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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION GENERAL STATEMENT
" Postsecondary education consists of formal instruction, research, public
service, and other learning opportunities offered by educational institu-
tions that are accredited by agencies recognized for that purpose or are
otherwise eligible for state fiscal support or to participate in state pro-
grams and that primarily serve persons who have completed secondary
education or who are beyond compulsory school attendance age.

This general statement section sets forth data which relates to all post-
secondary education in California. Its purpose is to provide historical infor-
mation and comparative statistics to supplement individual agency and
segmental budget analyses. Information on postsecondary education orga-
nization, functions, enroliments, expenditures, sources of support, student
charges, costs per student, student aid and teacher training follow.

Organization

California’s system of public postsecondary education is the largest in
the nation and currently consists of 130 campuses serving over one million
students. This system is separated into three distinet public segments—the
University of California, the California State University and Colleges and
the California Community Colleges. Private universities and colleges are
often considered a fourth segment.

To provide a guideline for orderly and sound development of this sys-
tem, 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 educa-
tion. The Coordinating Council for Higher Education was estabhshed to
assist in this coordinated effort.

Master Plan Review

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 198 (1970) created 2 Joint Legislative
Committee on the Master Plan for Higher Education with a broad man-
date to review California higher education and the Master Plan. Forty-
nine recommendations were developed over a two-year period. A number
of these were enacted through legislation and resolutions during the 1974
session. The joint committee was terminated on December 31, 1973.
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Functions

‘California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC). The com-
mission assumed the powers, duties and functions vested in the Coordinat-
ing Council for Higher Education on April 1, 1974 as a result of Chapter
1187, Statutes of 1973. Numerous addlhonal planning, coordinating and
adv1smg functions were specified also.

The commission is comprised of 23 members as follows: two representa-
tives each from the private and three public segments; one representative
each from the California Advisory Council on Vocational Education and
Technical Training, the council for Private Postsecondary Educational
Institutions and the State Board of Education; 12 representatives of the
general public of which four each are appointed by the Governor, Senate
Rules Committee and Speaker of the Assembly. No person regularly em-
ployed in any administrative, faculty, or professional position by any insti-
tution of public or private postsecondary education can be appointed to
the commission. Terms are for six years or at the pleasure of the respective
appointing authority with the exception of representatives of the pnvate
segment whose terms are limited to three years.

Implementing legislation also provides for an advisory committee to the
commission consisting of respective designees or the chief executive offi-
cers of each of the public segments, the Superintendent of Public Instrue-
tion, the association or associations for private universities and colleges,
the California Advisgry Council on Vocational Education and Technical
Training and the Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Institu-
tions. A permanent director was employed by the commission beginning
February 1, 1975.

The University of California (UC). The UC system consists of nine
campuses, including a separate medical facility at San Francisco, and nu-.
merous 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 Consti--
tution grants full power of organization and government to a 23-member
board of regents, serving 12-year terms and 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 desig-
nated 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
and veterinary medicine. It has sole authority for awarding the doctorate
degree with the exception that in selected fields, joint doctoral degrees
may be awarded in conjunction with the California State University and -
Colleges.
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The California State University and Colleges (CSUC). This system,
comprised of 19 campuses, is governed by a statutory 21-member board
_ of trustees, serving eight-year terms. Although the board of trustees does
not have the constitutional autenomy of the UC regents, the Donahoe Act
of 1960 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 (CCC). A 15-member board of
governors was created by statute in 1967 to provide leadership and direc-
tion to the existing 70 community college districts with 100 campuses that
comprise the system. Unlike UC and CSUC, community colleges are ad-
ministered by local boards and derive the majority of their funds from
local property taxes.

Instruction in public community colleges is limited to lower d1V1s1on
levels (freshman and sophomore) of undergraduate study in the liberal
arts and sciences and in occupational or technical subjects. The granting
of the associate in arts or the associate in science degree is authorized.

Community services courses are also offered at no state cost.

The California Maritime Academy (CMA). As a result of Chapter
-1069, Statutes of 1972, the academy is now governed by an independent
seven-member board of governors appointed by the Governor for four-
year terms. Established at Vallejo in 1929, the academy provides a pro-
gram for men and women who seek to become licensed officers in the
United States Merchant Marine. ‘

Private Universities and Colleges. Private nonprofit institutions con-
stitute a‘'major resource and play an integral part in California’s total
higher education effort. There are approximately 70 such institutions,
about 50 of which collectively form the Association of Independent Cali-
fornia Colleges and Universities (AICCU}. The value of these institutions
lies both in their response to the educational needs and wants of many
Californians and in the diversity they add to the total system of higher
education. They also divert large numbers of students who would proba-
bly enroll in public institutions. Governance, functions and admissions
differ widely among private institutions. The AICCU reports that among
all four-year and graduate institutions in California, private universities
and colleges enroll 25 percent of total students and award 20 percent of
bachelor’s degrees, 38 percent of master’s degrees, 49 percent of doctoral
degrees, and 63 percent of professional degrees.

Admissions

Although the regents have the power to establish their own admission
standards, the standards which are utilized are in conformity with guide-
lines established in the original Master Plan. UC admission standards are
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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, California
transfer students who were not eligible for admission as freshmen are
required to have a grade-point average of 2.0 (C). Original Master Plan
guidelines provided for a 2-percent waiver of admission standards [or
selected students with academic promise. This flexibility has been subse-
quently increased to 12'% percent to accommodate disadvantaged stu-
dents and other nontraditional admissions criteria.

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 60 upper 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 open-
ings.

In conformity with recommendations of the original 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 12%-percent
waiver in admissions standards is also allowed for nontraditional admis-
sions procedures. Students who qualify for acceptance at a campus with-
out openings are redirected to another campus with enrollment openings.

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

Enroliments

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 head count, 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. Uni-
versity 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.
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- Table 1 .
Enrollment in California Public Higher Education

: Actual  Revised Projected
University of California FTE*® 1973-74 197475 1975-76

Undergraduate ....... . 80,199 83,257 83,672
Graduates ....... . 32,044 33,234 33,642
Totals....... 112,243 116,491 117,314 .
California State Umvers:ty and Colleges FTE" L
Undergradiiate ...oececosssssseriovesssisenens 209,874 216,260 214,704
Gradudtes ..o ivepenen. . 14,583 15,035 14,926
TOLALS coverre s rmsinserssseesstniabsssissesemsissremaseronss 224,457 231,205 999,630
Community Colleges ADA ] . )
Other than defined adults ... 491,293 521,360 542736
Defined adults.... s cosnassesessrssssssssassssssssns 118,166 - 125398 130,539
TOLAIS s s e e e neras 609,459 - 646,758 673,275
Grand Totals ..o 946,159 994,544 1,020,219

® Total includes 478 FTE in 1973-74 and 772 FTE in 1974-75 for Extended University pilot programs.
b Excludes summer FTE. :

Several state 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 independent colleges and
universities in order to portray total higher education enrollment in Cali-
fornia.

Table 2
Total Enrollment in California Public and Private Higher Education

197374 97475 197576

PUBLIC % eeersoneesessecmiess s . 046,159 994,544 1,020,219
PLIVALE P s s e s . 123,178 27122 129,028
TORALS <o cerrcrersessrcenersee s 1,069,337 1121666 1,149,047

2 Combination of FTE and ADA from Table 1

b Based on data provided by the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities for its
member institutions. AICCU represents approximately 85 percent of private enrollment in California
and totals are adjusted accordingly.

Table 2 indicates private universities and colleges enrocll about 13 per-
cent of California’s higher education students.

Expenditures

Proposed General Fund and total budgeted expenditures for public
higher education in 1975-76 are shown in Table 3. The total support
budget represents an increase of approximately $103.3 million or 7.5 per-
cent over the current-year’s estimated level of General Fund support.

Sources of Support

A summary of current expenditure funding sources for higher educatmn
in California for the last completed fiscal year, 1973-74, is shown in Table
4. Capital outlay expenditures are not included.
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Table 3
Proposed 1975—76 Budget Summary for Higher Education
{thousands)
Capital Out-
Support lay Totals
Al General Al General AN Ceneral
funds Fund® “funds  Fund  funds Fund
California Postsecondary )

Education Commission .. 41,900 $1,023 - - 81,900 $1,023
University of California® ..... 984,550 543372 $14,603¢ — . 999,153 543,372
Hastings College of Law ... 4874 3,068 — = 4874 3,068
California State University

and Colleges ... 702,902 429,083 $15838¢ — 718,740 499,083
California Maritime Acade-

2,512 1,663 - - 2512 1,663

Community Col eges ............ 386,180 384,811 $2l],f407d — 406,587 384,811

State Scholarship and Loan -

COmmission ... 55439 ' 52,649 _—— 55,439 52,649

1 182,138,357 51485669 $50,848 —  $2,180205  $1,485,669
General Fund Expenditures
as a percent of total ex-

penditures 69.5% na. ©679%

" Does not include salary increase funds.
b All expenditures included execept those for special federal research projects.

