment and disposal. The justification is to bring' Preston 
School's sewage disposal system into conformity with standards estab­
lished by the adopted "Interim Water Management Plan." According to 
the Department of Water Resources Water Quality Control Division, the 
existing plant currently meets these standards and the project is notre­
quired at this time. Hooking up to the lone system would be desirable but 
is not necessary. 

EDUCATION 

Item 356 from the Capital Out­
lay Fund for Public Higher 
Education Budget p. 196 Program p. II-575 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $20,000,000 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. None 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 1,000,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. $19,000,000 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Special Review. Preliminary plans and working drawings for 

facilities to accommodate the blind, deaf, and multihand-

Analysis 
Amount Page 

icapped ....... , .......... ,................................................................................. $1,000,000 892 
2 ... Delete. Construct and equip facilities for the blind, deaf, and . 

. multihandicapped .................................................................................. $19,000,000 892 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend deletion of construction and equipment funds in the 
amount of $19 million. 

This request is for $1 million to provide preliminary plans and working 
drawings and $19 million for construction and equipment for a school for 
the blind, deaf, and multihandicapped. It is our understanding that this 
proposal is for replacement of the existing state schools for the Deaf and 
Blind in Berkeley. 

The State Fire Marshal. made' a recent survey of the existing schools 
which resulted in a critical report regarding fire and life safety aspects of 
the structures. The State Office of Architecture and Construction (OAC) 
has also recently surveyed the building and prepared a feasibility study for 
rehabilitiation of the present facilities. OAC has estimated a cost of $7,090,-
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000 to bring these facilities within structural and fire and life safety codes. 
The desirability of spending that amount of money on the present residen­
tial-school facilities, which are quite old and are constructed on known a 
earthquake fault, is questionable. 

In our opinion, facilities should be provided elsewhere. However, we 
have no information on the proposed program or size of facilties required 
for the new schools. The proposed location of the new school is not known 
and the language of the bill item does not specify site acquisition. There 
are many parcels of state land and state facilities in the areas of Stockton, 
Santa Rosa, Paso Robles and others which may be appropriate sites for the 
school. If, however, the sites are not suitable the necessary funds for site 
~cquisition and site suitability investigations must be provided. Until all 
the above information is available we cannot recommend the adequacy 
of the proposal or the requested amount. In any case, the appropriation 
of construction and equipment funds is premature at this time. Prelimi­
nary plans have not been started and a working program, to our kriowl­
edge, has not been developed and/ or approved. Under even the best of 
conditions, construction could not start in the budget year. Hence, we 
believe construction and equipment funds in the amount of $19 million 
should be deleted. 

It should also be pointed out that the funds proposed under this item 
are from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. Use of this 
fund for construction of facilities of this type is a precedent. The language 
of the Budget Bill waives the provisions of Sections 22510 and 22512 of the 
Education Code which defines "public higher education" and Sections 
25551 and 25751 of the Education Code which defines the location of these 
schools at Berkeley. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Item 357 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher 
Education Budget p. 211 Program p. 11-658 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $3,000,000 
Recommended for approvaL............................................................. 3,000,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. None 

~UMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Report to Joint Legislative Budget Committee. University 
to submit a list of minor capital outlay projects completed 
or under construction by February 1 of each calendar year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION 

Analysis 
page 

894 

This Item coupled :with Item 360 (1) provides a total of $3,900,000 for 
university minor capita} improvement projects for the budget year. The 
university submitted a request for $4 million which would have funded a 
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total of 116 projects affecting each of the campuses and several agricultural 
field stations. The $3,900,000 will fund most of those projects indicated in 
the university's request. Although, the particular projects have not been 
identified, we feel it is appropriate to provide the university flexibility for 
these types of projects through a lump-sum appropria.tion. We recom­
mend that the university be required to submit to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee by February 1 of each calendar year a h"st of those 
projects completed and under construction using funds appropriated for 
minor capital improvements in the respective fiscal years. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Item 358 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher 
Education Budget p. 211 Program p. II-658 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $2,375,000 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 631,000 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 1,744,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. None 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Special review preliminary plans, working drawings and construct 
safety deficiencies, Health Sciences Center, Los Angeles .............. $1,240,000 894 

2. Special review preliminary plans, working drawings and construct 
Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Institute alterations, step 2 San 
Francisco ...................................................................................................... $504,000 894 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This item would provide for three projects for correction of fire and life 
safety deficiencies at three institutions in the university system. We are 
generally in support of projects of this nature. However, in the case of this 
request for the Health Science Center in Los Angeles we have received 
no information indicating the extent of deficiencies nor the adequacy of 
the amount requested. Hence, we recommend special review of this re-
quest. . 

The university submitted a request for $740,000 for the correction of fire 
safety and earthquake protection at the Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric 
Institute. Adequate information was not provided for that amount and the 
proposed amount for $504,000 has not been substantiated. We recommend 
special review of this project. 

The request for $631,000 for fire protection at San Francisco will provide 
correction of fire code deficiencies at the UC Hospital, clinics building and 
on-campus residences which are currently being used as temporary of­
fices. The estimated cost for correctional' work in each of these areas is 
$187,344, $344,000 and $100,000 respectively. We recommended approval. 
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Item 359 from the Capital Out­
lay Fund for Public Higher· 
Education (transfer from 
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1971 
Extra Session) Budget p. 211 Program p. 11-658 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $11,878,000 
Recommended for approval.. ......................................................... :.. 2,119,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. 9,759,000 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount 
1. Delete language limiting expenditure of appropriations ................ 000 
2. Delete Item 359 (1) construct third college academic unit I, San 

Diego ............................................................................................................ $6,359,000 
3, Delete Item 359 (2) construct university library step 2 (addition), 

Santa Cruz .................................................................................................. $3,400,000 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Analysis 
Page 
895 

898 

905 

To provide an overall presentation of the university's request we have 
included projects in this item within our discussion of Item 360. ' 

Thls request is for four projects at four campuses. The proposal includes 
the construction of third college academic unit I, at San Diego, construc­
tion of the university library unit 2 (addition) at Santa Cruz, construction 

. of service yard expansion at Los Angeles and working drawing and con­
struction for air conditioning of the physical education building at River­
side. We recommend deferral of the first two requests and approval of the 
. others. 

Budget Bill language for this item requires that all appropriations under 
Item 360 must be committed by the Public Works Board before any ex­
penditure of funds in this item can be made. Construction costs have been 
increasing at a rate of 10-12 percent per'year, and delays of this type will 
cause unnecessary increases in the cost of these projects. 
. We recommend deletion of this language. 
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Item 3.60 from the Education 
Fee Fund Budget p. 211 Program p. II-658 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $14,965,000 
Recommended for approval. ............................................................. $11,960,250 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. $3,004,750 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

I.' Delete language limiting expenditure of appropriation in 
Item 359 ............................................................................................. . 000 896 

2. Delet~Item 360 (31) working drawings, Third. College 
utilities! site development, San Diego ...................................... .. $100,000 898 

3. Delet~Item 359 (1) Construct-Third College Academic 
Unit 1, San Diego ........................................................................... . ($6,359,000) 1 903 

4. Reduc~Item 360 (11) complete unfinished space and alter-
ations, Santa Cruz ...................................... :: .................................... . $823,000 903 

5: Delete Item 360 (12) Biology Building (2B), alterations, San 
Diego ................................................................................................ .. $102,000 903 

6. Reduc~Item 360 (13) Humanities Library alterations-
Step 2, San Diego ........................................ : .................................. . $178,750 903 

7. Delet~Item 360 (20), Urey Hall alterations Step 5B, San 
Diego .................................................................................................. . $435,000 903 

8~ Delete Item 360 (30) Academic Unit 8, Santa Cruz ............ .. $1,366,000 903 
9. Delete Item 359 (2) University Library Step 2 (Addition), 

Santa Cruz ......................................................................................... . ($3,400,000) 1 90,5 
Total Item (360) Education Fee Fund .................................. .. $3,004,750 
Total Item (359) COFPHE (Chapterl!1971 ES) ..... : ........ .. ($9~759,000) 1 

1 Funds proposed ih Item 359. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The University's major capital outlay program for general campuses 
totals $26,843,000 for 38 projects distributed among eight campuses. This 
item proposes $14,965,000 from the Educational Fee Fund for 34 projects 
and Item 359 proposes $11,878,000 from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public 
Higher Education (transfer from Chapter 1, Statutes of 1971, extra ses­
sion) for four projects. We have included Item 359 projects in the discus-

,sion which follows. . \ 
Language in the Budget Bill requires that all funds in this item (360) 

must be committed by the State Public Works Board before funds in Item 
.359 may be expended. We do not believe it desirable to delay construction 
projects which are part of an overall program simply because they are 
financed from a different fund. We recommend deletion of this language. 

An outline of the total request is shown in Table 1. We have separated 
projects into categories which describe the general nature of requests. The 
discussion of each category and our recommendations follow. 

Universitywide ............................................................................... $1,705,000 
We recommend approval. 
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Table 1 
Proposed Major Capital Outlay Programs 

Total Percent of 
Number of requested requested 

Category of projects. projects amount amount 
Universitywide ....................... :...................... 3 $1,705,000 6.4 
Equipment .................................................... 3 1,296,000 4.8 
Utility I site development. .. ,........................ 8 2,264,000 8.4 
Ancillary facilities ........................................ 4 3,407,000 12.7 
Instructional capacity facilities ................ 12 12,137,000 45.2 
Fire protection ............................................ 4 1,279,000 4.8 
Libraries ........... ............................................. 4 4,755,000 17.7 

Educational Fee Fund ............................ 34 $14,965,000 55.8 
COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) .......... ~ $11,878,000 44.2 

TOTAL .................................................. 38 $26,843,000 100.0 
1 Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

( Total future 
amount 

required 1 

$800,000 
2,796,000 

26,000 
3,196,000 

3,139,000 

$9,957,000 

As shown in Table 2 the University is requesting $900,000 for minor 
capital improvement projects at various campuses throughout the system. 

, This coupled with the $3 million in Item 357should meet the University's 
needs for such projects in the budget year. A discussion of the University's . 
minor capital outlay program is included under Item 357. 

General planning studies concerns the relationships of individual cam­
puses with their surrounding communities. This relationship .involves 
studies in areas such as traffic, zoning and economic problems. 

Preliminary planning involves preparation of programs for specific 
'projects as well as preliminary plans and cost estimates for such things as 
the utility system requirements or alteration work involving uncertain 
conditions. These funds are used for projects to be proposed for inclusion 
in the 1974-75 and future fiscal year capital outlay programs. The total 
requested amount would provide for a construction program of approxi-
mately $25 million. 

Equipment Projects ............................. ,........................................ $1,296,000 
We recommend approval. 

Table 2 
Universitywide Projects 

Total 
requested 

Item Project amount 
360 (1) Minor capital improvements .................................................................................. $900,000 
360 (2) General planning ...................................................................................................... 430,000 
360 (3) Preliminary planning ................................................................................................ 375,000 

Total Educational Fee 'fund ......................................................... ; ...................................... '$1,705,000 
Total COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) .............................................................................. ' 

TOTAL ....................................................................... ,......................................... $1,705,000 

This category includes equipment requests for construction projects 
which were previously funded. As shown in Table 3, the equipment for the 
Webber Hall addition is a two-phase request with $800,000 as the future 
requirement. The equipment request at the other two campuses is the 
only increment for those facilities. 

Utility / site development projects ............................... :.............. $2;264,000 
We recommend a deletion of Item 360 (31), Third College utilities and 

site development, San Diego, $100,000. 
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Table 3 
Equipment Projects 

Item Campus Project 
360 (4) Irvine Administration Unit I ....................................... . 
360 (5) Riverside Webber Hall addition: ...................................... . 
360 (6) Santa Cruz College No.7 Academic Unit ......................... . 

Total Educational Fee Fund ................................................................... . 
Total COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) ................................................... . 

TOTAL ......................................................... . 
1 Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

Total 
requested 
amount 
$236,000 
900,000 
160,000 

$1,296,000 

$1,296,000 

Item 360 

Total 
future 

r(lquirement J 

$800,000 

$800,000 

The eight projects within this category affect seven campuses as shown 
in Table 4. Seven of the projects are for utilities and/ or site development 
on the various campuses_ These projects provide utility service to make 
new buildings operable, and to improve (1) vehicular circulation, (2) 
pedestrian and bicycle access, (3) outside lighting system, and (4) drairi­
age and erosion control. A typical project would be the Irvine utility and 
site development request which provides $50,000 for electrical distribu­
tion for the general campus, $12,000 for the extension of campus bicycle 
and walkway systems including pathway lighting and $10,000 for erosion 
control. 

The request for working drawing for utilities and site development at 
Third College, San Diego, provides for extension of the campus utility 
tunnel to the college site. We recommend deEerral oE the construction oE 
Third CoJJege and in line with that recommendation this project would 
not be required. 

Ancillary facilities .......................................................................... $3,407,000 
We recommend approval. 

Table 4 
Utilitv/Site Development Projects 

Item 
360 (23) 
360 (24) 
360 (25) 
360 (26) 
360 (27) 
360 (28) 
360 (29) 
360 (31) 

Campus Project Phase J 

Santa Cruz Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
Davis Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
Santa Barbara Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
Los Angeles Utilities 1973-74 .................................. we 
San Diego Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
Riverside Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
Irvine Utilities/site development 1973-74 we 
San Diego Third College-utilities and site de-

velopment ................ ,............................ w 

Total Educational Fee Fund .................................................. .. 
Total COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) ................................. . 

_ TOTAL ..................................................................................... . 
1 Phase symbol indicates: w-working drawings, c-construction. 
• Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

Total 
requested 
amount 
$518,000 
685,000 
420,000 
95,000 

245,000 
116,000 
85,000 

100,000 
$2,264,000 

$2,264,000 

Total 
future 

requirement :J 

$159,000 
33,000 
31,000 

630,000 

86,000 

1,857,000 

$2,796,000 
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The projects we have listed in this category in Table 5 provide for 
expansion of two central utility plants and one service yard and alterations, 
of an animal holding facility. The surface yard expansion project at Los' 
Angeles involves the construction of a new combined medical and general 
campus receiving and storage facility and the concomitant release of old 
storehouse space for the establishment of more efficient plant shops. Upon 
completion of this project the physical plant operation at this campus 
should be much more efficient and the University estimates that an initial 
annual operating budget savings of approximately $150,000 should be real­
ized. Expansion ofthe central plant at Los Angeles is necessary to provide 
an increased heating boiler demand required by Life Sciences Unit III 
Building. The central utility expansion at San Diego will provide sufficient 
capacity to meet the campus load demand when anyone boiler is off line 
for routille maintenance or because of equipment failure. The alteration 
project at Berkeley is to provide a central facility for the purchase, receiv­
ing, quarantine and holding of animals required for instruction and re­
search by the Berkeley campus. This facility is located off-campus at 800 
Hearst Avenue in Berkeley. The project consists of developing full utiliza­
tion of approximately 7,000 assignable square feet of currently uncom­
pleted space on the second floor and subdividing 1,500 assignable square 
feet of first-floor space. Upon completion, the establishment will facilitate 
both quality and cost control over the acquisition and care of laboratory 
animals. 

Instructional capacity facilities .................................................. $12,137,000 
We recommend a total reduction of $7,947,750 of which $1,588,750 is 

from. Item 360 and $6,359/)(XJ is from Item 359. 

Item 
359 (3) 
360 (18) 

Campus 
Los Angeles 
Berkeley 

Table 5 
Ancillary Facilities 

J7:oject Phase 1 

Service yard expansion ........ c 
Animal holding facilities 

(off-campus) .................. wce 
360 (22) Los Angeles Central steam plant 

expansion-Step 2.......... wc 
360 (32) San Diego Central Utilities Building 

addition-Step 2 A........ wc 
Total Educational Fee Fund ........................................ .. 
Total COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) ...................... .. 

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

Total 
requested 
amount 

$1,994,000 

530,000 

570,000 

313,000 
$1,413,000 
1,944,000 

.~,407,000 

1 Phase symbol indicates: w-working drawings, c-construction, e-equipment. 
• Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

Total 
future 

reqwrement ~ 
$26,000 

$26,000 

As c~n be seen in Table 6 this category contains 12 projects affecting five 
campuses at a total cost of $12,137,000. Two projects, one at San Diego and 
one at Riverside are financed from the COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) at 
a requested amount of $6,484,000, the other 10 are financed from the 
Educational Fee Fund at a requested amount of $5,653,000. 
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Table 6 
Instructional Capacity Facilities 

Total 
requested 

Item Campus Project Phase 1 amount 
359 (1) San Diego Construct-Third College 

Academic Unit 1 .................... c $6,359,000 
359 (4) Riverside Physical Education Building 

air conditioning ...................... wc 125,000 
360 (11) Santa Cruz Complete unfinished spaces 

and alteration ........................ wc 1,227,000 
360 (12) San Diego Biology Building (2B) 

alterations ................................ wc 102,000 
360 (13) San Diego Humanities Library Building 

Alterations, Step 2 ................ wc 311,000 
360 (14) Riverside Alterations--I973-74 ................ wce 999,000 
360 (17) Berkeley Life Science and 

Biochemistry buildings ........ wce 539,000 
360 (19) Los Angeles School Architecture 

alterations ................................ wc 302,000 
360 (20) San Diego Urey Hall alterations 

Step 5 B ................................... , . wc 435,000 
360 (21) San Diego Matthews addition and 

alterations ................................ wce 152,000 
360 (30) Santa Cruz Academic Unit 8 ......... , .............. wc 1,366,000 
360 (33) Santa Cruz Physical education 

facilities .................................... w 220,000 
Total Educational Fee Fund .............................................. $5,653,000 
TQtal COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) ............................ 6.484,000 

TOTAL ............................................................................ $12,137,000 
1 Phase symbol indicates: w-working drawings, c-construction, ~quipment. 
• Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

Need for Additionl;ll Capacity 

Item 360 

Total 
future 

requirementZ 

$786,000 

762,000 

10,000 

156,000 

1,482;000 

$3,196,000 

The basis for providing new instructional space within the University 
system is generally related to the need to meet enrollment increases. If, 
however, excess instructional space exists on a particular campus or within 
the system as a whole, it is our policy recommendation that increasing 
enrollment demands should be met through utilization of existing space. 
Projected enrollment for the higher education system in California is 
increasing at a less rapid rate and is expected to level off and decline in 
actual numbers enrolled in the 1980's. For example, the University general 
campuses, were budgeted at a FTE student enrollment of 98,441 for 1971-
72. This was subsequently revised to 94,187 and is now reported to have 
been 93,142. The FTE student enrollment for the year 1972-73 was es­
timated at 98,945 in the 1972-73 budget, and that has subsequently been 
revised to 97,011. On the Riverside and Santa Barbara campuses, the 
numbers of undergraduate students has actually declined by 352 (9 per­
cent) and 438 (4.5 percent) respectively from 1971-72 to 1972-73. Because 
Qf this enrollment pattern and the projected numerical losses in the 1980's, 
we believe it is unwise to fund any additional space which, when added 
to existing space, provides more than 95 percent of the projected need in 
the year of occupancy. 
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Increase Laboratory Space Utilization 

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in response to Assem­
bly Concurrent Resolution 151 (1970) conducted a study evaluating class­
room and laboratory utilizaij.on standards in public higher education. The 
conclusion of that study recognized that it was feasible to extend the hours 
for scheduling classrooms and class laboratories to an 8 a.m.-1O p.m. basis. 
The University as well as the state university and college system have 
increased the standards to determine space needs in classrooms to meet 
this schedule. However, neither segment has revised its standards to in­
crease the scheduling of class laboratories. We realize that some laborato­
ries have physical limitations to extended utilization. In' these cases 
alteration projects to correct the limitations should be considered. 

In the case of class laboratory space we recommend that no project be 
funded which will provide in excess of 85 percent of indicated need in the 
year of occupancy. This level of support will provide fora 10 percent 
increase in utilization and 5 percent for the enrollment projections dis­
cussed earlier. 

Table 7 below indicates the curent capacity at each campus and the 
need based on the University projection for the year 1976-77, 'the probable 
year in which working drawing, projects and construction projects, de­
ferred one year, would be ready for occupancy. 

As can be seen in Table 7 the universitywide system has an excess 
capacity (8 percent) in classrooms and a small deficiency (4 percent) in 
class laboratories. In the classroom capacity category only one campus has 
a significant deficiency, that being Irvine with a deficit of 21 percent. In 
general, the campuses have a deficiency in class laboratory space. Howev­
er, three campuses have excess capacity in classroom space, and these 
campuses should plan alteration projects to improve the balance in space 
needs. The University should also attempt to optimize the use of existing 
facilities through the current student redirection program, by redirecting 
enrolling students to campuses where excess space exists. Therefore, we 
recommend that only those projects which are alterations providing for 
increased utilization of existing space should be funded. All other projects 
should be deferred. 

Berkeley Campus 

This project is for alterations to the Life Science and Biochemistry 
Building. It will provide increased utilization of existing area and will not 
provide additional capacity. We recommend approval. 

Los Angeles 

This project is for alterations to the school of Architecture and Urban 
Planning Building. It will provide increased utilization of existing space. 
Expansion of the school's administrative space and library will also be 
included. We recommend approval. 



Campus 
Berkeley .................................................. .. 
Davis' ...................................................... .. 
Irvine ........................................................ .. 
Los Angeles ............................................ .. 
Riverside .................................................. .. 
San Diego ................................................ .. 
Santa Barbara • ...................................... .. 
Santa Cruz .............................................. .. 
Universitywide ...................................... .. 

Capacityl 
1973/74 
172,311 
87,713 
45,943 

183,797 
42,679 
51,935 

102,741 
47,933 

735,052 

Table 7 
University of California-Space Capacity/Needs 

Classroom (asf) 
Need:l 
1976/77 
156,033 
87,986 
58,117 

160,153 
40,565 
53,941 
80,716 
45,519 

683,030 

Deficiency (%) 
(excess) (%) 
(16,278) (10%) 

273 ( 1%) 
12,174 (21%) 

(23,644) (15%) 
(2,114) ( 5%) 
2,006 ( 4%) 

(22,025) (27%) 
(2,414) ( 5%) 

(52,022) ( 8%) 

Capacityl 
1973/74 
2,039,501 
1,100,393 

417,400 
1,576,466 

507,620 
479,206 
687,286 
284,396 

7,092,268 
1 Includes those projects funded for construction prior to 1973/74. 
• Based on University's projection of enrollment needs, and 100 percent of standard. 
3 Need includes 1,489 asf-classroom and 13,989 class laboratories for proposed school of business administration. 
• Ne.ed includes 1,208 asf-classrooms and 10,472 asf-class laboratories for proposed school of law. 

Class-Laboratories (as!) 
Need:l Deficiency (%) 
1976/77 (excess) (%) 
1,937,391 (102,110) ( 5%) 
1,296,510 196,117 (15%) 

529,141 1ll,741 (21 %) 
1,731,170 154,704 ( 9%) 

437,962 (69,658) (16%) 
548,058 68,852 (13%) 
580,395 (106,891) (18%) 
319,935 35,539 (11 %) 

7,380,562 288,294 ( 4%) 
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.San Diego Campus 

Of the five projects requested for San Diego we'recommend approval 
of one, reduction of one and deferral of three. The Matthews additions and 
alterations project provides administrative space and does not affect in­
structional capacity. Hence, we recommend I,\pproval .. The humanities 
alteration, Step 2, pr9ject converts 11,000 asf vacant space and a Biomedi­
cal Medical Library into classroom space. The project also provides for 
alteration of vacated space to faculty office space and alteration of existing 
classroom space, totaling 7,710 assignable square feet. As indicated in Ta­
ble 7 the San Diego Campus will have a deficit in classroom space of only 
2,006 asf (4 percent) in 1976-77. This project would provide an excess of 
9,000 asf (16.7 percent) in classroom capacity. Therefore, we recommend 
a reduction in the amount of $178,750, leaving enough to convert vacant 
space to faculty office space and alterations of existing classroom space. 

The other three projects, Biology Building (2B) alterations, Urey Hall 
alterations, Step 2, and Third College Academic Unit 1, all provide instruc­
tional capacity and we recommend deferral of each for a total reduction. 
of $6,946,000. The Biology Building request would provide 4,400 asf of new 
laboratory space. Urey Hall alterations would provide 2,000 asf new labora­
tory space. Completion of these projects would result in a decrease in 
laboratory deficiency to 11.7 percent and 12.2 percent respectively. Con­
struction of Third College Academic Unit I would provide 7,500 asf class­
room space and 51,500 asf laboratory space resulting in a campus excess 
classroom capacity of 5,494 asf (10.2 percent) and a deficit of only 17,352 
asf.(3.2 percent) in laboratory space. Third College is currently located on 
campus in what is referred to as "Matthew Campus". We believe the 

. continued use of these facilities and the shared use of the existing campus 
space will allow this college to continue with a viable program. It should 
also be noted that the secondary effects of the completion of both the 
Matthews addition and alteration project previously discussed and' the 
Mandeville Center which has been previously funded for construction, 
will provide existing campus space for growth of Third College. Hence we 
recommend deferral of Third College Academic Unit L 

Santa Cruz Campus 

There are three requests for the Santa Cruz Campus for which we 
recommend deletion of one, reduction of one and approval of one. The 
request for construction of College 8 Academic Unit would provide for the 
construction of 3,140 asf classroom space and 6,720 asf laboratory space 
resulting in an excess capacity of classroom space of 1 V2 percent and a 
decrease in the deficit of class laboratories to 9 percent. Hence, we recom­
mend deferrl;li of this project. The request for development of unfinished 
space and alterations would provide for new capacity space in the Applied 
Science Building and alterations of existing capacity space for greater 
utilization in Natural Science 1 and 2. We recommend that the completion 
of unfinished space be deleted from this project and the requested amount 
be reduced to $404,000 for alterations to existing capacity space in Natural 
Sciences 1 and 2. The third request is for working drawings for physical 
activities fadlities. Present space of this type is limited at this campus and 
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the proposal will provide most of the required indoor physical education 
instructional space. Instructional space of this kind is not included in the 
University capacity needs and is therefore not applicable to Table 6. The 
spaces programmed for activity in the building are a large instructional 
area for basketball and volleyball, several small rooms for activities such 
as akido, judo, karate, weight lifting, and dance and a general purpose 
room for the instruction of first aid, sailing, cycling etc. Locker and shower 
rooms will also be provided for men and women. Outside areas will in­
clude an outdoor / indoor swimming pool, outdoor hard surface courts and 
a turf playing field for rugby, field hockey, etc. We recommend approval. 

Riverside Campus 

" The two projects requested for Riverside Campus are for air condition­
ing of a physical educational building and for alterations of existing capaci­
ty space. The air conditioning project will serve laboratories, class rooms 
and office space only~ This building is the last Letters and Science Building 
on this campus to remain without air conditioning. The project iIicludes 
the installation of a chilled water supply and returned piping in the exist­
ing tunnel and the installation of chilled water coils and appurtenances to 
provide an air-conditioning system. The requested alterations project is 
for the purpose of altering existing capacity for increased utilization. It 
does not provide additional capacity and we recommend approval. 

Fire protection .............................................................................. $1,279,000 
We recommend approval. 

Table 8 
Fire Protection 

Item Campus Project Phase 1 

360 (7) Davis Fire protection 1973-74.... wc 
360 (8) Santa Barbara Fire protection 1973-74.... wc· 
360 (9) Riverside Fire protection 1973-74 .... wc 
360 (10) Santa Cruz Fire station ......... : ................ wce 

Total Educational Fee Fund ...................................... .. 
Total COPHE (Chapter 1/1971 ES) .......... : ............. .. 

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

Total Total 
requested future 
amount requirement fl 
$733,000 
126,000 
2Q4,000 
156,000 

$1,279,000 

$1,279,000 
1 Phase symbols indicates: w-working drawings, c-construction, e.....equipment. 
• Proposed in University five-year capital outlay program. 

The three projects for fire protection (see Table 8) provide for upgrad­
ing of existing facilities to comply· with the regulations of the State Fire 
Marshal (Title 19 of the State Administrative Code) and fire protection of 
areas which the UniversitY believes represents severe fire hazard expo­
sure and in which loss of valuable property and/ or documents would 
r~sult in case of fire. The request for a fire station at the Santa Cruz campus 
is proposed on the basis of response time from the City of Santa Cruz Fire 
Department. This response time is approximately 8 to 12 minutes and is 
inadequate. It must also be recognized that this campus is in a wooded 
area which i~ at certain times. during the year a high fire risk area. The 
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California Division of Forestry responds to campus forest and range fires. 
Their response time is 25 to 30 minutes. This proposal is for a limited fire 
station which will provide for the critical initial response requirements. 
The City of Santa Cruz and the California Division of Forestry will contin­
ue to be available for back-up fire suppression needs. 
, Libraries ......................... ; ............................................... ,................ $4,755,000 

We recommend deferral of Item 359(2), Santa Cruz Um"versityStep 2 
(addition)~ $3,400,000. 

The number of projects on the general campuses totals four requests at 
four campuses as outlined in Table 9 below. Three of the projects are for 
construction and one for working drawings at a total request of $4,755,000 
and a future requirement of $3,139,000. 

Item 
359 (2) 

360 (15) 
360 (16) 
.360 (34) 

Campus 
Santa Cruz 

Irvine 
Berkeley 
San Diego 

Table 9 
LIBRARIES 

Project Phase 1 

University Library ...................... c 
Step 2 (Addition) 
Library alterations ...................... wc 
Doe Library alterations .............. wce 
Oceanography Library Building w 

Total Education Fee Fund .................................................. .. 
Total COFHE (Chapter 1, 1971 ES) ................................ .. 

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

Total 
requested 
amount 

$3,400,000 

892,000 
386,000 

77,000 
$1,355,000 
3,400,000 . 

$4,755,000 
1 Phase symbol indicates: w-working drawings, c-construction, e-:-equipment. 
• Proposed in University 5-year capital outlay program. 