® Excludes $439 million in projectad local support funds and $18 million in local capital outlay funds.
Includes General Fund and COFPHE loans in anticipation of the passage of bond issues.

Table 4

Expenditures for Higher Education
~ Current Expense by Source of Funds 1973-74

(thousands)
State Local  Federal  Student Total
Segments support  support  supporf fees Cther" expenditures Percent
University of Califor-
111 $474,737 —  $50850  $70.805 $288164 §1384546  50.6%
. California State Uni-
versity and Col-
leges .mveecrmnnreens 428919 — 43,934 65,658 75479 613990 224
Community Colleges 282,003  $337,027 41,268 13,756  13,756° 687810 251
Other agencies® .......... 46,939 314 92,274 1468 168 51,163 19
Totals ... $1,232,598 $337,341  $638326  $ISLTTT SATTH67  S2TIT608  100.0%
Percent of Total Ex-
penditures ... 45.0% 12.3% 23.3% 56%  138% na  100.0%

2 Private gifts and grants, endowments, sales, ete.

® Ineludes Hastings College of the Law, Callfomm Maritime Academy, Coordinating Council for Higher
Education, California Postsecondary Education Commission, State Scholarship and Loan Commission
and the Board of Governors of the Community Colleges (including EOP).

¢ Primarily county support.

Approximately $2.7 billion was expended for higher education support
in 1973—74. Of this amount $1.2 billion (45.0 percent) was state support.

Student Charges :

Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by Cahfor—
nia’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 stu-
dents, either collectively or individually, for services not directly related
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to instruction, such as health, special clinical services, job placement, hous-
ing and recreation.” Although there hasbeena traditional policy as enun-
ciated in the Master Plan that tuition should not be charged to resident
students, there has been an equally traditional policy to charge “fees” to
resident students.

All three segments impose a tuition on students who are not legal resi-
dents of California. Foreign students are required to pay the same tuition
as other nonresidents, Chapter 1100, Statutes of 1972, standardized and °
placed all residency provisions under one Education Code chapter. The
California Maritime Academy is a traditional exception to the free tuition
policy. Tuition income usually is expended for instructional services result-
ing in a direct offset to state fundlng requ:rements

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 $32.3 million budgeted from this source in 1975-76, $25.7 million
would be allocated to fund support costs and $6.6 million is unallocated.
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 UC and CSUC. The
first is the registration fee, or materials and service fee as it is called at
@SUC. These mandatory fees have been used to cover laboratory costs and.
other instructionally related items, student health services, placement
services and other student services incidental to the instructional pro-
gram. 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 mem-
berships, student union fees and other special purposes. 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. Chapter 876, Statutes of 1972
authorizes local community college districts to establish their own nonresi-
dent and foreign tuition fees beginning with the 1974-75 academic year.

Table 5 illustrates the current levels of tuition and fees at the various
segments. Where these vary from eampus to campus, a range is indicated.

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 stu-
dents. 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 expendi-
tures can be allocated on the basis of student-related expenditures as
opposed to nonstudent-related programs such as research and public ser-
vice.

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
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Table 5
Basic Academic-Year Student Charges 1974-75
uc csuc cce CMA

Tuition-nonresident/foreign ... 51,500 $1,300 $978-82,067 $780
Tuition-educational fee:

Undergraduate st 300 : — —* 405

Graduate .......... 360 — — R
Registration Fee.. 300 144° 1-10 -—
Application Fee .......... 20 - ‘ 20 — -
Campus mandatory fees ..o 24-87 0-20 —_ 445 -
Auwxiliary services fees:

Room and board ... L374°  1,100-1,538 — 143

Parking............. . 27-108 30 640~ —

Healthu e cessssessrssssssssesssssseees — 6 0-10 75

2 Materials and service fee.

b Average rate for residence halls. Average rate for apartments is $1,524.

¢ Defined adults (students 21 years of age or older enrolled for 10 class hours or less per week) may be
charged a tuition fee which cannot exceed the cost of conducting the class less any state support
received.

cost-per-student data for comparisons between programs or institutions is
improper because existing data is not uniform or reliable. This nonuni-
formity between UC and CSUC data results from differences in (1) meth-
ods 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 105 {1971) called on the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education to develop and report uni-
form data on the full cost of instruction in higher education. The council’s
first report, published in March 1973, set forth all the related disparities
in data collection and reporting and concluded that its cost figures were
not comparable between segments.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission has continued the
student cost collection and reporting effort with some improvements.
Based on data provided by commission staff, Table 6 shows cost per stu-
dent credit unit by level of instruction and Table 7 shows cost per student
credit unit by level of student. The difference in the two tables reflects
differences caused by a student at one level of instruction enrolled in
courses at another level (e.g., a graduate student enrolled in an upper
division course).

Table 6
Cost Per Student Credit Unit by Level of Instruction

Lower Division 1972-73 1973-74 1974-T5(est) 197576 (est)

$109 $113 $126 $138
%9 106 118 122
152 146 163 178
123 140 154 162
367 376 420 458
191 297 250 963
1,015 1054 1178 1984
CSUC.......... 469 472 518 545
All Levels Combined
UC oot 197 199 299 243

CBUC e s s s serasemsssesenss 8121 $136 §130 §158
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Table 7
© Cost Per Student Credit Unit By Level of Student

Lower Division 1972-73 1973-74 197475 (est) 1975-76 (est)

ucC . . $125 $121 $136 - §148

{01 5L O 106 113 124 - 131
Upper Division

uc 136 138 154 168

COUC ..corircsimemmrearmrsnitrsssesrissssssammsssssissssssissessssssosens 117 132 145 152
Graduate I'*? .

uC 419 440 492 536

CSUC s sttt ssassssss e 166 194 213 924
Graduate II*

UG s sssrsisssssssrsssmsens 628 666 746 812

CsuC 592 355 528 RYH]
Afl Levels Combined

UC i isernimississessiiosiessissssansessstsissestssssttosassss 197 199 229 243

CBUC commminmsnsssrssssssensssssssssssss esssstsessstsssanans $121 $136 $150 3158

* Level lincludes students with BA working toward MA or certificate and Level II includes students with
MA working toward docterate or those advanced to doctoral candidacy.

Table 8 shows the budgeted state cost by campus per full-time student
for 1974-75 at UC, CSUC, Hastings College of Law and the California
Maritime Academy. For UC the state funds held in the university treasury
are also included. The data result from a simple division of state costs by
FTE student. These are displayed for each campus. Comparisons of one
campus to another within the two systems points out how difficult it is to
make meaningful comparisons with this type of information.

Table 8
State/FTE Costs by Campus
(1974-75)
State University and Colleges University of California

Long Beach e ssisnen . $1,800 Santa Barbara .o $2,885

Northridge ..... 1,898 Santa Cruz eeeiemesessnnens ~3,101
" Fullerton ¥ 1,833 Irvine _ 3,505

8an Diego .cmmmmnn 1,839 Berkeley e SO — 3,868

Sacramento 1,388 Los Angeles 4,484

San Jose... 1,893 Riverside ) ; 4975

108 ANRELES corveecrcsesscemressssssmsssamssemsessrensnees 1,917 Davis 4,990

San Franeisco. 1,580 San DIeg0. s 5,191

San Luis Obispo . 2,006 San Francisco ... 13,679

Chieo 2.067 :

Fresno ... 2,136 Systemwide .. i

POIMIONIA c...oeooocesrerssersrssessssssmsesmtrsssssisssesosssssses 2,174

Hayward, 2,998 Hastings College of Law ....ccmirrersivrreninns $1,834

SOMNOMA couricrmrrriesnrres st sissssrsssensstssenss s sessssss 2,387

Dominguez Hills 2,409 California Maritime Academy ... $4,835

Humboldt ..... 2417

Bakersfield ......... : 2,720

San Bernardino 2,829

Stanislaus 2,897

Systemwide ‘ $2,111
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Student Aid

The institutional student financial aid resources survey for 1972-73 and
1973-74 prepared by the State Scholarship and Loan Commission was
transmiited in January, 1975. Although received too late for detailed analy-
sis, we believe the commission’s narrative summary for each segment
warrants quoting here.

University of California. The overall number of f1nan01al aid awards
for institutionally-administered or monitored student aid funds increased
from 137,194 in 1979-73 to 140,824 in 1973-74. Total institutionally adminis-
tered or monitored student aid funds, however, remained virtually the
same {$139,078,974 in 1972-73 and $139,503,228 in 1973-74). While scholar-
ship, fellowship and grant funds as well as employment aid funds in-

creased, total loan funds actually decreased from $32,504,141 to $29,861,173 -

during this period. The number of students receiving financial aid actually
decreased somewhat from 53,068 in 1572-73 to 52,421 during the following
year. :

California State University and Colleges. The total number of financial

aid awards for institutionally administered or monitored student aid funds
increased from 105,039 in 1972-73 to 108,955 in 1973-74. As in the case of
the University of California, however, total institutionally administered or
monitored student aid funds remained virtually unchanged ($76,067,909
in 1972-73 and $77,670,109 in 1973-74). While scholarship, fellowship and
grant funds as well as employment aid funds increased, loan funds de-
creased from $41,704,443 to $39,548,880 during this period. The number of
students receiving institutionally administered or monitored financial aid
actually decreased from 78,860 in 197273 to 75,053 during the following
year.

California Community Colleges. The total number of awards for insti-

tutionally administered or monitored student aid funds increased from
105,451 in 1972-73 to 120,407 in 1973-74 as did the total number of awards
for “other financial assistance” such as G.I. Bill benefits, etc., which rose
from 118,348 in 1972-73 to 132,093 during the following year. Total institu-
tionally administered or monitored aid funds increased from $39,687,443

in 1972-73 to $47,108,015 in 1973-74. The only aid funds to decrease slightly -

were loan funds; scholarship and grant funds as well as employment aid
funds, on the other hand, increased (especially scholarship and grant
funds which rose from $11,734,746 in 1972-73 to $17,053,048 in 1973-74).
The increase in the number of awards was reflected in a large increase in
the number of students receiving institutionally administered or moni-
tored financial aid funds; 85,060 students received such aid in 1972-73,
while their number rose to 93,126 during the following year.
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Independent Universities and Colleges. The total number of awards
for institutionally administered or monitored aid funds increased slightly
from 113,495 in 1972-73 to' 115,266 in 1973-74. The slight rise in the number
of awards was accompanied by a slight rise in total institutionally adminis-
tered or .monitored financial aid resources from $129,343,593 to
$135,039,241 during this time period. The increase in such funds took place
within all three major award categories. The number of students receiving
some form of institutionally administered or monitored financial assist-
ance rose from 60,705 in 1972-73 to 62,908 during the following year.

Aggregate Financial Aid Resources in All Segments. While the total of
institutionally administered or monitored student financial aid funds rose
moderately from $384,177,919 in 1972-73.to $399,320,593 in 1973-74, the
total of “other financial assistance” funds rose much more markedly from
$289,151,375 to $342,271,041 during the same period, bringing the grand
total of all student financial aid resources in California from $673,329,294
in 1972-73 to $741,591,634 in 1973-74. The number of institutionally admin-
istered or monitored awards rose from 461,179 in 1972-73 to 485,452 duting,
the following year, that of “other financial assistance” awards from 188,252
to 209,857 during the same period. Overall, the number of all awards rose
from 649,431 in 1972-73 to 695,309 in 1973-74. The total number of students
receiving institutionally administered or monitored awards rose from
277,693 to 283,508 during that period.

Excess Teachers Still Being Trained

A report published by our office on November 1, 1974 indicates 20,000
teachers are graduating each year from California postsecondary educa-
tion institutions into a job market that exhibits a turnover rate of less than
10,000 positions annually, In addition, we note that enrollment of minori-
ties in teacher training is low in comparison with percentages of minority
students in public elementary and secondary schools. Recommendations
relating to reducing teacher output, increasing the quality of teacher
tralmng and for upgrading in-service teacher training programs are set
forth in the report
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION .
Item 330 from the General ' |

Fund S Budget p. 883
Requested JOTE-TE i ssressee e eesnens Leveresrensrintans $1,022,533
Estimated 1974-T5......ccimiiiiiieeesescnresss s sssssssses 1,050,349
Actual 1973-74* 199,174

Requested decrease $27 816 (2 6 percent) :

Total recommended reduction ..., Pending

* Funding from April §, 1974 through June 30, 1974,

1975-76 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE Analysis

Item Description Fund Amount page
330  California Postsecondary Education :
Commission General $990,692 678
Ch. 1376/72 Student Flow Study. General 31,841 678
$1,022,533
: Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Work Plan. Recommend submission of revised 197475 680
work plan before the budget is con51dered by the fiscal
committees.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973, abolished the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education (CCHE) on March 31, 1974 and transferred its powers,
duties and functions to the California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion (CPEC).

The commission is comprised of 23 mernbers as follows: two representa-
tives each from the private and three public segments of higher education;
one representative each from the California Advisory Council on Voca-
tional Education and Technical Training, the Council for Private Post-

secondary Educational Institutions and the State Board of Education; 12

representatives of the general public of which four each are appointed by
the Governor, Senate Rules Committee and Speaker of the Assembly. No
person who is regularly employed in any administrative, faculty or profes-
sional position by any institution of public or private postsecondary educa-
tion may be appointed to the CPEC. Terms are normally for six years, with
the exception of representatives of the private segment whose terms are
three years. The implementing legislation also provided for an advisory
committee to the commission consisting of designees. or the chief execu-
tive officers of each of the public segments, the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, the association or associations for private universities and col-
leges, the California Advisory Council on Vocational Education and Tech-
nical Training and the Council for Private Postsecondary Education
Institutions.
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- ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . B

The commission’s total praposed budget for 1975-76 is $1,899,724. Of this
amount, $1,022,533 is from General Fund sources. These sources include
(1) a budget appropriation of $990,692 (Item 330) and (2) $31,841 from a
corntinuing appropriation for a community college persistence study
(Chapter 1376, Statutes of 1972). This total General Fund request is

$27,816 or 2.6 percent below estimates General Fund expenditures for
1974-75.

Table 1 sets forth program expenditures, funding sources, posmons and
proposed changes. :

Table 1
Budget Summary

Actual  Estimated  Proposed Change

Programs 1973747 1974 75 197576  Amount  Percent
L Planning ..ooicewommmmmmmm $32,354 $180,448 $190.858 ° $10450 58%
9. Coordination...... . 37,729 296,458 236,684 10,296 45
3. Data development ...ocoovvcsvrnnnens 18,067 162,335 223,867 61,532 379
4. Education and special projects .. 11,697 130,170 57,246 72924 560
5. Federal programs ... 345,740 822,066 866,646 44,550 5.4
6. Staff services.. . 13,947 113,407 (93483 -—17924 158
7. Commission .. 52,748 67,656 57504 -10152 150
8. Executive ... " 28,354 158,875 171,396 12,521, 79
OIS e $540636  $1,861445  $1,809724  $382719 1%
Funding Sources
General Fund .............. O $199,174  $1,050,349  $1,022533 $—273816 —2.6%
Federal funds ...... . 341462 811,096 877,191 66,005 82 -
Totals......... . $540,636  §1,861,445 $1,899,724 838,279 2.1%
POrSORIET oo aensssinssss ) 100 43.0 42.0 -0 —-23%

2 April 1, 1974 through June 30, 1974

Expenditures shown in Table 1 for the CPEC between April 1 and June
30, 1974 can be combined with expenditures of its predecessor, the CCHE,
to provide full fiscal year comparisons. That is, 1973-74 expenditures for
both the CPEC and CCHE equal $1,570,993 of which $634,348 came (rom
General Fund sources and $936,645 was federal funds.

Table 1 indicates normal cost increases for all programs except data
development, education and special projects, staff services, and commis-
sion. Last year, program and expenditure detail was not developed for the
comn'nssmn in order to provide maximum flexibility in its initial organiza-
tion. However, some reductions in the budget base could be anticipated
(e.g., expenditures connected with the nationwide search for a new direc-
tor, and approximately $40,000 in appropriations for special studies).
These reductions are reflected in the education and special projects, staff
services, and commission programs.