Total 
future 

requirement ~ 
$441,000 

196,000 

2,502,000 

$3,139,000 

Library space need for the University campuses are based on a standard 
of 100 volumes per FTE student, one reader / study station per four FTE 

. students and ancillary space for staff operations. Two of the proposed 
library projects (Irvine and Santa Cruz) affect library space needs of those 
campuses. Based on 1976-77 enrollment projections, the space presently 
assigned to library use on the Irvine Campus provides for 43.1 volumes per 
FTE student (393,000 volumes) and one r~ader/study station per 9.6 FTE 
students. A portion of the library building is presently assigned to campus 
administration. This space is to be converted to library capacity when that 
function moves to the new Administration Unit 1 Building. Conversion of 
this space will provide the campus with 55.7 volumes per FTE student 
(508,000 volumes) and one reader/station per 6.9 FTE students based on 
1976-77 enrollment projection. We recommend approval of this project 
The current library space on the Santa Cruz Campus provides 72.3 
volumes per FTE student (515,000 volumes) and one reader / study station 
per 13.1 FTE students in 1976-77. The requested addition will provide a 
capacity in 1976-77 of 123.8 volumes perFTE student (881,000 volumes) 
and one student reader station per 3.1 FTE students. We recommend the 
project be deferred andrescoped to more closeJyalign with currentstand­
ards. Because of the large number of students residing onthis campus, we 
believe the need for reader / study stations in library facilities on this cam­
pus is less than required on other campuses. Accordingly we suggest the 
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University consider fewer reader/study stations that the standard when 
rescoping this project. 

The working drawing request for a new library for Scripps Institute of 
Oceanography at San Diego will provide space for 150,000 volumes, 130 
graduate-level reader stations and 16 staff stations. Space will also be 
provided for specialized activities such as maps, charts, etc. and Jor an 
oceanographic automated information retrieval project. ' We recommend 
approval. 

The alterations project at Doe Library.....;.Berkeley will (1) provide for 
more effective use of peripheral offices on the second floor of the main 
library, (2) relocate the Humanity Graduate Service Unit and (3) consoli­
date, the library's administrative offices. The project does not affect the 
current library capacity which as currently sized provides a capacity in 
1976-77 of 143 volumes per FfE student (3,684,558 volumes) and one 
student reader station per 4.7 FfE students. We recommend approval. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

Item 361 from the Capital Out­
ley Fund for Public Higher 
Education (Transfer from 
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1971, 
First Extraordinary Session). Budget p. 222 Program p. 11-957 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $24,003,000 
Recommended for approval ........................................ : ..................... 21,580,000 
Recommended reduction ........ '.......................................................... 2,423,000 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount 
1. Redirect use for portion of master planning...................................... $15,000 
2. Scope change, San Diego-convert health services building ...... .. 
3. Scope .change, Sacramento-convert library .................................... .. 
4. Scope change, Sonoma-art building ................................................. . 
5. Scope change, Dominguez Hills-classroom-office building ........ .. 
6. Delete, Dominguez Hills-theater arts .............................................. 1,993,000 
7. Defer, Sonoma boiler plant addition.................................................... 21,000 
8. Defer, San Bernardino-central plant II ............................................ 409,000 

,ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Analysis 
Page 
908 
913 
913 
914 
914 
914 
916 
917 

This item proposes $24,003,000 for 48 projects affecting 17 of the 19 
campuses. Only the State Universities at Hayward and Pomona are exclud­
ed' from the proposed construction program under this item. The major 
capital outlay program for the system is contained in two items of the 
Budget Bill. In order to provide a presentation of the complete program 
we have included our discussion of the projects in this item under Item 
362. . . 
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

Item 362 from the Capital Out­
lay Fund for Public Higher 
Education Budget p. 222 Program p. 11-957 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $22,093,000 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 22,093,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................. None 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount 
Analysis 

Page 
1. Redirect use for portion of master planning, Item 361 (5) .......... $15,000 908 
2. Scope change, San Diego--convert health services building, Item 

361 (34) ....... ; ............................................................................................ .. 
3. Scope change, Sacramento--convert library, Item 361 (35) ...... .. 
4. Scope change, Sonoma-art building, Item 361 (44) ................... . 
.5. Scope change, Dominguez Hill~lassroom-office building, Item 

361 (45) ..................................................................................................... . 
6. Scope change, Fresno-science building, Item 362 (9) .............. .. 

913 
913 
914 

7. Delete Dominguez Hills-theater arts, Item 361 (42) .................. 1,993,000 

914 
914 
914 • 

8. Scope change, Pomona-science building, Item 361 (10) .......... .. 
9. Defer, San Jose-library, Item 361, (5) .................................... ; ...... . 

10. Defer, Sonoma-boiler plant addition, Item 361 (31) .................. 21,000 

915 
915 
916 
917 11. Defer, San Bernardino--central plant II, Item 361 (39) .............. 409,000 

Total Item (362) COFPHE .................................................................. None 
Total Item (361) COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971, 1st E.S.) ................ $2,423,000 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION 

This item proposes the appropriation of $22,093,000 for 10 projects and 
Item 361 proposes $24,003,000 for 48 projects, the aggregate affecting 18 
of the 19 campuses. Only the State University at Hayward is excluded from 
the proposed construction program. In order to provide a presentation of 
the complete California State University and Colleges capital outlay pro­
gram, we have included those projects funded under Item 361 within our 

Table 1 
Proposed California State University and Colleges 1973-74 

Capital Outlay Program 

Number of 
Project category projects 

Statewide planning ............................ 3 
Equipment............................................ 19 
Utilities and site development "."". 8 
Correct structural deficiencies ........ 4 
Projects effecting instructional 

capacity ........................................ 14 
Library eXpansion '"''''''''',''''''''''''''''' 3 
Administrative and ancillary............ 7 
Total (COFPHE, Chapter 111971 

1st E.S.) .............. ;......................... 48 
Total (COFPHE) ................................ 10 

Total ...................................................... 58 

Total category 
amount 

$355,000 
4,936,000 
2,549,000 
1;017,000 

16,506,000 
5,481,000 

15,252,000 

$24,003,000 
$22,093,000 
$46,096,000 

1 Proposed by trustees in five-year construction program. 

Percent 
of grand 

total 
0.8 

10.7 
5.5-
2.2 

35.8 
1l.9 
33.1 

52.1 
47.9 

100.0 

Total future 
amount required' 

$4,180,000 
1,191,000 
1,590,000 

16,600;000 2 

16,450,000 3 

2,955,000 

$43,056,000 

• Includes $7,626,000 proposed by trustees for construction funding in 1973-74 for which the Governor's 
Budget provides a $0 appropriation. 

3 Includes $7,500,000 proposed by trustees for construction funding in 1973-74 for which the Governor's 
Budget provides $0 appropriation. 
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discussion of this item. The separation of projects into two Budget Bill 
items is for accounting purposes only. The proposed program includes 
preliminary planning, working drawings, construction and equipment. 

The total program of 58 projects includes 10 which are funded from the 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) in the 
amount of $22,093,000 (47.9 percent) and 48 projects funded at $24,003,000 
(52.1 percent) from the COFPHE (Transfer from Chapter 1, Statutes of 
1971 First Extraordinary Session). Table 1 divides the proposed program 
into descriptive project categories. We have included a description of each 
category and our recommendations for the various projects in the follow­
ing discussion. 

Statewide Planning 

We recommend approval. 
Table 2 

Statewide Planning 

Item Campus Project 
.361. (4) All Preliminary planning .................................................... .. 
361 (5) All Master planning .............................................................. .. 
361 (6) All General studies .............................................................. .. 

Total (COFPHE, Chapter 1/1971 1st E.s.) .......................................................... . 
Total (COFPHE) ....................................................................................................... . 
Total ........................................................................................................ ; ..................... .. 

Amount 
$50,000 
205,000 
100,000 

$355,000 

$355,000 

The funds requested for preliminary planning are to provide for sche­
matic and preliminary plans for projects for which both working drawings 
and construction are to be funded in fiscal year 1974-75. The planning 
funds in the current budget are chiefly for site development, utility and 
remodeling projects, because planning for larger projects will be financed 
from funds appropriated for the specific projects. The requested funds 
which will support approximately $3,300,000 of working drawing and con­
struction projects, appears reasonable. 

The $205,000 for master planning will provide $10,000 for each of the 19 
operating campuses and $5,000 for each of the three new campus sites. The 
change in program needs coupled with the necessity to increase utiliza­
tion of existing facilities, requires frequent reevaluation and readjustment 
of campus master plans to maximize the use of campus facilities at the least 
cost. The new campus sites are undeveloped and the need to develop 
them in the near future is not apparent. Therefore, we repommend that 
the $15,()()() proposed for the three new campus sites be used for planning 
a.t the. currently operating campuses to increase utilization of existing 
facilities. 

The $100,000 for general studies is to be used for topographical surveys, 
engineering studies, utility studies, traffic studies and other miscellaneous 
s'tudies necessary for physical planning of the State University and Col­
leg,es. 
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Equipment Projects 

We recomIIlend approval. 
Table 3 

Equipment Projects 

Item Campus Project 
361 (7) Bakersfield Convert initial buildings .................. .. 
361 (8) Bakersfield Initial corporation yard .................... .. 
361 (9) Chico Convert life science ............................ .. 
361 (10) Chico Library ...................... ~ ............................ . 
361 (11) Fresno Convert laboratory school ................. . 
361 (12) Humboldt Physical education facilities .............. .. 
361 (13) Sacramento Library ................................................... . 
361 (14) Bakersfield Science building I .............................. .. 
361 (15) Chico Life science building ........................... . 
361 (16) Dominguez Hills Library classroom administration .. .. 
361 (17) Dominguez Hills Natural science building .................. .. 
361 (18) Fullerton Engineering building ........................ .. 
361 (19) Los Angeles Physical science building .................. .. 
361 (20) Los Angeles Library .................................................. .. 
361 (21) Northridge Library .................................................. .. 
361 (22) San Francico Life science building .......................... .. 
361 (23) .San Francisco Physical science building ................... . 
361 (24) San Jose Science 2, II .......................................... .. 
361 (25) Stanislaus Science building .................................. .. 

Total (COFPHE, Chapter 1/19711st E.S.) .................................... .. 
Total (COFPHE) ................................................................................... .. 
Total .......................................................................................................... .. 

1 Proposed in trustees five-year construction program. 

Amoimt 
$32,000 
14,000 

174,000 
450,000 
, 30,000 
100,000 
470,000 
88,000 

200,000 
299,000 
400,000 
204,000 
500,000 
63,000 

400,000 
350,000 
400,000 
500,000 
262,000 

$4,936,000 

$4,936,000 

Future 
requirements ! 

$900,000 

500,000 

lSO,OOO 

900,000 

200,000 
250,000 
250,000 

1,000,000 

$4,ISO,OOO 

The system's equipment proposal is for 19 projects at a total of $4,936,000 
• from the CO FPHE ,( Chapter 1/ 19711st E.S.) . As indicated in Table 3, this 
will fund equipment at 12 campuses. Several of these projects are funded 
in phases in order to allow for the early purchase of long lead time and 
critical items. The total future requirement of the proposed projects is 
$4,180,000. . 
Utility and Site Development Projects 

We recommend approval. 
Table 4 

Utilities and Site Development Projects 

Item 
361 (26) 
361 (28) 
361 '(29) 

Campus 
Sacramento 

Project Category! Phase' 
Utilities--I972...................... 1 c 

Fresno 
San Luis 

Utilities--I973...................... 1 c 

361 (30) 

361 (37) 
361 (38) 
361 (40) 

. Obispo 
Bakersfield 

Utilities--1973...................... 1 
Utilities/site 

development-I973.... 1 
Long Beach Site development-I973.. 2 
San Francisco Utilities--I973...................... 3 
Dominguez Hills 

Utilities--I973...................... 1 
361 (41) Humboldt Frontage (access) road .... 2 

Total (COFPHE, Chapter l/1971lst E.S.) ............ .. 
Total (COFPHE) ........................................................... . 
Total ................................................................................... . 

1 Category number indicates: 

wc 

pw 
WC 

wc 

pw 
pwc 

Amount 
$817,000 
716,000 

380,000 

7,000 
114,000 
140,000 

75,000 
300,000 

$2,549,000 

$2,549,000 

Future 
requirement3 

$130,000 

1,061,000 

$1,191,000 

1. Provide essential utilities and I or vehicular access to service previously funded new buildings. 
2. Eliminate traffic hazards by improving campus vehicular circulation. 
3. Increase utili~ service to operate existing and future buildings. 

• Phase symbols indicate: p-preliminary planning, w-working drawings, c---eonstruction 
3 Proposed in trustees five-year construction program 
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The utility and site development projects are for eight campuses. As 
shown in Table 4 the proposal indicates a future requirement for two of 
the'projects totaling $1,191,000. 

Correct Structural Deficiencies 

We recommend approval. 
Table 5 

Projects to Correct Structural Deficiencies 

Item 
361 (1) 
361 (2) 
361 (3) 

361 (36) 

Campus 
San Diego 
San Diego 
San Jose 

Statewide 

Project Phase 1 

Arts and science rehabilitation c 
Little theater rehabilitation .... pw 
Home economics 

rehabilitation ...................... pw 
Remove architectural barriers 

to the handicapped ........ .. pwc 

Total (COFPHE Chapter 1I19711st E.S.) .. ; .................... . 
Total (COFPHE)· ...................................................................... .. 

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

Amount 
$643,000 

12,000 

62,000 

300,000 
$1,017,000 

$1,017,000 

Future 
requirement2 

$32,000 
198,000 

1,060,000 

300,000 

$1,590,000 
I, Phase symbols indicate: p-preliminary planning, w-working drawings, c--construction. 
• Proposed in trustees five-year construction program. ' 

As indicated in Table 5, this category will provide for rehabilitation 
projects at three campuses ~d one statewide. The rehabilitation projeCts 
are necessary to upgrade facilities to current building code standards as 
well as renovate and modernize. Only one of the three projects will affect 
the campus capacity. This is the arts and science rehabilitation at San 
Diego which will cause a decrease in faculty stations of 12 FfE. The 
statewide request is for alterations related to removal of architectural 
barriers to the handicapped. The total cost for these alterations is $1,500,-
000. However, the Trustees anticipate federal assistance on a four to one 
financing basis for some of the projects. 

Projects Affecting Instructional Capacity 

We recommend rescoping of San Diego-convert health services build­
ing. Sacramento-convert library, Sonoma-art building, Dominguez 
Hills-classroom oHice building. Fresno--;-science building. Pomona­
science building and deletion of Dominguez Hills-theater arts. 