Proposed increases in the data-development program include the addi-
tion of two new General Fund positions to assist in the expansion and
refinement of information collected from California postsecondary educa-
ton institutions.
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Federal I-"rograms Revivad

The budget also proposes to continue five federally funded positions
that were administratively established during the current year. Because
there was no certainty of federal funding, provisions for a federal program
were not made in the 1974-75 budget. Positions formerly assigned to
administer federal programs under the CCHE were added to the General
Fund base of the new CPEC. As a result, it was necessary to reestablish
an administering unit when $800,000 of Title I funds and $915,000 of Title
VI-A funds became available for distribution during 1974-75. The Gover-
nor’s Budget indicates $877,191 in federal funds will be avilable in 1975-76.

Slow Start for Commission

The commission has a primary responsibility for advising the Governor
and the Legislature concerning budget requests, the need for and location
of new institutions and campuses, new programs, and to act as a clearing-
house for postsecondary education information. Additional specific re-
sponsibilities are set forth in the enabling legislation together with the
charge to submit reports to the Governor and Leglslature on all matters
so requested which are compatible with the commission’s role as a state-
wide planning and coordmatmg agency.

Although possessing continuity through retention of former CCHE
staff, and with inereased financial support, the commission has neverthe-
less had difficulty focusing its attention on immediate problems affecting
postsecondary education and offering critically needed information to the
Legislature in a usable form. The commission has expended a great deal

of effort searching for a permanent director and trying to articulate poli-
cies and problems as perceived by the individuals which compose its

diverse membership.
It should be noted that the commission was influential in its opposition

to a proposed community college construction bond issue and that it has

published several periodic informational reports. However, the commis-
sion has offered little useful policy guidance in areas of segmental budget-
ary review; state policies toward private postsecondary institutions;
alternative funding procedures for community colleges where numerous
problems persist; collection and dissemination of manpower information
for occupational training and planning purposes; or in the potential adap-
tation of nationally developed and tested data collection and assessment
techniques.

Qutput has been minimal even where the Leglslature specifically di-

rected commission activity during the 1974-75 budgetary process of
through subsequent legislation. For example, the commission was to be
involved in developing a master plan for the administration and coordina-
tion of all publicly funded student aid and in providing manpower need
information for the Scholarship and Loan Commission. It has not con-
tributed to this effort. The CPEC was also instructed to review and make
recommendations on the California Maritime Academy (CMA) five-year
academic and facilities plans. Although the Governor’s Budget and our
Analysis raise major CMA policy considerations for the Legislature, no
input from the CPEC has been received. Further, response has not been
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received in answer to House Resolution 219 (Lanterman) requesting in-
formation relative to the University of California budget.

Nor has the CPEC been influential in activities carried forward from the
CCHE. For example, net growth of new and approved academic pro-
grams continue to exceed the rate of increase in student enrollments.
However, the CPEC in its mandated quarterly reports to the Législature
on program review has not recommended or implemented procedures to
strengthen its ability to control the continuing proliferation and duplica-
tion of programs. While most reports are received on time, it should be
noted that the mandated facilities inventory and space utilization study is
almost a year behind schedule.

Revised Work Plan

We recommend approval of the proposed expenditure and staffing level
for the California Postsecondary Education Commission. However, we
recommend:a revised work plan for 1975-76 be submitted before the
budget is considered by the fiscal committees.

With the appointment of a permanent director (beginning February 1
1975 at an annual salary of $50,000) we believe the commission will now
be able to concentrate on developing priorities and accomplishing a work
plan that will be more responsive to the Legislature’s needs and expecta-
tions. In .addition, we have included discussions of problem areas in our
segmental analyses that warrant the attention of the commission. Recom-
mendations which would directly affect the commission’s 1975-76 work
plan also are contained in our analysis of Item 173, Department of Veter-
ans Affairs and Item 349, Board of Governors of the California Community
Colieges. For these reasons we believe the commission and its new direc-
tor should be allowed maximum flexibility to reorganize its staff and their
activities to meet expressions of priority by the Legislature and Governor.
Consequently, we are recommending approval of the proposed staffing
and expenditure levels without reference to the detailed work plan as
originally submitted. However, we believe that a revised plan should be
provided to the Legislature for review before the budget is considered by
the fiscal cornmittees.
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WESTERN INTERSTATE COMMISSION FOR HIGHER

EDUCATION

Item 331 from the General : |

Fund _ Budget p. 888
Requested 1975-T6 .......cvevvnimieinicise e sineosssssssnsesessssssesans $28,000
Estimated 1974-T5.......co st sese s e sasssanis 28,000
ACTUAL 1G73-T4 ocoeroeeee vttt at st es s s et 28,000

Requested increase None
Total recommended reduction ......ccocieveeceeiecerceeeenesenns None

B

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) is
a nonprofit, public agency created by 13 western states including Alaska,
Arizona, California, Colorado, 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
greater cooperation, particularly in training health science personnel. The
commission’s 39 members includes three members from each of the par-
ticipating states. California’s three members are appointed by the Gover-
nor to serve four-year terms. The WICHE offices are located at Boulder,
Colorado.

The staff of WICHE consists of 170 full-time equlvalent positions organ-
ized into three operations divisions and one administrative service office.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval,

Beginning with 1973-74, individual state membership assessments were
increased from $15,000 to $28,000. The increased rate is continued and
budgeted for 1975-76. In addition to the $28,000 basic assessment, Califor-
nia also pays mental health program dues of $7,500. These optional partici-
pation dues are budgeted through the Department of Health.
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Items 332-341 ? from the General
Fund; Item 342 from the Cali-
fornia Water Fund; Item 343
from the Real Estate Educa-
tion, Research and Recovery <
Fund. Budget p. 890

*Item 341 providing for salary increases is discussed on page 149 of the Analysns The amount is not
included in the totals.

Requested 1975-76" ............. N R $543,664,496

Estimated 1974-75.......... R vt 512,176,720

ACUAl 1GT3-T4 ...t e st 446,239,896
Requested increase $31,487.776 (6.1 percent)

Total recommended reduction ..........ccveveveevcveveerrceeerrereseeenn, $4,855,274 ¢

b All items (332-343) from the General Fund, California Water Fund, and Real Estate Education, Research
and Recovery Fund.

¢ Includes $3,855,274 reduction from Item 332 and deletion of Item 334 in the amount of $1 million.

1975-76 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE

Analysis
Item Description Fund Amount - page
332 Suppport . Ceneral $538,360,496 684
333  Educational Opportunity Program General 1,100,000 738
334  Undergraduate Teaching Excellence General 1000000 732
335  Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Educa- ’ .
_ tion Program General 70000 . 697
336  Berkeley Medical Education
Program General . - 267,000 700
337 Deferred maintenance General 500,000 722
338  Aquaculture reserach General 334,000 711
339 Charles RDrew General ‘ 1,200,000 715
340 California College of Podiatric ‘ :
Medicine * General 541,000 m
341  Salary increases : General (40,155,000y 149
Totals—General Fund $543,372,496
342 Mosquito control research California
Water 100,000 708
343  Real estate research Real Estate ~
Education, Re-
search and
Recovery 152,000
$543,664,496 712
Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Health Sciences Tuition. Reduce $182,000. Recommend 690
. that Educational Fee income be deposited in the General
. Fund to replace the loss of medical school tuition.
! 2. Subject A. Reduce 3431,815. Recommend University seek 690
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alternate solutions to state support for the Subject A
course. "

3. Teaching Assistants. Augment $252, 61 7 Recommend full 693
workload growth funding. C

4. Health Science Faculty. Reduce $258979. Recommend 697
elimination of the faculty excess budgeted for the School of
Public Health at Los Angeles. :

5. Itern 335. Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Education Program. 697
Recommend special review pending a report by the Uni- | '
versity on contingent planning for this program.

6. Interns and Residents. Augment $716,425 Recommend 702
sharing stipend costs for the additional interns and resi-
dents planned for the budget year, . '

7. Desalination Research. Reduce $308,100. Recommend 709
elimination of special state support.

8. ITTE. General Fund reduction of $510,000. Recommend 711
shifting support responsibility to the Transportation Plan-
ning and Research Account.

9. Library Reference-Circulation. Augment $J.96' 951, Recom- 713
mend full workload funding. ‘

10. Charles R. Drew. Recommend special review pendmg 715
clarification of state responsibility. ‘

11. California College of Podiatric Medicine. Recommend spe- 717
cial review pending receipt of additional information.

12. University Press Subsidy. Reduce $404,247. Recommend 718
reduction to offset two years of excess subsidy.

13. Operations and Maintenance. Reduce $402,803. Recom- 721
mend reduction to reflect a more accurate estimate of
workload growth.