There are a total of 14 projects in this category, three funded by the 
COFPHE Fund, ten by the COFPHE (Chapter 1/1971 1st E.S.), and one 
unfl,mded. An outline of these projects and future appropriation require­
ments for each is indicated in Table 6. 
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TABLE 6 
Projects Affecting Instructional Capacity 

Future 
Item 

361 (32) 
361 (33) 
361 (34) 
361 (35) 
361 (42) 
361 (43) 
361 (44) 
361 (45) 
361 (46) 
361(47) 
362 (9) 
362 (10) 
362 (1) 
362 (2) 

Campus Project Phase 1 Amount requirement· 
San Luis Obispo Convert science II................................ ce $350,000 
Humboldt Convert laboratory school..................c 728,000 
San Diego Convert health services ...................... wc 199,000 
Sacramento Convert existing library ...................... pw 95,000 
Dominguez Hills Theater arts building .......................... c 1,993,000 
Stanislaus Scene shop .............................................. wc 98,000 
Sonoma Art building ............................................ pw 181,000 
Dominguez Hills Classroom office building.................... c 3,680,000 
Bakersfield Initial physical education facility ...... c 1,035,000 
Stanislaus Aquatic facility ...................................... pw 12,000 
Fresno Science building .................................... c 8,082,000 
Pomona Science building .................................... c 
Sonoma Aquatic facility ..... ;................................ pw 
Dominguez Hills Outdoor physical education 

and aquatic facilities .................... pw 

Total (COFPHE, Chapter 1/1971lst E.S.) ..................................... . 
Total (COFPHE) ................................................................................... . 

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

12,000 

41,000 

$8,371,800 
8,135,000 

$16,506,000 

$74,000 
7,000 

1,553,000 
393,000 3 

10,000 
3,357,000 

240,000 

1,500,000 
8,726,000' 

207,000 

623,000 

$16,690,000 
1 Phase symbols indicate: p-preliminary planning, w-working drawing, c--eonstruction, e-equipment. 
• Proposed in trustees five-year construction program. 
3 Based on trustees program for a $2,991,000 facility. 
• Project not included in trustees five-year construction program. 
s Includes $7,626,000 proposed by trustees for construction in 1973-74. 

The need for new instructional capacity space is directly related to the 
need to meet enrollment increases. If, however, excess capacity exists on 
a particular campus, or within the system, increasing enrollment demands 
should be met through utilization of existing space. Enrollment in the 

, entire higher education area is increasing at a decreasing rate and is 
.. expected to decrease in actual numbers in the 1980s. The State University 
and Colleges system is expected to experience this projected enrollment 
trend. For example, enrollment projections in the trustees five-year major 
capital outlay program for 1972-73 indicated a system enrollment of 248,-
600, in the academic year 1973-74. The 1973-74 program however, project­
ed 230,260 for the same year, and this was recently revised downward to 
226,200. Hence, in one year the projected enrollment for 1973-74 has been 
decreased 22,400 or 9 percent. Because of uncertain enrollments and with 
the projected enrollment loss in the 1980s we believe it is unwise to fund 
any project which, with existing space, provides more than 95 percent of 
the projected space needs. Table 7 compares current instructional capaci­
ty to projected needs in 1976-:-77, the probable year of occupancy for 
working drawing projects and for construction projects deferred one year. 
It should be pointed out that the space needs indicated in table 7 are based 
on the Trustees recently revised 1973-74 enrollment estimate, allowing for 
the same rate of enrollment increase as originally projected by the trustees 
in the 1973-74 five-year capital outlay program. 



TABLE 7 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

FTE Capacity Needs in 1976-77 Compared to Available 

Classroom (FTE2 Class-Laboratories (FTE2 
197~74 1976-77 Deficiency (%) 197~74 1976-77 

Campus Capacity' Need' (Excess2 (%2 Capacity" Need' 
Bakersfield ...................................... ; .......... , 2,808 3,298 490 (15%) 300 
Chico ................................................... ; ........ 10,217 10,357 140 (1%) 1,163 
Dominguez Hills ...................................... 4,338 6,882 2,544 (37%) 467 
Fresno ...................................... , ................... 11,859. 13,041 1,182 (9%) 1,019 
Fullerton ...................................................... 12,226 14,602 2,376 (16%) 892 
Hayward ...................................................... 12,894 10,894 (2,000) . (18%) 574 
Humboldt ........... ; ........................................ 6,507 5,853 654 (11%) 737 
Long Beach ................................................ 18,833 18,954 121 (0.6%) 1,467 
Los Angeles ............. ; .................................. 18,701 14,930 (3,771) (25%) 1,746 
Northridge ............................................... ; .. 16,502 17,890 1,388 (8%) 1,029 
Pomona ........................................................ 8,596 10,315 1,719 (17%) 1,048 
Sacramento ........ _ ............. ; ........................ 14,124 15,063 939 (6%) 942 
San Bernardino ........ : ................................. 3,383 3,367 (16) (0;5%) 262 
San Diego .................................................... 19,835· 20,214 379 (2%) 1,528 
San Francisco ............................................. 15,442 14,494 948 (7%) 1,345 
San Jose ......................................................... 19,625 19,310 (315) (2%) 1,855 
San Luis Obispo ........................................ 10,189 11,046 ' 857 (8%) 1,598 
$onoma ........................................................ 4,519 5,950 1,431 (24%) 331 
Stanislaus .................................................... 3,139 3,704 565 (15%) 247 

Statewide .................................................... 213,287 ·220,164 (6,877) (3%) 18,550 
, Existing capacity based on 8 a.m.-10 p.m. scheduling, and includes all projects previously funded for construction. 
• Need based on trustee's projected enrollment rate increase ana revised (December 1972) 1973/74 enrollment. 
" Existing capacio/ based on 8 a.m.-5 p.m. scheduling, and include all projects previously funded for construction. 
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Increase Class Laboratory Utilization· 

As indicated in Table 7, the most' critically needed space in the State 
University and Colleges system is class laboratories. The total system has 
an average deficit of 23 percent and varies from 43 percent at Fresno to 
an excess of 152 percent at Dominguez Hills. As Table 7 also shows, class 
laboratories are scheduled on an 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. standard time span 
whereas classrooms are on an 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. standard. In our opinion, 
class laboratory availability should be extended, thereby increasing the 
utilization of space. While we recognize that extending the scheduled 
hours for class laboratories is more difficult than for classrooms, we believe 
that with minor alterations for some laboratories and little or no altera­
tions to others, the extended schedUling oflaboratories is feasible. Hence, 
we recomIIlend that the category of class laboratories be funded to 85 
percent of the indicated need allowing 10 percent for increased utilization 
through extended schedUling hours, and 5 percent for uncertain enroll­
ments. 

Faculty-Office Space 

The trustees five-year capital outlay program requests office space 
based on a faculty-student ratio of 17 to 1. However, the Budget Bill and 
the current support budget provides funding on a ratio of about 18 to 1 
and in practice the actual ratio is approximately 19 to 1. The higher actual 
ratio is due to faculty vacancies and salary savings requirements. We 
recommend that faculty office space be provided on a 19 to 1 basis reflect­
fng the actual on-campus situation. 

Rescope Projects 

In general, we agree with the projects requested in Table 7. However, 
in order that these projects fall within the space guidelines which we have 
.dutlined 'above, it will be necessary to rescope several of the projects. A . 
discussion ,of those projects which we believe should be rescoped follows. 

/ 

San Diego, convert-health sciences. 

This project as presently conceived will provide an FTE capacity of 70 
in lecture, 14 in laboratories, and 21 in faculty office. As can be seen in 
Table 7, San Diego is only 2 percent deficient in classroom capacity, while 
the campus is 32 percent deficient in laboratory space. In faculty office 
space the total available and funded capacity is 1,302 FTE, of which only 
1,189 is in permanent space. The faculty office need in 1976 is 1,261 based 
on a 19 to 1 ratio or a deficiency of 72. Hence, we recommend that this 
project be rescoped to include only laboratory and faculty office space. 

Sacramento, convert-existing library 

This proposes planning and working drawings for a project which will 
provide an FTE capacity of 531 lecture, 16 laboratory, and 30 faculty. This 
project as presently contemplated will decrease the deficiency of class­
room capacity to 3 percent while only reducing the class lab9ratory defi­
ciency from 21 percent to 20.3 percent. We recommend this project be 
rescoped, to provide the more critically needed class laboratory spaces. 



914 / CAPITAL OUTLAY It~m 362 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-Continued 

Sonoma. art building 

This project as conceived will provide 104 lecture FTE, and 171labora­
tory FTE and,17 faculty stations, reducing the deficit in classrooms froin 
24 percent to 22 percent and laboratories from 35 percent to 2 percent. 
We recommend the project be rescoped to provide only 103 laboratory 
PTE and increase classroom space to more nearly meet that need The 
proposed faculty stations will provide 73 percent of need in permanent' 
facilities with the remaining 17 percent in leased or temporary space. 

Dominguez Hills. classroom-office building 
. I 

Tl}is project is proposed for construction and as designed will provide 
1,186 lecture FTE and 129 laboratory FTE. It will also provide 100 faculty 
FTE capacity which will bring the available faculty capacity to approxi­
mately 92 percent of the-1976 need based on a 19 to 1 ratio. However, as 
can be seen in Table 7 the Dominguez Hills campus has an excess capacity 
in class laboratories in 1976 of 152 percent. To provide additional class 
laboratory space on this campus is not justifiable at this time. We recom­
mend that the project be rescoped to delete the laboratory space and 
increase the classroom space. Even with the additional 1,186 lecture FTE 
currently included, the campus would still remain 20 percent deficient in 
this category in 1976. 

Fresno. science building 

This project is requested for construction and as designed will provide 
83.2 lecture FTE, 254 laboratory FTE capacity, 72 FTE faculty stations and 
a computer station. The proposed scope for this building will. decrease 
capacity deficiencies in classrooms from 9 percent to 3 percent and in class 
laboratories from 43 percent to 29 percent. We believe it should be rea­
ligned to provide more laboratories and fewer classrooms. It should be 
pointed out that the campus currently has a 896 faculty FTE capacity of 
which 361 is leased spaces. The need for faculty office space in 1976 is 895. 
Therefore, we suggest that the campus terminate the lease of as many 
faculty stations as possible upon completion of the 72 new stations in this 
project. 

Delete Dominguez Hills theater arts building 

This request is for construction of a 500-seat little theater and ancillary 
space. The scope of the project indicates a lecture capacity' of 163 FTE. 
However, the use of such a 500,seat theater for lecture space is both 
limited and inefficient. As indicated in Table 7 there is a critical shortage 
of capacity in classroom facilities on this campus and construction projects 
should be programmed to relieve this deficiency. This project does not 
address that need. The need for a little theater is further reduced with the 
close proximity of California State University at Long Beach which has a 
recently constructed complete theater arts complex. The Coordinating 
Council for Higher Education (CCHE) issued a report in July 1971, en­
titled "Facilities Sharing Among Institutions of Higher Education in Cali­
fornia." The report covered examples of facilities shared nationally, an 
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inventory of such sharing in· California and perceived obstacles and 
suggestions for expanded cooperative arrangements. In our discussion of 
that report on pages 954 and 955 of our Analysis of the 1972 Budget Bill, 
we .indicated a major finding of the report was that there are few signifi­
cant examples of sharing in California. We also listed several areas of 
potential sharing which included theaters. The report·of the Committee 
on Conference relating to the 1972 Budget Bill recommended that "... . 
the University of California, the California State . Colleges, and the Cali­
fornia Community Colleges review the feasibility of cooperative arrange­
ments as a major criteria in the capital outlay project approval process. All 
three segments shall develop and report their plans for increased inter­
institutional use of facilities to the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa­
tion." We believe the situation at Dominguez Hills and Long Beach offers 
an opportunity for shared use of the Long Beach theater complex and we 
recommend deletion of the little theater project at Dominguez Hills. 

California State University, Pomona-science building ... 

This project is shown as a zero appropriation in the Budget Bill. The 
trustees five-year capital outlay program indicates a need for $7,626,000 if 
this project were to be constructed according to the proposed scope in the 
budget year. The proposed program would provide a building with 1,375 
lecture FTE, 133 laboratory FTE, 103 faculty stations and a computer 
station. This program' would reduce the deficit in classroom space from 17 
percent to 3 percent and in class laboratories space from, 19 percent to 8 
percent. The requested faculty space will provide 629 permanent stations, 
thereby negating the need for the campus to continue leasing 117 faculty 
offices. We recommend this project be rescoped to provide 1,203 lecture 
FTE,.64 laboratory FTE and 103 faculty FTE 

LibrarY Expansion Projects 

We recommend special review of the San Jose library proposal. 
Table 8 

Library Expansion Projects 

Item Campus Project Phase I 
362 (5) San Jose Central library ................................ c 
362 (6) Bakersfield Initial library addition .................. c 

I 361 (48) Humboldt Library addition ............................ c 
Total (COFPHE, Chapter 1/1971lst E.S.) ............................. . 
Total (COFPHE) ........................................................................... . 
Total .................................................................................................. .. 

1 Phase symbols indicates: c-construction 
• Proposed in trustees five-year' construction program 

Amount 

. $1,156,000 
4,325,000 

$4,325,000 
1,156,000 

$5,481,000 

Future 
requirement 2 

$15,850,0(1)" 
130,000 
470,000 

$16,450,000 

"Includes $7,500,000 proposed by the. trustees for construction in 1973-74 and $7,500,000 for construction 
in ~974-75 and $850,000 for equipment in 1975-76. . 

Table 8 shows proposed library expansion projects. The projects re­
quested for Bakersfield and Humboldt will provide library space for a 
campus enrollment of 3,800 FTE and 8,100 FTE respectively. The Bakers­
field library addition will add 545 reader stations and 50,000 volume capaci­
ty providing a campus total of 720 stations and 115,000 volumes. The 
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Humboldt addition will increase reader stations from 600 to 2,000 and the 
volume capacity from 123,700 to 323,700. Both projects meet a critical need 
and we recommend approval. 

The San Jose library project is included in the budget with no appropria­
tion. As proposed by the trustees it is for the construction of a 365,000 gross 
square foot (gsf) building with 4,250 reader stations, an 800,000 volume 
capacity and audiovisual spaces. The building is designed as a high-rise 
tower located in the center of the campus and funded over a two-year 
period with $7,500,000 in 1973-74 and again in 1974-75. Total estimated 
cost of the project including equipment is $15,850,000. We recognize the 
need for additional space in San Jose. However, we have reservations. 
regarding the proposed solution for providing that space. . 

The campus now has three contiguous buildings (north, central and 
south) in the library complex. Upon completion of the proposed new 
library space, the campus will remodel the north building to ease current 
shortages in administrative space. We agree with this procedure. Howev­
er, the use of the building central and south, in our opinion, could continue 
as library space. The total gross square footage of these buildings is 89,544. 
If they were continued in use as library space and the new library building 
constructed contiguous to them, the total project could be reduced in size 
to approximately 275,500 gsf, representing a possible reduction of $3,500,-
000 in building construction cost. It should also be pointed out that con­
struction cost for the high-rise structure as proposed is more than would 
be expected for a low-rise structure. For example, the estimated building 
construction cost for this library is $39.51 per gsf,compared to $32.00 at 
Bakersfield and $35,33 at Humboldt. 

Administrative and Ancillary Projects 

We recommend deferral of Sonoma-boiler plant addition and San Ber­
nardino--centrai plant II 

As can be seen in Table 9 this category of projects includes expansion 
of three central heating and cooling plants to be fmanced from the COF­
PHE (Chapter 1/1971 1st E.S.) in the amount of $2,450,000 and two cafet~ 
erias and two administration buildings from the COFPHE Fund at a total 
of $12,802,000. 

Table 9 
Administrative and Ancillary Projects 

Item Campus Project Phase I 
361 (27) Fresno Central plant addition.................. c 
361 (31) Sonoma Boiler plant addition .................... pw 
361 (39) San Bernardino Central plant II.............................. wc 

. 362 (3) Stanislaus Cafeteria .......................................... c 
362 (4) Bakersfield Initial cafeteria .................... .......... pw· 
362 (7) Long Beach Administration building .............. c 
362 (8) San Francisco Administration building .............. c 

Total (COFPHE, Chapter 1/19711st E.S.) ............................. . 
Total (COFPHE) ........................................................................... . 

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

Amount 
$2,G20,OOO 

21,000 
409,000 

1,483,000 
84,000 

5,730,000 
5,505,000 

$2,450,000 
$12,802,000 

$15,252,000 

Future 
requirement" 

$15,000 
665,000 

100,000 
1,600,000 

300,000 
275,000 . 

$2,955,000 
1 Phase symbols indicate: p-Preliminary planning, w-Working drawings, c-Construction. 
• Proposed by trustees in five-year construction program. 
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Central Heating and Cooling Plant Expansions 

The requested expansion project for the Fresno central heating and 
cooling plant is necessary to pwvide sufficient heating and cooling capaci­
ty for projects previously funded and for future construction. However the 
expansions at Sonoma and San Bernardino will provide capacity for future 
buildings only. For example, the Sonoma expansion assumes that the de­
mand on the boiler and chiller capacity will be at maximum when the 
funded projects are completed. In fact, the boiler capacity will be at a 
maximum for only one of the two boilers on the campus with the other 
acting as standby. While expansion of the heating and cooling capacity 
may be n~cessary when future buildings are constructed, we do not be­
lieve the project is justifiable at this time, and we recommend it be de­
ferred. 

The request for San Bernardino covers the addition of a chiller and 
cooling tower. This is based on the need for 24-hour cooling capability in 
the computer cehter. While it is necessary to provide air conditioning to 
computer areas, we believe it is possible to provide this withefree-standing 
independent local air conditioning units under emergency conditions 
rather than provide an over-capacity, inefficient cooling system for the 
entire campus. Hence, we recommend deferral of this project. 

Cafeterias 

We recommend approval. 
The two projects for cafeteria space are at Stanislaus and Bakersfield. 

These are the initial "cadre" cafeteria facilities at both campuses. 

Administrative Buildings 

The two administration buildings proposed will provide administrative 
space to accommodate an enrollment of 20,000 and 18,000 FTE students 
at Long Beach ami San Francisco respectively. The need for both projects 
appears justifiable, and we recommend approval. Itshould be pointed out 
that the concept at Long Beach is to construct a new administrative 
building, vacate existing administrative space and convert that space to 
faculty offices, lecture capacity and upper division laboratories. While the 
conversion project is not in this budget request, it should be noted that 
lecture capacity at this campus will be less than 1 percent deficient in 
1976,-77. Hence, we suggest that the campus consider rescoping the con­
version project to provide faculty office and laboratory space only. The 
San Francisco project includes the demolition of a one-story portion of the 
existing administration building and the construction of a six-story ad­
ministrative annex in its place. The new structure will provide an assigna­
ble area of 68,900 square feet. However, with the loss of the 14,793 
assignable square foot one-story structure ,the overall net increase in ad­
ministrative space will be approximately 54,000 square feet. 
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Item 363 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for· Public Higher 
Education. Budget p. 222 Program p. II-957 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $2,000,000 
Recommended for appr:oval ............ ,................................................. 2,000,000 
Recommended reduction .................................................................... ·None 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Report to Joint Legislative Budget Committee. Trustees submit a 
list of the minor capital outlay projects completed or under construc­
tionby February 1 of each calendar year. 

AII.IAL'VSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. We recommended approval. 
' .. This request represents a lump-sum appropriation to the Trustees. of the 
California State University and Colleges to be allocated for minorcon~ 
struction and improvements at the 19 campuses. The specific projects for 
which these funds are proposed have not been submitted and are not -
required. In appropriating a lump sum, the trustees are given the adminis­
trative flexibility to fund the highest priority projects throughout the 
statewide system during the budget year. It is our understanding that the 
program will be reviewed on a postaudit basis. We agree with this proce­
dure and recommend approval. However, we hav~ not received any infor­
mation regarding the numbers or types of projects funded with the 
current year appropriation. We recommend that the trustees be required 
to submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Comniittee, a list of the projects 
to be completed or under construction. by February 1 of each calendar 
year. 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Item 364 from the State Con­
struction Program Fund Budget p. 226 Program p. II-1254, 

Requested 1973-7 4 ........................................................................... , .. $35,990,100 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 5,467,600 
Recommended for special review ............ : ..................................... 30,138,300 
Recommended reduction ... ~............................................................... 384,200 

. Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Increase utilization of facilities by extending scheduling hours 
from 8 a.m.-5 p.m. to 8 a.m.-l0 p.m. .................................................. 919 

2. Reduce--construct central utilities building, San Jose Community 
~ollege District, Evergreen Valley College ...................................... $112,600 923 

3. Special Review-all general academic and vocational/technical 
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working drawing and construction requests ...................................... 27,982,000 923 
4. Special review-all equipment requests for instructional capacity 

and laboratory facilities ........................................................ ,................... 2,156,300 923 
5. Recommend study to determine level of state support for. equip-

ment.............................................................................................................. 924 
6. Reduc6-"--Construct Merritt College library, Peralta Community 

College DiStrict.......................................................................................... 271,600' 924 
7. Recommend study to determine level of state support for libraries 925 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION 

This proposal is for 81 working drawing; construction and equipment 
projects totaling $35,990,100 in 32 separate districts. The program is to be 
funded from the "Community College Construction Program Act of 
1972", which provides $160 million, approved by the electorate in the 1972 
General Election. The state funds in this item represent approximately 51 
percent of a total community college construction program of $70,329,674. 
The remaining 49 percent is required to be funded by the individual 
districts. ' 

The community college construction program in the Budget Act of 1972 
appropriated $44,037,100 from the bond funds, contingent upon their ap­
proval in the 1972 General Election. The total program which the current 
year appropriation and district funds will support is $77,776,906. As of 

. January 1973, none of the approved bonds had been sold. In effect, if this 
item is funded as proposed, the community colleges would have a total 
construction program of approximately $148 million over a time period of 
one and one-half years. This is a very ambitious undertaking and based on 
the community colleges historical commitment of state construction 
funds, the probability of committing that amount in the time span of one 
.and one-half years is very small. With this in mind, with enrollment rates 
'decreasing and with an increase in laboratory utilization (which we pro­
'pose later in this discussion), we recommend that the board of governors 

. "reevaluate and revise the proposed program to reflect only those projects 
which are critically needed, deferring those projects which provide a 
district excess of 85 percent classroom capacity and/or 85 percent labora­
tory capacity. 

Extend Utilization of Existing Facilities. 

The California Coordinating Council of Higher Education (CCHE), in 
response to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 151 (1970) ,provided an in­
ventory and utilization study for public higher education. The conc~usion 
of this study stated that it was feasible to extend the scheduling hours of 
.classrooms and class laboratories from 8 a.m.-5 p.m. to 8 a.m.-1O p.m. This 
conclusion applied to all three segments. of higher education. Both the 
State University and Colleges and the University of California currently 
base their needs for classroom space on an 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. schedule. In 
our analysis of the major capital outlay program for those segments of 
higher education we have recommended extension of class laboratories 
from a current schedule of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. to be the same as classrooms . 
. However, the community colleges continue to schedule. all their facilities 
on an 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. basis and request facilities based on utilization during 
that time period. In our opinion, the community colleges should schedule 

:11-83988 
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all their facilities to the 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. time span and project their capital 
outlay needs accordingly. As we :recommended above, the Board of Gov­
ernors should reevaluate the current program to defer less critical 
projects. This review. should be based upon the extended 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
scheduling. 

As indicated in Table 1, the proposed program is composed of several 
definitive categories for 81 projects at 32 districts. The state's share of these 
projects amounts to $35,990,100 with the districts' share of $34,339,574 
providing a total construction program of $70,329,674. All projects includ­
ed in the program are estimated at an "Engineering News Record" con­
struction cost index of 1850, the projected level for July 1973, as proposed 
by the Department of Finance. 

TABLE 1 
Summary of Community Colleges 1973-74 Capital Outlay Program 

Community 
coUege Number of 

Category district projects 
I. Site Acquisition 

Cabrillo .................. 1 
Kern ........................ 1 

Subtotal........................................ 2 

II. Utilities and! or 
site development 

(a) Working drawings 
Cabrillo .................. 1 
Grossmont ............ 2 

3 
(b) Construction 

State center .......... 1 
Yosemite ................ 1 

~­

Subtotal ......... :.............................. 5 

III. Administrative and 
·ancillary facilities 

(a) Construction 
Coast ...................... 1 
Marin...................... 2 
Saddleback ............ 1 
San Jose.................. 1 

5 
(b) Equipment 

Lassen .................... 1 
West Valley.......... -.!. 

2 
Subtotal ......... :.............................. 7 

IV. General academic 
facilities 

(a) Working drawing 
Butte ...................... 1 
Los Angeles .......... 2 
Marin...................... 1 
Sequoias ................ 1 
West Valley.......... 1 

6 

Amount of Amount of Total cost 
state funds district funds for 
requested proposed project 

$540,600 $320,913 $861,513 
423,400 464,231 887,631 

$964,000(2.7%) 1 $785,144 . $1,749,144 

12,300 7,301 19,601 
44,400 15,548 59,948 

56,700 22,849 79,549 

152,100 157,046 309,146 
c_~~" 182,300 93,494 275,794 

334,400 250,540 584,940 

$391,100 (1.1 %) 1 $273,389 $664,489 

500,200 251,415 751,615 
323,400 491,847 815,247 
782,000 757,937 1,539,937 
411,300 686,964 1,098,264 

2,016,900 2,188,163 4,205,063 

25,400 2,806 28,206 
23,500 21,519 45,019 

48,900 24,325 73,225 

$2,065,800(5.7%) 1 $2,212,488 $4,278,288 

$24,200 $10,745 $34,945 
24,500 99,014 123,514 
33,000 48,683 81,683 
40,400 _29,617 70,017 
46,600 42,672 89,272 

168,700 230,731 399,431 
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(b) Construction 
Butte ...................... 1 619,900 275,262 895,162 
Cerritos .................. 1 1,394,600 914,340 2,308,940 
Coast ....................... 4 2,OOS,I00 1,007,820 3,012,920 
Contra Costa ........ 1 452,800 510,604 963,404 
Kern ........................ 1 674,000 738,997 1,412,997 
Los Angeles .......... 1 2,039,900 9,076,721 11,116,621 
Los Bios .................. 2 4,768,600 2,370,022 7,138,622 
Marin ...................... 2 1,179,000 1,739,316 2,918,316 
Merced .................. 1 109,000 37,603 146,603 
San Diego .............. 1 1,390,000 1,351,617 2,741,617 
Saddleback ............ 1 1,881,700 1,822,433 3,704,133 
San Joaquin 

Delta .................. 2,560,000 2,060,938 4,620,938 
San Luis 

Obispo ................ 1 470,500 407,462 877,962 
State Center .......... 3 1,967,100 2,031,069 3,998,169 
Sweetwater .......... 3 2,132,300 784,662 2,916,962 
Ventura ......... : ........ 1 356,400 420,070 776,470 
yuba ........................ 1 167,400 119,243 286,643 

26 $24,178,300 $25,668,179 $49,836,479 
(c) Equipment 

Coast ....................... 1 159,900 80,370 240,270 
Contra Costa ........ 1 54,600 61,570 116,170 
Los Bios .................. 2 60,800 30,217 91,017 
North Orange 

County ................ 2 , 213,800 130,815 344,615 
Pasadena ................ 1 ~ 223,600 121;195 344,795 
Redwoods .............. 1 81,200 30,154 1ll,354 
San Joaquin 

Delta .................. 1 362,900 292,154 655,054 
Santa Barbara ...... 1 177,400 137,418 314,818 
Santa Clara ............ 3 288,800 56,860 345,660 
Solano .................... 1 18,600 11,594 30,194 
State Center .......... 2 142,200 146,824 289,024 
Ventura .................. 1 75,800 89,341 165,141 

17 $1,859,600 $1,188,512 $3,048,112 
Subtotal ........ ; ............................... 49 $26,206,600(72.8%) 1 $27,087,422 $53,284,022 

V. Vocational technical facilities 
(a) Construction 

Los Bios .................. $1,257,000 $624,736 $1,881,736 
North Orange 

County ................ 2,124,600 1,316,047 3,440,647 
San Luis 
Obispo .................. 253,400 219,449 472,849 

3 $3,635,000 $2,160,232 $5,795,232 
(b) Equipment 

Kern ........................ 1 10,200 11,183 21,383 
Oceanside-

Carlsbad ............ 1 158,200 104,320 262,520 -
2 168,400 115,503 283,903 

Subtotal ...................................... 5 $3,803,400 (10.6% ) 1 $2,275,735 $6,079,135 
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VI. Libraries/resources materials centers 

(a) Construction 
Coast ...................... 1 788,100 396,122 1,184,222 
Peralta .................... 1 869,700 623,347 1,493,047 
yuba ........................ 1 551,500 392,849 944,349 -

3 2,209,300 1,412,318 3,621,618 
(b) Equipment 

Kern ........................ 1 57,200 62,716 119,916 
San'Luis Obispo .. 1 164,400 142,308 306,708 -

2 221,600 205,024 426,624 
Subtotal ........................................ 5 $2,430,900(6.8%) 1 $1,617,342 $4,048,242 --_._--

VII. Physical education facilities 
(a) Equipment 

Butte ...................... 2 $39,200 $17,406 $56,606 
Contra Costa ........ 1 25,600 28,868 54,468 
Kern ................ : ....... 2 19,400 21,270 ' 40,670 
Peralta .................... 2 13,700 9,818 23,518 
San Bernardino .... 1 30,400 20,692 51,092 

Subtotal ...................................... 8 $128,300(0.3%) 1 $98,054 $226,354 
\ TOTAL ............................................ 81 $35,990,100 $34,339,574 $70,329,674 . I 

1 Percent of total state funds requested. 

A detailed description of each project would require a prohibitive 
amount of space in this analysis. Consequently we have grouped the 
projects into six categories as shown in Table 1. For each category we have 
described the general type project included, and provided a recommen­
dation for the category. The total shown for each category is the state's 
share only. 

(a) Site acquisition ...................................................................... $964,000 
We recommend approval. 
This category provides for acquisition of property at two colleges, Ca­

brillo and Bakersfield. The Cabrillo campus is utilized to near capacity and 
the purchase of the proposed 40 acres will provide an area sufficient to 
expand the campus to a capacity of 8,000 to 10,000 stud,ents. The Bakers­
field college request is for the purchase of the "Fedway" building (a 
two-story abandoned department store) in downtown Bakersfield as a 
branch campus. With the purchase of this facility and the alterations, 
which are also requested in the current proposal, certain future construc­
tion on the Bakersfield campus will be deleted from the lO-year plan. It 
should be pointed out that the college plans to maintain services such as 
the main library, gymnasium and stadium, and other student related pro­
grains at the existing campus. 