14. Maintenance Recharge Policy. Recommend preparation of 722
a report identifying all space constructed by nonstate
‘sources and/or occupied by nonstate funded activities.

15. Price Increase. Reduce $1,459,000. Recommend a reduc- 728
tion in the price increase provision to reﬂect a conswtent '
policy. :

16. Malpractice Insurance. Reduce $55,714, Recommend are- 729
duction consistent with the University’s request,

- 17. Excess Savings. Recommend that excess savings expendi- 731
tures of a continuing nature be budgeted. , =

18. Excess Savings Transfer. Reduce $614,710. Recommend 731
that budgetary savings be increased to recover mappropn- :
ate! expenditures.

19. Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Reduce $1,000000. 1735
Recommend deletion of special appropnatlon because of
questionable benefits,

20. EOP Augmentation. Recommend special review pendmg 738
receipt of additional documentation.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT : !

The University of California is the State University and the land grant
institution of the State of California. Established in 1868, it has constitu-
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tional status as a pubhc trust to be administered under the authority of an
independent governing board—the Regents of the University of Califor-
nia. In November 1974 the voters passed a constitutional amendment
which made the following changes in the membership of the regents: (1)
increased the total number of Regents from 24 to 25 and authorized a
potential of 27, (2) increased the total number of Governor-appointed
mernbers from 16 to 18, (3) reduced the total number of ex officio mem-
bers from eight to seven, (4) authorized the Regents to appoint a faculty
member and/or a student enrolled at a University campus, (5) shortened

‘the term of the 18 Governor-appointed members from 16 years to 12 years

and (6) required the Governor to consult with a 12-member advisory
committee in selecting his appointees to the Regents.

The University systemn consists 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 leadmg 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.

The public service function of the University is provided by Agricultural
Extension, University Extension and other programs. Examples of other
public service programs offered are lectures, programs in art and special
conferences. A portion of the activities of the teaching hospitals and the
library system are examples of educational programs that provide services
to the public as a byproduct. '

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Table 1 shows the University of California budget for the 1974-75 and

1975-76 fiscal years. It is divided into cumulative totals showing: (1) total

- education 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 Comrmssmn) and other grants, contracts, gifts and appro-
priations received from various public and private sources Wthh are used
to supplement the University’s program.

In 1975-76 the total University support budget is $984, 549 ,976 which is
an increase of $59,732,230 or 6.5 percent over 1974-75. Of this increase state
appropriations added $31,467,776, University general funds were in-
creased by $3,856,263, special restricted state appropriations were in-
creased by $20,000 - ‘and other Umvermty revenue sources added
$24 688, 190 These revenues are ShOWn in Table 2.
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Table 1 ‘
Proposed Budget for 1975-76

' 97475 197576 Increase
1. Instruction and departmental research ... 1$312,209,233 $318817472  $6,608,230
2. Summer session.......... 4328685 ° 4,759,448 430,763
3. Teaching hospitals and clmlcs .............................. 169,254,212 181,498,212 12,244,000
4. Organized Activities—Other ..o 31,341,743 32,911,749 870,006
5. Organized Research 55,781,734 55,645,582 —136,152
6. Libraries 38,852,001 38,996,831 144,740
7. Extension and public SErviee ... 48,984,711 51,634,337 2,649,626
8. General administration and services .. 67,087.571 67,371,950 984,379
9. Maintenance and operation of plant 47,380,597 49,199,181 1,818,584
10. Student services .......... 40,303,843 40,674,459 370,616
11. Provisions for allocation ... 18,737,581 47,696,557 27,958,976
12. Special Regents Programs " 20,743,613 22,492,613 1,749,000
’ Totals education and general ........ccenreenr $856,005,614 $910,998,301  $54,992,777
13. Awdliary enterprises ... 54,353,356 95,871,333 1,517,977
14. Student aid 14,458,776 17,680,252 3,221,476
Totals support budget (continuing opera-
tons) ...... $924,817,746 $984,549.976  $39,732,230
Sponsored research and activities ..o 292,311,000 304232000 11,871,000
Major AEC-supported laboratories ... 295,000,000 295,000,000 —
Grand Total $1,512,168,746  $1,583771.976  §71,603,230
Table 2
Revenuas-Total Support Budget
1974-75 and 1975-76
197475 1975-76 Increase
General funds: .
State appropriation $511.904,720  §543,372496  $31,467,776
University general funds:
Nonresident tuition 9,447,070 10,183,470 736,400
Other student fEes ..o 3,791,700 3,587,548 —204,152
Other current funds .. . Cettueemessemteeshastsssss 1,202,404 1,304,314 101,910
Funds used as income: )
Federal overhead . 19,043,000 20,217,848 1,174,848
Prior year balances ) 3,743,804 5,760,575 2,016,771
ONET vnierier et sssseesesssersssstessiianses 1,796,074 1,826,561 . 30487
Total general funds............ $550,028,77T2  $586,252.812  $35,324,040
Restricted funds:
State appropriations:
Mosquito research $100,000. $100,000 -
Real estate program 172,000 192,000 $20,000
Federal appropriations 7,362,411 7,362,411 -
United States Granlts.......... 7,668,711 7,668,711 -
University sources: 7 .
StUAEIS FRES. ..o ssesss s emasribessanti pesnans - 86,678,078 93,970,463 7,292,385
Balances 26,086,398 28,135,398 2,049,000 _
Other 245,821,376 260,868,181 15,046,805
Total restricted funds $378,888,974  $398,597,164  $24,708,150
Total revenue $924,817,746  $984549976  $59,732,230
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The state General Fund appropriation increase of $31,467, 776 (6.1 per-
cent) is detailed in Table 3. The budget changes are categorized (1) to
maintain existing budget, $27,011,775, (2) workload and other changes to
existing programs, $8,312,265, and (3) funding changes and offsets to state
appropriations, $-3, 856, 264

Summation of categories (1) and (2) indicates the net increase in state
supported programs is $35,324,040.

Table 3
Summary of Changes from 1974-75 Budget

1. To maintain existing budget - $2T01L7TS .
a. Price i increases . 315,085,775
b. Merit increases and Promotions ... s 8,773,000
¢. Malpractice insurance 2,483,000
d. Unemployment inSUraNee. . ..vvrsssmsemsereerssresssssns 700,000
IL Workload and other changes to existing programs......... ' © 8,312,265
a. General campus instruction - 3,982,447
b, Health science instruction . 4,447,892
¢. Extended UnIVErsity. ..o ~1,353,934
. d. Riverside biomedical program —65,758
e. Federal funds replacement ........... —585,000.
f. Libraries..... 146 416
g. Maintenance and janitorial 575,434
. h. New buildings ... 1,243,000
i. EQP 1,100,000
j. Prior year balances not available ....uceeenmmsies —1,300,000
k. Other ...uuen. - 121,768
Subtotal—net program changes ...imeinmns $35,324,040
IMI. Funding changes and offsets to state appropriations ........ —3,856,264
a. Nonresident tuition........u e " 736,400
b. Overhead reCeIPlS ... ieneereccesnsesscssrmsssmsessssesissessssssssses — 1,806,349
¢. Unemployment insurance reServe .mmmmsssieemmssens -+-900,000
d. Prior year balances ; —2,213,515
Total change—state General Fund.....wvcs s 431,467,776
Total change—Real Estate Education, Research and : '
" Recovery Fund ....nsnirnnen : 20,000°
TOtAl IMCIEASE vvvvrrrerrmermsssrsssssisssrrssessssstsssssstsesessasmsseense e $31,487,776

® See analysis page 712 for discussion of this item.
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Educational Fee

The Educational Fee at the Umversaty is applied to all registered stu-
dents. Current fees are $300 per academic year for undergraduates and
$360 for graduates. Students with demonstrated financial need may defer
payment in the form of a loan.

The University estimates that $36,532,610 will be realized from this fee.
Of this total $4,250,361 (11.6 percent) is estimated to be deferred. Table
4 shows the estimated income and expenditures from the educational fee
for 1974-75 and 1975-76. One important aspect of the table should be
pointed out. That is the bottom line which shows an unallocated balance
for the budget year estimated to be $6,608,624. A portion of this amount
($6,048,000) was allocated in the Regents Budget proposal for capital im-
provements in 1975-76. However, the Governor’s Budget elected to bor-
row from the Capital Qutlay Fund for Public Higher Education instead of

‘appropriating the Educational Fee income. Repayment of this loan is

anticipated from the first proceeds of a higher education bond issue to be
presented to the electorate in June, 1976. This switch in policy from pay-as-
you-go to borrowing is discussed in the capital cutlay section of this Analy-
sis.