(b) Utilities and/ or site development .................................... $391,100 
We recommend approval. 
This category contains five projects at four separate districts. They in­

clude general site development, on-site utility projects and offsite utility . 
projects. The projects range from $1,500 for working drawings for offsite 
development at Grossmont to $182,300 for general site development Phase 
I, at Modesto Junior College. 
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(c) Administrative and Ancillary facilities ...... ...................... $2,065,800 
We recommend a reduction of $112,600. 
This category contains a total otseven projects at six districts .. They are 

for the construction and equipment of administrative facilities, central 
utility buildings, and corporation yards. The projects range from $23,500 
for equipping the warehouse-maintenance building at West Valley, Sara­
toga College, to $782,000 for working drawings and construction of the 
central utility service plant at Saddle back College. 

We recommend that the $411,300 for the construction of the central 
utility building at Evergreen Valley College, San Jose district, be reduced 
by $112,600. The proposal includes the installation of a utility tunnel on the 
campus. The size of this campus does not, in our opinion, warrant the 
added cost of constructing such a tunnel. Hence, we recommend a reduc­
tion in cost of the utility tunnel to provide underground utility systems at 
a total cost of $83.50 per foot. This figure will provide for the installation 

.. of chilled water, electrical, natural gas, and heating hot water lines by 
other means. We also recommend a reduction in the cost of the chiller and 
boiler components. The college is requesting $162,000 for a 500-ton chiller 
plant and $131,000 for two 300 bhp (10,050 MBH each) boilers. Based on 
current market data these components could normally be installed for 
$100,000 and $80,000 respectively· and we recommend those amounts. 

(d) General academic facilities ................................................ $26,206,600 
We recommend special review .. 
This category provides 49 projects for working drawings, construction 

and equipment at 24 separate districts. The six working drawing requests 
range from $8,200 for the Music Building at Los Angeles Harbor College 
Los Angeles District to $46,600 for a language arts social science building 
at Mission College in West Valley district. The 26 construction projects 
range in size from $109,000 for working drawings, construction and equip­
ping to remodel the. old library at Merced College, Merced district, to 
$3,449,400 to construct classroom/ administration building Phases I and II 
at Sacramento City College, Los Riosdistrict. The 17 equipment projects 
r~nge from $18,300 to equip the horticulture addition at American Rivet 
College, Los Rio~ district, to $362,900 to. equip the administration· and 
multidiscipline classroom laboratory building at San ]Ol1-quin Delta Col­
lege, San Joaquin Delta District. All projects within this category repre­
sent facilities. which provide instructional capacity in classroom and 
laboratory curriculums. A separate category has been established for voca­
tional-technical and physical education facilities. 

We recommend that the 32 projects for working drawings and construc­
bon within this category be placed under special review to allow the 
Community College Board of Governors an opportunity to review their 
proposed program with regard to the critical need for each project and 
scheduling of facilities on an 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. basis. 

The equipment request under this category totals 17 projects. Our com­
ments are applicable to this category as well as to equipment in the 
vocational-technical, library-resource material centers and physical edu­
cation categories. The requested amounts for equipment are based on a 
standard as applied to the state colleges in areas of common construction 
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or type (i.e., biology, chemistry, business, etc.). In technical areas and 
two-year terminal areas, which are unique to community colleges, a stand­
ard equipment requirement has not been established and, therefore, it is 
not possible to evaluate actual needs or provide uniform applications 
throughout the. districts. The application of state college equipment stand­
ards in the common construction areas is not appropriate for the commu­
nity colleges due to the distortion resulting from the offering 9f upper 
division and graduate level work at the State University and Colleges 
level. However, the equipment cost difference due to the higher level 
instruction has not been determined and requires considerable study, The 
areas of instruction unique to community colleges also needs to be studied 
to determine the basic criteria for equipment to provide the educational 
experience related to such specialties. The equipment projects requested 
are basically for facilities which were funded in the Budget Act of 1972 and 
for which bonds have not yet been sold. Due to this delay of at least seven 
months in the current year program the need to order all requested 
equipment early in the budget year is obviated. Hence, we recommend 
. that no more than 50 percent of the requested equipment funds be allocat­
ed until equipment standards are established We further recommend 
that the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, in cooperation with 
the Board of Governors oEthe Community CoUeges, prepare standards for 
basic equipment needs for all areas of instruction at the community col­
lege level When the new standards are established, the requested funds 
should be adjusted to reflect these changes. 

(e) Vocational-technical facilities ............................................ $3,803,400 
We recommend special review. 
There are five projects under this category consisting of three for con~ 

struction and two for equipment. The projects range from $10,200 for the 
equipping of the trade-technical facility at Porterville College, Kern dis­
trict, to $2,124,600 for the construction of the vocation.al-technical building 
II, at Cypress College, North Orange county district. We recommend 
special review for this category in accordance with our previous discus­
sion. 

(e) Libraries-resource material centers .... : ............. :........... $2,430,900 
We recommend a reduction in the Merritt College Library, Peralta 

district, in the amount of $271,600. 
This category contains two equipment and two construction projects 

affecting a total of five districts. The requested funds range from $57,200 
for equipment of an initial complement of library books at Cerro Cosa 
College, Kern district, to $869,700 for the construction of a library building 
at American College, Peralta district. We recommend a reduction in the 
Merritt College liqrary by $271,600. This reduction will produce a library 
of 24,813 assignable square feet which will provide for 100 percent of the 
projected need in the anticipated year of occupancy. 
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Library Standards 

Library space needs are determined, in part, by the number of volumes 
Jo be housed. Within the community college system the number of 
volumes per FfE student varies significantly from campus to campus 
throughout the state and, In fact, varies from campus to campus within an 
individual district. For example, from a random choice of 24 community 
college campuses the actual volumes per FiE student in 1971-72 ranged 
from 4.2 at Alameda College, Peralta District, to 18.7 at Yuba College, 
Yuba District. The projected volumes per FiE student for the fiscal year 
1980-81 range from 6.7 at Cypress College, North Orange County District, 
to 27.3 at CoUege of the Redwoods, Redwoods District. Within the Los 
Angeles district the current actual volumes range from 13.4 at East Col­
lege to 17.8 at Los Angeles City College. While the campuses have a 
certain autonomy, the state support for facilities should be consistant 
throughout the community college system. The number of library staff 
personnel necessary to support libraries should also be standardized for 
state support. Hence, we recommend that the Coordinating CounciJfor 
Higher Education establish standards for state support in this area. 

(f) Physical education facilities................................................. $128,300 
We recommend special review. 
This category contains eight equipment projects which affect five sepa­

rate distriqts. We recommend special review of this category·in accord­
ance with our previous recommendation regarding equipment funding 
for projects of this type. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Item 365 from the State Beach, 
Park, Recreational and His­
torical Facilities F~d Budgetp. L-31 Program p. 1-882 

Requested 1973-74 ................ ; ..................................................•.......... 
Recommended reduction ................................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$110,328 
None 

This item appropriates $110,328 from the State Beach, Park, Recreation­
al and Historical Facilities Fund to the Department of Parks and Recrea­
tion· for two grants to pay the cost of acquisition and development of a 
small regional park in Tulare County and Mandalay Beach near Ventura 
County. These funds will be· dispersed to the counties by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation upon the receipt of the required information to . 
process the grant. These projects constitute cleanup of appropriations for 
the $40 million grant program contained in the bond act. 
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Item 366 from the State Beach, 
Park, Recreational and His­
torical Facilities Fund Budget p. 137 Program p. 1-881 

Requested 1973-74 ................................................. : ........................... . 
Recommended for approval .................... -......................................... . 
Recommended reduction ..................... ,0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend reduction of $38,500. 

$78,500 
40,000 

$38,500 

This item requests the appropriation of $78,500 from the State Beach, 
Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund for the cost of adminis­

, tering local grant projects financed from the same fund. The money is a 
reimbursement to Item 227 which is the main support item for the Depart­
ment of Parks and Recreation. 

The details of the department's activity in both the review of the grant­
projects appropriated in Item 365 and its declining workload in adminis­
tering prior year grants, which are the purposes of the funds in this item, 
are discussed in Item 227. In that analysis, a recommendation to reduce 
the appropriation request of $78,500 by $38,500 is made based .onreduced 
workload. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

. ! 

Item 367 from the State Beach, 
Park, Recreational and His­
torical Facilities Fund Budget p. 140 Program p. 1-888 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $4,624,600 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. 575,500 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 4,049,100 

. Recommended reduction .................................................................. Pending 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Re~ommend approval of $75,500 for design and development liai-
son ................................................................................................................ $75,500 927 

2. Recommend approval of $500,000 for relocation costs ....... :............ 500,000 927 
3. Recommend special review of the balance of the items ................ 926 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. We recommend special review. . 
This item constitutes the appropriation of minimum development funds 

from the balance of the $20 million allocated for that purpose in the State . 
Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Bond Act. It further 
provides for acquisition of real property for the state park system from the 
$85 million allocated for that purpose in the same bond act. 
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There are many problems associated with this budget request. For ex­
ample, the Bolsa Chica State Beach development for which $2.3 million 
is being requested will be affected by the negotiations for a land exchange 
currently underway between the State Lands Commission and Signal Oil 
Company. 

The ,department is requesting furids for land acquisition for the Old 
Sacramento State Historic Park. No information has been furnished on this 
project. 

San Onofre State Beach is proposed for development costing approxi­
mately $1.4 million. The proposal for this development is currently being 
reworked by the Office of Architecture and Construction and has not been 
made available. . 

The proposed funding for Sugar Pine Point State Park would provide 
for the construction of shop facilities which may be unnecessaryand exces­
sive. 

In order to provide the Legislature with a complete project evaluation 
on these items, we recommend that this project be placed on special 
review. 

This item also requests $75,500 for design and construction liaison which -
is in keeping wi~h prior allocations for the same purpose. We recommend 
approval. . 

This item requests approval of $500,000 for relocation costs incurred as 
a result of property acquisition. Expenditures for this purpose are within 
the intent of the law. We recommend approval. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Item 368, Re~ppropriations from 
the State Beach, Park, Recrea­
tionaland Historical Facilities 
Fund Not shown in Budget. 

This item proposes to reappropriate funds for acquisitions and mini­
mum development projects financed from the State Beach, Park, Recrea­
tional and Historical Facilities Bond Fund. The citation and title of each 
of acquisitions being reappropriated are: 

Item 362 (a,b,c): Budget Act of 19~Delta Meadows, Huntington 
Beach, Pfeiffer Big Sur 

Item 423. (a): Budget Act of 1966-Montana de Oro, Calaveras Big 
. Trees 

Item 423 (c): Budget Act of 1966-Coyote River Parkway 
Item 423 (f): Budget Act of 1966-Gaviota Refugio 
Item.423 (i): Budget Act of 1966-Picacho, SRA 
Item 423 (m): Budget Act of 1966-01d River Islands 
Item 423 (q): Budget Act of 1966-12 miscellaneous projects 
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Item 423 (r): Budget Act of 1966-:-Augmentation to the 12 projects 
Item 423 (t): Budget Act of 1966-Santa Monica Mountains 
Item 343.7 (b): Budget Act of 1967-Delta Meadows 
Item 377.1 (a): Budget Act of 1968-Carpfuteria State Beach 
Item 422 (a): Budget Act of 1969-Emma Wood State Beach 
The minimum development projects being reappropriated are: 
Item 424 (c): Budget Act of 196~Point Mugu, $3,002,150, initial appro-

priation for development of a water system only -
Item 423 (a): Budget Act of 1969-San Diego Old Town, $250,000, initial 

appropriation 
Item 423 (c): Budget Act of 1969-Gaviota Refugio, $225,000, initial 

development 
In our Analysis last year and for several prior years we have been 

pointing out a continuing lack of acquisition progress on the remaining 
1964 state beach, park, recreational and historical facilities projects. The 
status of these and other acquisition appropriations is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Acquisition Status 

Appropriations and Expenditures as of November 30, 1972 
Funding provided by the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund, 

the Bagley Conservation Fund, and the State Park Contingent Fund 
Acres 

Amount . AcqUired To& 
Project appropriations available Expenditures Balance to date acquired 

Allensworth S.H.P. (Item 318.2/72) ........... $200,000 $540 $199,460 240.00 
Annadel Farms (Item 313.1/71) ................. 2,500,000 2,050,000 450,000* 4,100.00 457.00 

(Item 318/72) ..................... 836,400 836,400 
Anza-Borrego Desert S.P. (Item 318172) . 122,400 122,400 2,560.00 
Big Basin Redwoods S.P. (Item 318/72) ... 191,250 191,250 154.00 
Bothe-Napa Valley S,P. (Item 318/72) ....... 350,000 350,000 480.00 
Cardiff S.B. (Item 322/72) ........................... 1,606,500 i,774 1,604,726 11.93 
Carlsbad S.B. (Item 318/72 ........................... 357,000 357,000 3.00 
Carmel River S.B. (Item 318172) ............... 884,000 884,000 150.00 
Carpinteria S.B. (Item 377.1/68) ................. 191,000 53,550 137,450 * 7.50 
Castle Rock S.P. (Item 318/72) ................... 26,300 26,300 187.00 
Coyote River Parkway (Item 423/66) ....... 2,500,000 1,506,115 993,885 * 357.00 18.00 
Delta Meadows (Item 362/65) ..................... 765,000 82,426 682,574 * 710.40 

(Item 343.7/67) ................. 320,000 320,000 * 
Doheny S.B. (Ch. 1223/71, Item 313A) ..... 2,100,000 10,272 2,089,728 * 8.00 

. El Presidio de Santa Barbara S.H.P. 
(Item 322A172) .::::: ..... : .. ::::: ....... : .......... 33,000 33,000 1.00 

Gaviota Refugio S.B. (Item 423/66) ........... 4,519,559 4,289,137 230,422 * 2,693.82 85.00 
Humboldt Redwoods S.P. (Item 318172) . 306,000 306,000 60.00 

(Item 318.1/72) 490,000 490,000 1,202.00 
Huntington S.B.** (Item 362/65) ............... 2,518,000 47,144 2,470,856* 34.00 
Little River S.R. (Item 318.2/72) ................. 75,000 . 346 74,654 70.00 
Los Osos Oaks (Item 313.1/71) ................... 254,000 244,750 9,250 * 85.10 5.00 
MacKerricher S.P.** (Item 423/66) ........... 62,500 19;500 43,000 * .51 .49 
Manchester S.B. (Item 322172) ................... 315,500 5,662 309,838 77.00 3.00 
Mendocino Headlands (Ch. 1249/71, 

Item 307A) ............ 288,500 288,500* 
(Item 318.2/72) ..... 200,000 3,046 196,954 59.50 

Montana de Oro S.P. (Item 423/66) ........... 1,784,700 1,338,529 446,171 * 1,326.71 510.00 
(Item 313/71) ........... 950,000 5,694 944,306 * 
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Montara S.B. (Ch. 1754/71, Item 307B) ..... 630,000 630,000 • 
Morro Bay S.P.(Item 318.2/72) ................... 350,000, 110 349,890 
Mount Diablo S.P. (Item 318.2/72) .......... : .. 125,000 32 124,968 
Old J:Uver Islands (Item 423/66) ................. 790,150 16,150 774,000 • 
Old Sacramento S.H.P.·· (Item 423/66) ... 1,223,000 770,316 452,684 • 
Pfeiffer Big Sur S.P. (Item 343.7/67) ......... 100,000 100,000 • 
Picacho S.B.A. (Item 423/66) ....................... 256,800 241,322 15,478 • 
Pismo S.B. (Item 313/71) ............................. 2,750,000 1,624,154 1,125,846 • 
Point Lobos S.B. (Ch. 958/72) ..................... 2,000,000 2,000,000 
Point Mugu S;P. (Item 318/72) SPCF ....... 2,149,650 .;.... 2,149,650 

. Rincon P\lint (Item 318.2/72) ....................... 65,000 16 64,984 
Rustic-Sullivan Canyon (Item 313.1 /71) ... 750,000 478,000 272,000 • 
Sonoma Coast S.B. (Item 318.2172) ........... 350,000 175,873 174,127 
Topanga Canyon (Item 322/72) ................. 459,000 1,091 457,909 
Torrey Pines S.B. (Item 343.6/67) ............. 900,000 840,530 59,470· 

(Item 322/72) ................. 367,200 367,200 
. TOTAL ................... , ....................................... $37,832,409 $14,173,279 $23,839,130 
• Funded by the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund . 

•• Proposed for reversion in Item. 369. 

1.55 

189.66 
83.84 

87.00 

112.00 

9,110.00 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Items 369-373 Revisions from 
the State Beach, Park, Recrea­
tional and Bistorical Facilities 
Fund . 

40.00 
14.00 

160.00 
980.00 

7.45 
26.00 
51.38 

851.35 
48.81 

2,500.00 
2.50 

229.29 
28.00 
27.35 
89.00 

12,070.00 

Not shown in Budget. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This item proposes to revert the unencumbered balances of the projects 

listed in Table 1 to the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical 
Facilities Fund which provided the initial appropriation. 

1973-74 
budget item 

number 
369 

370 

371 

372 

373 

Table 1 
Projects Proposed for Reversion 

Project Appropnation 
name citation 

Huntington State Beach, Item 362 (a) (b) (c) 
Malibu Lagoon State Beach, Budget Act of 1965 

Point 
Mugu State Park, Prarie 
Creek Redwoods State 
Park, San Onofre State 
Beach 

Bolsa Chica State Beach, 
Calaveras Big Trees 
State Park, MacKerricher 
State Park, Montgomery 
Woods State Preserve, 
and Old Sacramento State 
Historic Park 

Pfeiffer Big Sur 

Beardsley Park 
(Tulare County) 

Jetty Beach 

Item 423 (a) (q) (r) 
Budget Act of 1966 

Item 343.9, Budget 
Act of 1967 

Item 418 (ccc), Budget 
Act of.l969 . 

Item 313 (f), Budget 
Act of 1971 

Effective date 
for reversion 
Effective date 

of 1973-74 

Budget Act 

Effective date 
of 1973-74 
Budget Act 

June 30, 1973 

June 30, 1973 

June 30,1973 
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The Department of Parks and Recreation advises us that the intended 
acquisition on these projects has been accomplished and that any remain­
ing funds are a result of final negotiation and savings . 

. WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD 

Item 374 from the Recreation 
and Fish and Wildlife En­
hancement Fund Budget p. 133 Program p. 1-857 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. '$2,625,010 
Recommended for approvaL .................................................... ;....... 2,492,410 
Recommended reduction ......................... : ..................• ;.................... $132,600 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

1. Reduce--construct, reconstruction and modernization, Mojave 
River Hatchery ........................................................................................ .. $51,500 931 

2. Reduce--construct, modernization and eXpansion, Crystal Lake 
Hatchery .............................................................................. , ..................... .. 45,600 931 

3. Reduce--construct, broodstock facilities enlargement, Mt. Shasta 
Hatchery ..................................................................................................... . 10,500 932 

4. Delete-working drawings, broodstock facilities enlargement, Mt. 
Whitney Hatchery ................................................................................... .. 25,000 932 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This item as proposed would fund six projects related to hatchery expan­
sion at atotal estimated cost of $2,377,700, and three projects related to fish 
and wildlife enhancement features, at a total estimated cost of $167,310. 
The Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Bond Act of 1970 
made available $6 million to the board for the design and construction of 
fish and wildlife enhancement projects and fishing access sites in connec­
tion with the State Water Proj~ct, subject to legislative action. The, Budget 
Act of 1971 appropriated $700,000 for this purpose and the Budget Act of 
1972 appropriated $1,405,500 for the same purpose. If this item is approved 
as requested there will be approximately $1,269,490 of the $6 million re­
maining. 
Hatc~erv Expansion Projects 

(a) Equip Black Rock Hatchery.............................................. $18,000 
We recommend approval. 
The construction of phase II of this project was funded in the 1972 . 

Budget Act. This request is for equipment necessary to make the expand­
ed hatchery fully operational. It anticipates that the hatchery wh~n fully 
operational will have an increased trout production of approximately 500,-
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(JOOca.l:chaoleJi6lit per year in addition to the 500,000 currently produced. 
(b) Equip Fish Springs Hatchery............................................ $73,000 
We recommend approval. 
This request is for purchase and installation of two 350-horsepower 

diesel engines and two redi-torque combination right-angle drives. The 
larger engines and right-angle drives are requirep to match the new and 
larger pumps which are being installed by the City of Los Angeles' De­
partment of Power and Water. These engmes and drives will provide 
emergency backup in order that serious losses of fish will not occur during 
power failures. Completion of this project will provide a yearly production 
of 2,200,000 catchable trout, an increase of 1,500,000. 

(c) Construct-reconstruction and modernization, Mojave 
River Hatchery ...................................................................... $1,075,000 

We recommend reduction in the amount of $51,500. 
This proposal is for the replacement of 40 dirt hatchery ponds with 60 

standard concrete ponds (100 feet x 10 feet x 42 inches). The ponds will be 
complete with new head and mid-pond aerators and recirculating system, 
screens and dam boards for ponds, mechanical crowder with transfer carts 
and rails at each end of the pond. The project also includes construction 
of an incubator house and warehouse building of approximately 80 
feet x 40 feet. This building will contain dry food storage, chemical storage, 
ice storage and laborl;ttory facilities. Also to be provided will be a separate 
public restroom building and parking area. Upon completion of. this 
project it is estimated that this hatchery will produce 1,200,000 catchable 
trout in addition to the 1,000,000 currently produced. Working drawing 
funds for this project were provided by the Budget Act of 1971. The Office 
of Architecture and Construction has indicated a total estimated project 
cost in the amount of $1,080,000 of which $56,500 is for working drawings. 
Hence, we recommend that the item be reduced by $51,500. 

(d) Construct-modernization and expansion, Crystal 
. Lake Hatchery ........................... ........................................... $968,400 

We recommend a reduction in the amount of $45,600. 
This request is for the construction of 60 new standard concrete ponds 

with midpond aeration. The project will provide a complete recirculating 
system with pumps and standby engines to recirculate 10 cubic feet per 
seco~d (cfs),· and mechanical, crowder-grader with transfer cart at each 
end of the pond series. Also to be included will be the construction 6f an 
incubator house with 20 stacks of 16 trays and the construction of one, 
three-bedroom residence. The estimated cost for the construction of the 
two buildings is $98,600. The request also includes the replacement of 28 
dirt ponds with 30 standard concrete ponds and a mechanical crowder-
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grader with transfer cart and rails at the end of each of the series. Upon 
completion of this project it is estimated that this hatchery will produce 
1,000,000 catchable trout in addition 'to the 500;000 currently produced. 
Working drawing funds for this project were provided by the Budget Act 
of 1971-and should not be included in this item. Hence we recommend a 
reduction of $45,600. 

(e) Construct-broodstock facilities enlargement, Mt. 
Shasta Hatchery .. ~................................................................. $218,300 

We recommend a reduction of $10,500 
This request is for the construction of a spawning building, eight stand­

ard concrete ponds, sump, sump-pump, aerator, flume emergency en­
gines, appurtenant piping and asphalt paving. The enlargement of this 
facility is necessary in order to supply the additional eggs which will be 
required for the increased trout production scheduled for the State Water 
Plan. The Mt. Shasta Hatchery is one of two broodstock hatcheries for this 
program. The project estimate includes $12,000 for preliminary and work­
ing plans of which $1,500 has been allocated for preliminary plans. These 
f1Jnds were appropriated by the Budget Act of 1971 and should not be 
included in the funding for this item. Hence, we recommend a reduction 
of $10,500. 

(f) Working drawings facilities modernization and en-
largement, Mt. Whitney Hatchery.................................... $25,000 

We recommend deletion. 
Working drawing funds for hatchery expansion were provided by Item 

,326 (a) ,Budget Act of 1971 in the amount of $180,000. There are sufficient 
funds remaining in that appropriation to finance this item. 

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Projects: 

(g) Development fish and wildlife habitat, regions IV and 
V ............. ; ................................................................................ . $67,310 

We recommend approval. 
This item would construct four projects in region V and one project in 

region IV. The region V projects include planting of trees and shrubs and 
the installation of fencing along the California aqueduct in the Mojave 
division. The cost for this segment totals $43,560. This is the second phase 
of the Mojave project and a total of 300 acres of right-of-way between 
Leona siphon and Big Rock siphon will be developed with trees -and 
planting. Approximately four miles of barbed wire fence will be installed 
parallel to the existing right-of-way fence in areas where trees and shrub 
planting have been developed. The fencing of these areas will not only 
protect the plantings but will also allow for public use. The Department 
of Water Resources has insisted that wildlife areas that are to be used by 
the public must be separated from the aqueduct by a fence. A second 
project in region V is for the development of wildlife travel lanes and 
feeding areas and planting of trees and shrubs at Castaic Lake and down­
stream pool located in northwestern Los Angeles County. This is the 
second phase of the wildlife enhancement program at this site and will 
include the chemical treatment of approximately 200 acres of travel lanes 
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and feeding areas to discourage regrowth of chamiso. Approximately 50 
acres of tree and shrub planting will be developed in burned-over areas 
in the east side of Castaic Lake. The estimated cost for this portion of the 
project is $9,500. The third phase of this project is for development of shore 
line seeding and creation of underwater reeds for fish life at Lake Perris 
in northwestern Riverside County. The estimated cost for this portion of 
the project is $1,250. The project in region IV is for tree and shrub plant­
ing, . ditch construction and disking on the California aqueduct right-of­
way for a total of approximately 60 miles in the counties of Merced and 
Fresno. This construction will be between O'Neil Forebay and Panoche 
Road and will provide food and 'cover for the many wildlife in the area. 
The estimated cost of this project is $13,000. 

(h) Development-Oroville wildlife area ..... ~........................ $100,000 
We recommend approval. 
The management plan for Oroville wildlife area is to be implemented 

in several stages. However the greatest need at this time is to implement 
the habitat development portion of the plan. The initial improvements 
include 16 new ponds and deepening and reshaping an additionall0;The 
plan also includes improving three miles of existing canal and constructing 
seven miles of new waterways. This work will require that in excess of 
1,000,000 cubic years of material be removed by dragline over the first 
four-year period and .distributed by tractor and truck. The project will 
produce over 49 surface acres of new water and will provide an additional 
2,500 angler-days annually. The water surfaces will also provide nesting, 
resting and feeding areas for waterfowl. In order to accomplish this devel­
opment several ,items of heavy equipment and working drawings are. 
requested. This includes $40,000 for one dragline crawler with a 50-foot 
boom, $40,000 for one tractor crawler with dozer, $10,000 for one tractor 
with backhoe arid loader, and $10,000 working drawings. 

The request for working drawings is for structures and minor equip­
ment necessary for an ongoing habitat improvement program at the Oro­
ville wildlife area. The project includes a headquarters and checking 
station, shop and equipment shed, public picnic tables and four vehicles. 
The estimated total project cost at construction level is $100,000. The 
requested funds for working drawings appears adequate. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT 

Item 377 from the Recreation 
and Fish and Wildlife En­
hancement Fund Budget p. 136 Program p. 1-873 

Requested 1973-74 ......................................... : ................................... : $1,378,000 
Recommended for approval.............................................................. None' 
Recommended for special review .................................................. 1,378,000 
Recommended reduction .............................................................. ,.... Pending 

ANA.LYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend special review. 
This item is the Department of Navigation and Ocean Development's 

major capital outlay request for development being financed from the $60 
million established in the Recreation, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 
Bond Fund. This funding source limits expenditures to those reservoirs 
which are part of the California water project. The accompanying plan­
ning effort is also appropriated from this fund. 

This item requests funds for development projects at Lake Oroville, 
Lake Perris, and the San Luis Reservoir plus a request for statewide pre-

. liminary planning. There are unresolved technical and estimating prob­
lems on the proposals for Lake Oroville and San Luis Reservoir. The Lake 
Perris development must be coordinated with the decisions yet to be 
made in Item 375 involving coordination and development with the De­
partment of Parks and Recreation. For these reasons we recommend the 
entire item be placed under special review. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Item 378 from the Health 
Science Facilities Construc­
tion Program Fund Budget p. 211 Program p. II-658 

Requested 1973-74 .............................................................................. $54,651,000 
Recommended for approvaL ....... , ................................................... 42,449,000 
Recommended for special review .......................................... ,....... 12,202,000 
Recommended reduction ....................... :.......................................... None 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS Amount Page 

We recommend special review for the following projects: 
1. Working drawings for Warren Hall addition for Public Health, , 

Berkeley ................... :.................................................................................. $185,000 940 
2. Construct Medical Sciences Unit I, Irvine .......................................... $6,485,000 941 
3. Working drawings Orange County Medical Center improve-

ments, 1973-74, Irvine ........................................................ : ..................... ,$36,000 941 
4. Woridng drawings and construct clinical teaching facilities Uni-

versity Hospital San Diego step I, Sail Diego Health Sciences .... $1,118,000 942 
5. Working drawings for clinical teaching facilities, University Hospi-
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tal San Diego County, step II .......................................... ;..................... $90,000 942 
6. Working drawings and construct library expansion, University 

Hospital, San Diego County, San Diego Health Sciences .............. $555,000 942 
7. Working drawings and construct Medical Sciences facility, unit I, 

San Diego Health Sciences .................................................................... $1,260,000 942 
8. Working drawings and'construct central chiller plant, University 

Hospital, San Diego County, San Diego Health Sciences .............. $538,000 942 
9. Equip clinics Medical Sciences and UC Hospital buildings altera-

tions, step I, San Francisco...................................................................... $147,000 943 
10. Construct and equip heating plant II San Francisco ...................... $1,312,000 943 
11. Working drawings, construct and equip animal facilities, step 

2-Medical Research Building II alterations, San Francisco ............ $481,000 943 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Health Sciences Facilities Construction Program Bond Fund was 
approved by the electorate in the 1972 general election. The fund provides 
. $155,900,000 for expansion, development and construction of health 
sciences facilities on several campuses of the University of California. The 
university's Health Sciences program was based on use of these bond funds 
plus approximately $97.7 million from federal grants and approximately 
$71.3 million nonstate sources for a total anticipated expenditure of $324.9 
million. The university has recently revised the Health Sciences Capital 
Improvement program which was developed for the 1972 bond issue. This 
revision reflects the university's expectation of a reduced level of federal 
support and the elimination of revenue bond financing for clinical teach­
ing facilities. The revised program proposes full funding from the bond 
issue except for prefunded amounts and allocations of minor amounts of 
nonstate funds. The program as revised has not been presented to, and 
therefore is not,' as yet, approved by the regents. 