Table 4
Educational Fee Income and Expenditures
1974-75 197576 Difference

Income

Educational fee $35,878,319 $36,532,610 3654201 -

Less amount deferred 4000393 . 4,250,361 249,968

. NEt INCOME ...vvevvrerrrensesrnissenssemmecesmmressmmmssssreses " $31,878,926 $32,282,249 §403,323
Expenditures

Operating budget " 22,058,926 25,673,625 3,614,699

Capital Outlay ... 9,819,000 — —9,819,000
Unallocated — . 6,608,624 6,608,624

Fee Reduced for Part-time Students

In May 1974, the Regents approved a reduction in the Educational Fee
for part-time undergraduate students. Commencing with the fall quarter,
1974 and thereafter, undergraduate students enrolled for less than nine
units of academic credit per guarter will only be required to pay $50 per
quarter. This is equal to one-half of the standard Educational Fee and is
described in the Regents agenda as “an interim step in the establishment
of a reduced fee schedule for part-time students which will be under
study . . . " Various educational policy issues will be considered in the
study including the development of a fee schedule applicable to the
graduate level.

Currently, most public unlver31tles that the University of California
considers comparable have already reduced fee schedules for part-time
students.

The University estimates that only 2.7 percent (2,300 students) of the
undergraduates currently enrolled are carrying less than nine units.
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Enrollment Estimates

Eunrollment growth is the primary indicator of workload needs. The
1975-76 workload needs are based on an estimated enrollment increase of
2,469 or 2.1 percent. Table 5 compares 1974-75 budgeted, 1974-75 budget-
ed enrollments as revised, and 1975-76 proposed and indicates the per-
centage increase, by level, from the revised 1974-75 estimates. For
1974-75, the University started to use a two-year historical average in
calculating undergraduates and graduate FTE conversion factors “to
remove spurious fluctuations.” The increase in 1974-75 resulted from in-
cluding the winter and spring quarters in calculating the conversion factor
for undergraduate students. These quarters usually have much higher
FTE conversion factors than the fall quarter. In the future, the University,
plans to use an average derived from two complete years of data. These
FTE conversion factors are used only for operating budget purposes and
are applied to planned headcount students by level of student.

Nonresident Tuition Waivers

Nonresident students attendmg the Unlver51ty are required to pay tui-
tion of $1,500 per academic year in addition to regular fees. It is estimated
that nonresident tuition will generate revenue of 310,183,470 in 1975-76 to
" replace state General Fund costs. This represents an increase of $736,400
(7.8 percent) over the amount estimated to be collected in 1974-75.

Historically, the University has been authorized to waive tuition for 15
percent of the nonresident enrollment which amounted to an estimated
subsidy of $1.7 million in 1972-73. The Legislature became concerned over
resident students being denied admission while the state subsidized 15
percent of the nonresidents. Action was taken in 1972-73 reducing state
support by $946,000 and in effect establishing a lower state- supported
waiver percentage of approximately 6.5 percent.

Subsequent to budget approval, the Assembly expressed concern for
this reduction and, by resolution, indicated that special consideration
would be given to restoration of the 15 percent level in 1973-74 and

requested the Regents to continue to provide the normal percentage in

1973-74 and thereafter.

As indicated in Table 6 the level of state funding has been maintained
at the 6.5 percent level and is proposed to continue in 1975-76. Regent
policy, until 1974-75, had been to replace the lost state support with re-
gents controlled:funds to maintain the 15 percent level. However, in
1974-75, the budget proposed to provide $695,000 on a continuing basis for
nonresident tuition grants from opportunity funds. This approach was
taken to stabilize what is predominantly a form of graduate assistance in
~ the face of declining graduate student aid. As shown in Table 6 the $695,-
000 was inadequate and the 1974-75 level fell to 13.3 percent. Consequent-
ly, the 1975-76 budget proposes to increase the opportunity fund
contribution to $1,000,000 in an effort to return to the 15 percent level.



Table 5 :
University of California Average of
Fall, Winter and Spring Quarter
Full-Time Equivalent Students

. Change from’
Actual Budgeted Revised - Proposed . revised Percent
-1973-74 197475 1974-75° 1975-76 1974-75 change
General Campuses ' : :
Lower division - 32,050 31,685 32,099 33,330 1,231 3.8%
Upper division 47314 48,758 48,699 49493 794 1.6
.Graduates: ' ..
T LS SEAZE ittt e a s Rk bbb 14,239 14,515 14,677 14,617 —-60 -4
2nd stage... ’ e Tt b s 9,033 8,824 8,798 9,232 504 - 58
Subtotals . 102,636 . 103,782 ~ 104,208 106,672 . 2,469 24
Health Sciences . '
Upper division 654 702 -T2 849 147 21
Graduates: _ . . :
1st stage etmsstsmneesetaete et 7,880 8409 8,646 9,191 545 6.3
. 2nd stage 615 519 522 602 80 15.3
SUbLOEaLS ... i 9,129 -9,630 9810 - 10,642 772 10.5
Extended University
Upper division .....sumemen 181 T3 303 — —303 —100.0
Graduates: ‘
Lst stage.......... 297 469 469 —_ —469 T 1000
Subtotals . 478 772 772 - -772 —1000
" Lower division . . 48,149 49,763 49,704 50,342 638 1.3
Upper division 32,050 31,685 32,099 33,330 1,231 38
Graduates: : . )
LIS STAE ccovrrrererrrersressesssesenmassstmsmsssnss st s sbasnessnssbens x . 22,396 23,393 23,323 23,808 485 2.1
9nd stage - 9,648 9,343 9,250 9,334 584 63
University totals v 122,943 114,184 114,845 117,314 2,469 21%

* Budgeted enrollments recalculated by the University using 1975-76 conversion factors based on two year average.

EFE—GLE sSWal]
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Table 6
Nonresident Tuition Waivers

Actual Budgeted Budgeted
1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
Nonresident enrollment subject to fee...... $7.114 36,842 $7,376
Waivers
State supported 429 D445 483
(percent of enrollment) ...ccoromeiriennns (6.0%) (6.5%} (6.5%)
State funding . $643,500 $667,500 $724,500
U.C. supported 508 463 667
Regents funding ... ceanmencsssen: T $897,432 $695,000 $1,000,000
Total WAIVET TaEHO....cerrreerercrervnseorssssrenns 14.4% 13.3% 15.6%

Health Science Tuition Offset

We recommend that $182,000 of Educational Fee income be deposited
in the General Fund to replace the loss of medical school fuition and that
as a matter of course future budgets be adjusted to reflect current enroll-
ments.

Prior to 1971-72 students in medicine, dentistry and pharmacy were
charged a resident tuition. Income received from this fee was deposited
in the University general fund and served to offset the state General Fund
cost for instruction. After the Regents imposed the Educational Fee in
1970-71 they terminated the health sciences tuition charge effective with
the 1971-72 academic year so that these students would not have to pay
fees in excess of those paid by other graduate students.

Prompted by our recommendation as approved by the Legislature and
commencing with the 1971-72 fiscal year, the Regents have allocated
$550,000 annually from the Educational Fee to offset the loss of General
Fund income resulting from the fee change. This allocation was based on
1970-71 enrcllment experience with approximately 89 percent of all stu-

-dents enrolled in the MD, DDS and Pharm D curricula paying resident
tuition. This allocation has not been recalculated to reflect the increased
enrollments in the medical schools. Consequently, applying the 1970-71
distribution of resident students and tuition rates to projected 1975-76
enrollments in these affected health sciences curricula would generate
income totaling $732,000, or $182,000 greater than the current $550,000
offset. We believe that in keeping with the initially established policy the
$550,000 allocation should be adjusted to reflect currently budgeted enroll-
ments. Thus, the Educational. Fee allocation would more accurately re-
flect the current loss of offsetting income to the state General Fund. For
1975~76 this would mean a savings to the state General Fund of $182,000.
To obviate the necessity to recommend similar adjustments in the future
we suggest that such adjustments be made as a matter of course during
normal budget preparation processes.

Subject A Cost Shift .

We recommend that the budget be reduced §431,815 and the University
seek alternate solutions to continued or full state support for the Subject
A course.

The budget narrative indicates that “state funding is included to reflect
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the elimination of student fees for the Subject A English course”. The
effect of this shift would be to eliminate the necessity to charge a special
fee to approximately 38 percent of the new freshmen admittees required

to enroll in the course. It also requ1res a state General Fund budget _

increase of $208,000. .. . .

All apphcants for undergraduate adm1ssmn must submit a certified
score in the English Composition Test (ECT) of the College Entrance
Examination. For the period fall 1971-73 a passing score of 550 was re-
quired. However, this was raised to 600, effective fall 1974. Those with
unsatisfactory scores must enroll in Subject A, a noncredit remedial
course, or an approved equivalent, and in most instances, pay a special fee.

Inconsistent Policy

On 5 of the 8 campuses with lower division undergraduate programs,
(Berkeley, Davis, Irvine, Los Angeles and Santa Barbara) students en-
rolled in Subject A are assessed a special $45 fee. This fee revenue is used
to partially offset state General Fund expenditures for the program. In
1974-75 these Tevenues covered 48 percent ($208,000) of the budgeted
instructional cost of the course. The state General Fund covered the bal-
ance {$223,815) of that cost.

On each of the other 3 campuses, (Riverside, San Diego and Santa Cruz)
the Subject A course. is administered differently. Riverside offers it
through University Extension, which is funded solely from student fees.
San Diego incorporates the content of Subject A into its Literature 10 and
‘Communication 10 courses which are incorporated into its regular pro-
gram and may be repeated for credit. Santa Cruz, on the other hand,
collects the $45 Subject A fee through University Extension and reim-
burses the department on a nonbudgeted basis. The budget proposal

would not replace any Subject A fee revenue collected .on these three‘

campuses. Table
Subject A Enrollmants, 1972-1974°
FALL 1972 FALL 1973 FALL 1974
Subj. A Total -~ Subj. A Total ‘ Subj A Total |
Campus  required Admits Percent required Admits Percent required Admits Percent
Berkeley.......... 1726 4318  400% 2023 4564  443% 1689 [13 43 2%
Davis........ 2880 347 1016 - 3305 307 1122 2846 394

Irvine 2347 508 1240 2316 535 1299 2181 596
- Los Angeles.... 2480 5371 463 2641 5470 483 3049 5687 536
Riverside ........ 312 962 532 529 981 539 547 8l6 670
San Diego ...... 982 2188 449 1150 2407 478 1498 2865 523

Santa Barbara N/A . N/A N/A 1397 2479 564 1912 2055  64.7
Santa Cruz...... N/A  N/A N/A 499 1562 319 730 1720 424

TOTAL........ N/A  N/A N/A 1049 23,084 - 455 11,846 22983 515
" Reliable data prior to fall 1972 is not available.

Increasing Deficiency

As indicated in Table 7 from 40 to 67 percent of new admittees to the
University were required to take Subject A or its equivalent. Because of
this large percentage of entering students who are deficient in English
fundamentals, the University notes that, by necessity, such a course has
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become an integral part of the University’s instructional program and
therefore should be fully funded by the state. It should be pointed out
again that the University raised the entrance exam standards for fall 1974,
The passing score on the ECT required to be exempt from Subject A was
raised 9 percent, from 550 to 600.

Alternatives Not Considered

We believe there are least cost alternate solutions that the University
should consider rather than simply increasing the burden on the state
General Fund. Riverside’s use of University Extension is an example of
how such non credit remedial instruction can be provided with no direct
cost to the state. Another alternative would be to consider making admis-
sion to the University contingent on passage of the ECT. On the other
hand, if Subject A is to be considered an integral part of the instructional
program it should be given for credit in replacement of some elective
units or the course material should be incorporated in English 1A and/or
1B as part of the required curriculum. The latter approach would result
in state funding, could permit elimination of the special fee on all cam-
puses and would not result in an increased cost to the state. In fact, such
an approach could save the state at least the $223,815 annually that is
currently spent and would permit a 1975-76 budget reduction of $431,815.
We believe the University should adopt the least costly approach rather
than the most expedient. Since there are viable alternates to state support
we are recommending the budget reduction.

1. INSTRUCTION AND DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH

Functional Description

One of the major missions of the University centers in this budget
function for instruction and departmental research. Included are the costs
of faculty, teaching assistants and related instructional support for the
eight general campuses and health sciences centers. In addition to teach-
ing, the faculty performs research within the organizational structure of
the academic departments. Other activities of the instructional faculty
include advising and informal contact with students, supervision of under-
graduate independent studies, guidance of graduate student research and
supervision: of doctoral dissertations.

Proposed Budgst

Change -

1974-75 1975-76 Amount Fercent
oL O $312,209,233 $318,817,412 - $6,608,239 2.1%
General Funds
General CamPUIES..e.v.rerrrersvmrsrssirnes 214,696,523 218,678,970 3,082,447 19
Health Sciences........ . 69,193,417 73,641,309 4,447,892 6.4
Extended University . . 1,353,934 - {~1,353,934) -
General Funds Total .............. $285,243,874 $992.390,279 $7,076,405 2.5%

The proposed budget for the instruction and departmental research
function increases by a net $6.6 million or 2.1 percent. As indicsted, this
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is less than the $7.1 million (2.5 percent} net increase in General Funds.
This discrepancy is because the budget decision to discontinue the Ex-
tended University pilot program included the loss of $.5 million of Re-
gent s funds support. It should also be noted that the proposed budget is
in marked contrast to the $11.3 million or 4.1 percent increase budgeted
for this function in 1974-75. This is because the 1975-76 Budget is based
on a smaller estimated enrollment increase and because termination of
the pilot program released resources in the budget base.

General Campus Iinstruction

The proposed general campuses’ budget increase of $3,982,447 has three
components. It includes $2,292,203 in salary costs for 139 new faculty posi-
tions, $1,559,094 in related academic support costs and $131,150 for an
additional 14.9 FTE teaching assistants.

The additional faculty will result in a total of 6,098.50 mamtammg the
existing level of support, but at a revised 1974-75 student faculty ratio of
17.49 to 1. This revision relates to the method used to calculate average
enrollments. The University revised the undergraduate conversion factors
to utilize an average of fall, winter and spring quarter experience. instead
of fall quarter experience only Table 8 indicates the distribution of stu-
dent faculty ratios. The additional 14.9 FTE teaching assistants will pro-
vide a total of 1,753.62 FTE which, according to the budget, maintains the
1974-75 level of state support.

Workload Growth Funding Inadequate

We recommend an augmentation of $252 617 to add 287 FTE teacbmg
assistants for workload growth.

Determination of the number of teaching assistants required to support
enrollment growth has historically been to relate the number of positions
to undergraduate students. The budget purports to continue that policy
and proposes to maintain the 1974-75 ratio in 1975-76. However, our
calculations indicate that the 1975-76 budgeted undergraduate student/
teaching assistant ratio is 47.23:1. This is considerably greater than the
1974-75 ratio of 46.4T:1 as reflected by the revised enrollment calculations.
Application of the latter ratio to proposed 1975-76 undergraduate enroll-
ments justifies a workload increase of 43.6 FTE teaching assistants instead
of the 14.9 FTE budgeted.

Table 8

General Campus Student Faculty/Ratios
1973-74 through 1975-76

1973-74 197475 197576
Berkeley. ... svesmsssss s ssssnsssessssssssssrennon 16.72 16.84 1685 -
Diavis s coeeeenesssesaesesrneens 18.68 18.35 18.36
Irvine ..... 1816 18.32 18.34
Los Angeles T ] 17.34 17.35
RIVETSIAE vrvvrvmsesverrsssssmsmsssssnsessisorsssetsessmsssssmssessssssesssassssens 14.30 1554 14.78
San Diego
General CAMPUS ..owcouvevesesssreenseenssssossssssessresssssssssns 18.32 18.39 183
Marine Sciences ... 977 9.14 9.14
Santa Barbara........ : S YN | 1817 . . 18.36
Santa Cruz ....ommmmnmsnsssssmn: 18.33 1802 18.02

Fight campus average 1741 1749 17.49
Total FTE positions ........ 5,721.75 5,959.50 6,098.50
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Consequently, a-budget augmentation of $252,617 is required to fund
the additional 28.7 FTE and to support the stated budget pohcy of main-
taining the 1974-75 level of state support

Instructlonal Support

Historically, the budgeted level of instructional support represented a
jump-sum allocation developed by applying a predetermined rate to the
number of new faculty positions to determine workload needs. This lump-
sum provides for numerous instructional supporting costs such as adminis-
trative, technical and clerical positions along with office, classroom and
laboratory supplies, instrictional equipment and instructional computing.
Further, the following academic positions are funded within this lump-
sum: demonstration teacher, supervisor of teacher education, social wel-
fare field staff, supervisor of teachmg, physical activities assistant, appren-
tice teacher, academic dean and director, remedial tutor, military science
assistant bandmaster, and certam student a551stants (reader tutor and
language examiner).