This proposal reflects the university's recently revised program based 
on several major assumptions summarized below: 

1. No project will be dependent for any of its funding on federal sup­
port. Construction grants will continue to be sought for each eligible 
project to permit expansion to the scope required to accommodate 
enrollment targets in. the' original bond program. 

2. Provisions will be made for enrollment expansion ~s well as the al­
leviation of existing deficiencies for each of the Health Sciences pro­
grams, recognizing that no program can expand to the previous 
enrollment targets without federal support. 

3. Provisions will be made to fund all the costs necessary to accomplish 
the modified objectives of each Health Science discipline, without 
the need for additional capital funding beyond Phase I of the bond 
issue. 

4. "Austere" space allocations standards will be used .for programing the 
facilities reflecting basic requirements for the educational programs 
undertaken. Special research efforts and other activities beyond the 
base program will be funded from federal categorical grants and 
other' nonstate sources. . 

5. Design concepts in the revised program will maximize the opportu­
nity to reduce constructioI1 costs by employing low-rise structures 
wherever feasible. All facilities will be designed for long-term use. 



Program Berkeley 
Dentistry 

Ten-year plan • .......... .. 
1972 bond .................... .. 
Revised program ...... .. 

Human biology 3 

Ten-year plan ............ .. 
1972 bond ........ : ............ . 

, Revised program ...... .. 
Medicine 

Ten-year plan • .......... .. 
1972 bond .................... .. 
Revised program ...... .. 

Nursing 3 

Ten-year plan 5 .......... .. 

1972 bond .................... .. 
Revised program ...... .. 

Optometry 
'Ten-year plari .............. 11 (247) 
1972 bond ............ ~......... 79 (298) 
Revised program ........ 71 (247) 

Table 1 
Effect of University Revised Health Sciences 
Program Based on Limited Federal Support 

Campus Enrolhne'nts' 

Davis 

175 (700) 
128 (512) 
128 (512) 

250 

Irvine 

150 (600) 
128 (512) 
96(384) 

100 

Los 
Angeles 

no (435) 
106 (424) 
106 (424) 

200 (BOO) 
144 (618) 
144 (618) 

350 
330 
330 

Riverside 

20 (40) 
20 (40) 

San 
Diego 

150 (600) 
128 (512) 
96 (384) 

San 
Francisco 

136 (526) 
120 (480) 
lOB (432) 

400 
250 
250 

200 (BOO) 
146 (584) 
146 (584) 

552 
552 
552 

Total 

346 (1,355)' 
226 (904) 
214 (856) 

400 
250 
250 

1,000 (4,000)' 
694 (2,778) 
630 (2,522) 

1,352 5 

882 
882 

71 (247) 
79 (298) 
71 (247) 

c 
'" 2 

OQo-' <: 
CD ...., ~ t"" "" 
t:3 - 0 ::II 
CD~~n ~ 
"1 n ~-t ~ 0 ~ 0'. oJ _ til 0 .... 

n Cil sg t:3 0 Soas., "II 
'O....,CD"",,(') 
~ n o..~ ~ 
til 0 a .... -_t:3~=o:""11 
g g. s' g: ~ 
~ ......... til 2 
..... 0 CD .,..., -.... ~t:30 ):0 
§ '" ~ "1 I 
. C'" t:3 ~ (') 
,~~::T0 

.... 0;' 
n 0 0 =:t. ...., - ;, 
~ ..... '" c 
t:3::T o • o..CD""'a. 
n n a _0'" 
s·t:3 0.-..... n ..... n CD n 
~ '0 .... _ ..... t:3 

""'0 CD CD ...., ~ 
~ CD t:3 
g..<:o.. 
S· ~ ;. 

OQ ..... CD 
~ "1 

it' e:.. CD 
O. n ;S. 
-0'" . ::;: t:3 CD 
.... tIl 0.. 
~0'O 

=0:""1 
~ 0..0 
..... ~OQ 
..... ::t.~ 
1r§a 

; 
"-

~ 
~ 
t"' 

~ 

~ 

~ 
C.J 

~ 



Pharmacy 
Ten-year plan ............. . 
1972 bond ..................... . 
Revised program ....... . 

120 (480) 
120 (480) 
105 (420) 

120 (480) 
120 (480) 
105 (420) 

Physicians' assistants 6 

Ten-year plan ............. . 

1972 bond ..................... . 
Revised program ....... . 

Public and community 
health 6 

Ten-year plan ............. . 

250 
250 

1972 bond ...................... 200 
Revised program ........ 200 

Public health 3 

Ten-year plan .............. 415 440 855 
1972 bond ...................... 415 500 915 
Revised program ........ 415 500 915 

Veterinary medicine 

2506 _ 

200 6 -

Ten-year plan .............. 128 (510) 128 (510) 
1972 bond ...................... 128 (512) 128 (512) 
Revised program ........ 128 (512) 128 (512).· 

1 Enrollment figures represent first year class size; figures in parentheses represent total enrollment and does not include interns, residents or graduate academic. 
• Ten-year plan includes 100 first year students and 394 total enrollment at an undesignated campus. 
3 Enrollment figures for this program are total enrollment. 
• Ten-year plan includes 125 first year students and 500 total enrollment at an undesignated campus. 
5 Ten-year plan includes total enrollment of 100 at undesignated campus. 
• Enrollments are total enrollment at an undesignated campus. 
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As can be seen in the table, the major overall effect occurs in dentistry, 
medicine and pharmacy. Proposed decreases in first year enrollments is 

.from 226 to 214, 694 to 630 and 120 to 105 respectively. The significant 
change in dentistry is a proposed enrollment decrease at San Francisco of 
12 first year students (120 to 105). The university has revised the scope of 
.the previously fllnded School of Dentistry building from an estimated 
project cost of approximately $28 million to $14,122,000, reflecting IQSS of 
federal funding support: Of the new proposed expenditure, the university 
anticipates use of $8.1 million of 1972 appropriations as contingencies for 
(1) cost rises and (2) federal grant shortfall. The revised medical program 
indicates a decrease of 64 first-year students; which is accounted for at 
Irvine and San Diego with each decreasing by 32 (128 to 96). The San 
Francisco School of Pharmacy has been reduced by 15 first-year students. 

A summary by campuses of the proposed projects, the effects of the 
re,:,ised program and our recommendations follow. 

Universitywide $939.000 

We recommend approval. . 
Preliminary planning funds in the amount of $839,000 and general plan­

ning studies of. $100,000 is requested universitywide. The $839,000 will 
provide for preparation of many of the working drawing requests which 
are included in the Budget Bill. Due to the revised Health Sciences pro­
gram, several projects must be changed to reflect new requirements. 
General planning studies will provide for items such as (1) development 

. of a long range plan at UC Hospital, San Diego County, (2) study of 
interrelationship of medically related private development across from 
Irvine medical facilities, (3) siting of Los Angeles nursing building and (4) 
revised Davis long-range development plans. We recommend approval of 
both requests. 

Berkeley $185,000 

Werecommend special review of $185,()(}(}. 
The revised Health Science program at Berkeley provides for a de­

creased enrollment of eight first-year optometry students with no effect 
on enrollments in public health. The program for the requested working 
drawing project for an addition to Warren Hall for Public Health has not 
been submitted by the university. Hence, we have no information to 
. substantiate the need and adequacy of the requested funds. 
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Davis Campus $21;733,000 

We recommend approval. 
The most significant change in the Health Sciences Construction pro­

gram at this campus is the deletion of the campus hospitaL The university 
plans to provide the necessary clinical facilities at undesignated hospitals 
through an estimated $2 million future expenditure. 

The total request for Davis is $21,733,000 for two projects at the main 
campus and two at Sacramento Medical Center. 

Construction of Medical Science Unit I will provide permanent facilities 
of approximately 220,000 assignable square feet for basic sciences in the 
School of Medicine. Classroom, laboratories, library, office and support 
spaces will be provided. Completion of this project will relieve deficien­
cies and permit expansion of the M.D. class from 100 to 128 first-year 
enrollment students. The utility and site development request is for the 
working drawing phase to provide a utility service building, external utili­
ties, roads and drainage necessary for Medical Sciences Unit L We recom­
mend approval of both projects . 
. Th~ alterations to the Sacramento Medical Center will providerenova­

tion and expansion of clinical teaching facilities and professional service 
functions tq help accommodate 100 third- and fourth-year M.D. students, 
and increase house staff· and expanded faculty activities resulting from 
university operating responsibilities for the center. The total modification 
to the center far exceeds the requested amount for the budget year. This 
project will provide for the more critical alterations and should proceed . 

. The request for $50,000 for master planning will provide long-range devel­
opment plans for improvements to the center and development of the 
site. We recommend approval of both projects. 

Irvine $6,581,000 

We recommend special review of $6,521,(}(){}. 
The request for Irvine provides two projects at the main campus and 

two at the Orange County Medical Center. 
Due to the revised total Health Sciences program the Medical Sciences 

Unit I building has been significantly reduced in scope to reflect the fewer 
numbers of medical students. The university has not submitted a revised 
program reflecting the proposed changes, and therefore we have no basis 
for recommending the adequacy of the requested funds. Also, included is 
a request for working drawings for improvements 1973-74 at the Orange 
County Medical Center. A program indicating the needs and proposed 
improvements bas, as yet, not been submitted. We anticipate the neces­
sary program information for these projects will be available in time for 
budget hearings. Therefore, we recommend special review of the follow­
ing two projects: 

(9) Construct Medical Sciences Unit I........................ $6,485,000 
(ll) Working drawings for Orange County Medical 

Center improvement 1973-74................................ $36,000 
The remaining two projects for Irvine are (1) $30,000 for equipping 

Orange County Medical Center improvements 1972-73, and (2) $30,000 
for working drawings; utilities and site development at Medical Science 
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Unit I. The equipment request will provide a spectrophotofluorimeter, a 
cage washer and commercial glass washer. The utility and site develop­
ment request will provide construction documents for support utilities, 
roads, drainage and other site dev~lopment related to Medical Science 
Unit I. We recommend approval of both requests. 

Los Angeles . $1.074.000 

We recommend approval. 
The request for the Los Angeles campus is for working drawings and 

construction to complete unfinished space in the School of Dentistry 
building. The total cost of this project is estimated to be $1,399,000, and of 
that amount $345,000 is to be funded by the university from nonstate 
funds. The project when completed will provide physical facilities for 
graduate training programs which the university considers to be essential 
to the professional training of dentists. Those areas of training will be 
intramural practice, dental auxiliary utilization, maxillofacial prosthetic 
clinic and graduate clinical research. 

San Diego $6.875.000 

We recommend special review of $3,556,000. 
As previously indicated, the first-year student enrollment at the Medical 

School at San Diego. has been decreased from 128 to 96. Many of the 
projects requested have been directly affected by this change in enroll­
ment and the university has not, as yet, submitted revised programs to 
substantiate the proposals. Several of the projects to be included in this 
request were originally proposed to be scheduled for future years. Hence, 
these programs have not been submitted by the univers~ty. 

We recommend special review of the foUowing projects: 
(16) Working drawings and construct clinical teaching 

facilities, University Hospital of San Diego Coun-
ty, step 1 ........................................................................ $1,118,000· 

(17) Working drawings for clinical teaching facilities, 
University Hospital of San Diego County, step 2 $90,000 

(18) Working drawings and construct library expan-
sion, University Hospital of San Diego County.. $550,000 

(19) Working drawings and construct Medical 
Sciences facility Unit I .............................................. $1,260,000 

(20) Working drawings and construct central chiller 
plant at University Hospital of San Diego County $538,000 

$3,556,000 
The remaining three projects are for work at the University Hospital, 

San Diego County. One is for construction of a south wing addition. An­
other is for working drawings and construction for an additional boiler in 
the central plant and the third is working drawings for improvements 
1973-74. Completion of the south. wing addition will provide 29,255 asf of 
new space and alterations of 2,860 asf. This space will permit an outpatient 
c.aseload of 100,000 patient visits per year and a teaching program within 

, the clinic. Also to be provided are laboratories and office facilities for six 
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faculty. We recommend approval. 
The request for a boiler addition will provide for the installation of a 

new 500 bhp (16.1 inillion BTUH) steam boiler and appurtenances in the 
existing boilerhouse. The project includes the removal and replacement 
of existing structural walls required to permit this installation. The addi~ 
tional boiler is necessary to provide required standby capacity and heating 
capacity for future projects including the requested south wing addition. 
We recommend approval. 

The working drawings for improvements to the University Hospital of 
San Diego County will provide a project which will corr~ct a number of 
deficiencies in the present hospital to improve the facilities for both teach­
ing and patient care. These improvements include items such as a revised 
fume-hood exhaust system, nursery / delivery suite remodeling, food serv­
ice .remodeling and patient bedroom remodeling. We recommend ap­
proval. 

San Francisco $17.264.000 

We recommend special review of $1,940,000. 
The total amount requested for San Francisco is $17,264,000. We recom­

mend special review of three of these projects because the amounts 
proposed in the budget are substantially less than the program planning 
guide submitted by the university. We have no informaHon which would 
indicate a reduction in scope of these projects. Therefore, we have placed 
them in the category of special review, anticipating reception of the 
necessary information in time for budget hearings. 

(21) Equip clinics, Medical Sciences, and UC Hospital 
building alterations step 1 ........................................ $147,000 

(22) Construct/ equip heating plant II ............................ $1,312,000 
(24) Working drawings, construct/equip animal facili-

ties, step II Medical· Research building 2 altera-
tions ................................................................................ $481,000 

. $1,940,000 
The major request for the San Francisco campus is for working drawings 

and construction for Moffitt Hospital modernization. This provides for 
new service facilities and related alterations at a requested amount of 
$15,324,000. The total estimated construction cost for this project is 
$16,700,000, $1,500,000, of which is proposed for financing from nonstate 
funds. This project will construct approximately 85~000 asf of additional 
service facilities to correct critical space and functional deficiencies in the 
support services for Moffitt Hospital. The project will also provide related 
alterations in existing service and patient care areas. The present service 
facilities area totals approximately 600 gross square feet (gsf) per hospital 

, bed. Teaching hospitals on the average provide 1,200-1,900 gsfper bed for 
this type of space. The project as proposed will provide this.hospital with 
1,200 gsf per bed. We recommend approval. 
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CONTROL SECTIONS, 
Sections 4 through 36 of the Budget Bill are the so-called "control sec­

tions" which place limitations upon the expenditure of certain appropri,a­
tions, extend or terminate the availability of certain specified pri@r 
appropriations, define the authority of the Director of Finance with re­
spect to reductions and transfers within and between categories of ex~ 
penditure and contain the usual severability and urgency clauses. . 

Although significant fiscal policy is contained in these sections, particu­
larly with respect to extending the availability of prior appropriations, 
these sections have not been received by us in time to permit adequate 
review for purposes of recommendations to be incorporated in this analy­
sis. These control sections will be analyzed and a recommendation thereon 
made to the committees in hearings on the Budget Bill. -