The University has retamed the flexibility to allocate the funds prov1ded‘
by this lump-sum approach in response to its own internal priorities,
needs, and administrative decisions. It should be pointed out that salary
adjustments, price increases and other inflationary items associated with
instructional support are carried elsewhere in the budget.

For 1975-76, the Governor’s Budget continues the lump-sum approach
and proposes a $1,409,182 increase to maintain the 1974-75 rate of $10,138
per faculty. Because of a $29,000 increase in nonstate, restricted fund
income, the budget shows a 1975-75 rate that is actually $10,143, or $5 per
FTE faculty greater than the 1974-75 rate.

Alternative Method for Budgeting Faculty

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 budgetmg for faculty positions based on the con-

cept of faculty productivity.”
The budget narrative indicates that, after three years, this pl‘OJeCt is still

. underway. In fact, its scope has been expanded to consider improving

budgetary procedures, for all instructional resources without a workable
solution to the faculty budgeting problem. Data printed in the budget
merely gives historical information for 1973-74 and 1974-75 with no indica-
tion of the impact of budget decisions on the instructional unit cost, faculty
workload and degree output measures for 1975-76.

Consequently, as previously noted, the Department of Finance contin-
ues to use and report the student/ faculty ratios as primary performance
criteria. ‘
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Extended University Pilot Program

In 1971 the University allocated $500,000 in special Begent s funds for
planning and implementation of pilot degree programs for part-time stu-
dents. Subsequently, a special task force presented a report to the Regents
which proposed, as a three-year experiment, a new program to offer
degrees to adult part-time students. The concept included building on the
strength of existing programs while testing and experimenting with the
educational problems of nontraditional forms of higher education. Conse-
quently, the pilot program included extensive research and evaluation of
potential student demand and the effectiveness of the programs initiated.

In addition to experimenting with degree programs for part-time stu-
dents, other pbjectives of the pilot program were:

1. To experiment with off-campus programs, new approaches to in-

struction, alternate admission and residency requirements, multi-.

campus programs and intersegmental cooperation.

2. To design new curricula for part-time students.

3. To develop the ability to provide this type of program on a cost-
effective basis.

The University initiated the pilot program in 1972-73 with an allocation
of $500,000 in special Regent’s funds and approximately $375,000 of budg-
eted state funds reallocated from regular student programs. During its
first year the program enrolled 120.9 FTE students in seven programs
offered by six of the nine campuses.

For the 1973-74 academic year, one of the original 7 programs was
dropped and 13 were added. These 19 programs enrolled 478 FTE stu-
dents on eight campuses and were supported by $806,949 from the State
General Fund and $202,135 from educational and registration fees.

For 1974-75, two of the 19 programs were dropped and seven were
added. It is currently anticipated that these 23 programs will enroll a three
quarter average of 772 FTE students on eight campuses. It is anticipated
that 1974-75 expenditures will total $1,851,934, including $1,312,434 of state
General Funds, $41,500 of University general funds and $498,000 from
educational and registration fees.

The various experimental programs and enrollments for the three pilot
years are shown in Table 9. It should be noted that all programs were
limited to upper division and graduate students.

State Support Discontinues

No state funds are proposed to continue the Extended University ex-
periment beyond its pilot phase. However, the budget narrative indicates
that funds for the program “have been deleted pending evaluation of this
three-year pilot program.” This implies a future funding potential. While
the University has submitted periodic progress reports pursuant to legisla-
tive requests, completion of a formal evaluation is not projected until fall
1975. 1t is anticipated that the following components will be included in
that evaluation.

1. An evaluation of the programs, including an evaluation of the experi-
ments in alternate modes of instruction, gdmlssmn and registration
requirements and student services provisions.

2. An analysis of prograni-costs. '
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Table 8

Extended University Pilot Programs
1972-73 through 1974-75

Enrollment
' (FTE)
Campus Program Degree - 1972-78 1973-74 1974-75
Berkeley Business Administration ... MBA 49 8 105
Public Health.....cocrooe..en ... MPH 3 12
Transportation Engineering. o MS : ’ 1
Engineering ........... v MS : ’ 10
Davis Experimental ... .. Various 335 125 176
Irvine Social Ecology ....... BAMA ' 59 60
Spanish teaching ......o..cuuee MA 8 9
Educational Administration . MS 4 12
Los Angeles ~ Human Service ......ccconuerea. BA 2 40
Liberal Studies............ BA 7 30
Business Administration ... MBA 123 43 50
Public Health MPH 17 21
Education ME 20 24
Architecture M. Architecture 2 3
Riverside Administration . M. Admin. 9.2 16 50
Experimental ® Various 9.1 9 -
Urban Studies. . "'BA ' 20
San Francisco Nursing ....... BS*, MS 45 7 13
Santa Barbara Law and SoCIELY ..cuwmivcermisinsimniees BA 3.3 16 35
Economics . MA - 25
Electrical Engineering. ... MS - 30
Liberal Studies..... . BA 30 45
Computer Science ... BA 5 13
Speech and Hearing.. MA - 10
Santa Cruz Community Studies .........vmmmmmreen BA 8 30
‘ Environmental Studies ......covvivvenes BA - - = 15
Total : ' 120.9 480 818

B Part time students in established programs on an experimenta) basis.

b Upper division and graduate degrees in various selected programs,
€ Offered in cooperation with the San Francisco Consorhum

3. An analysis of ongomg market research and information about Ex-
tended University students’ accomplishments during the three years.

In spite of the lack of a comprehensive evaluation, the Regent’s Budget
proposed continuation as well as expansion of the Extended University
program. This position is supported by contentions that:

1. The students being served are substantially those for whom the pro-
gram is intended (those who could not otherwise attend the Umver-
sity on a full-time basis).

2. The operatlon is fiscally comparable to regular campus programs and
as such is a highly cost-effective new approach.

3. The programs offered are socially and professionally useful to the
state’s citizens by enhancmg opportunity and improving skills
through educational opportunity. :

4. The program is far less costly to the student in terms of foregone
earmngs
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However, even if these contentions are substantiated conclusively by
the unpendmg evaluation, we do not believe that would be sufficient
justification to continue a specmlly funded, action research oriented, ex-
perimental program, benefiting only a few students. Many of the Extend-
ed University programs are service oriented to specific professional
groups and as such could and should be handled under University: Exten-
sion on a self-supporting basis. Proven innovations should be incorporated
into regular campus programs and any additional experimentation could
take place within the same context utilizing resources that are already
available for that purpose. Further, the University could also accommo-
date the needs of part-time students and offer external degree programs
within the context of its regular programs and budgeted at the same levels.
Consequently, we concur with the budget proposal to conclude the Ex-
tended University pilot program. However, we do not believe it merits
future state funding under any c1rcumstance

Health Sclences lnstructnon

The budget provides a General Fund increase of $4,447,892 or 6.4 per-
cent for the health science schools. This includes an increase of 126.3
faculty positions or 3.4 percent at a cost of 2,710,268, and an increase of
$1,737,624 in related departmental support costs including the addition of
118.3 FTE staff.

Proposed enrollment in 1975-76 is 10,642 FTE students, for an increase
of 772 FTE or 7.3 percent over the level budgeted in 1974-75.

Student/Faculty Ratios

The proposed budget increase is based on maintaining the current year
level of state support for the anticipated 1975-76 enrollments. Conse-
quently, the number of additional faculty was determined by applying
University approved student/faculty ratios for each health science school
to a breakdown of the planned total enrollment. These approved ratios are
shown in Table 10. Table 11 displays overall student/faculty ratios budget-
ed for each school and Table 12 1ndlcates the allocation of the proposed
increase by campus and school.

Faculty Overbudgeted

We recommend a reduction of $258,979 to eliminate the faculty excess
budgeted for the School of Public Health at Los Angeles.
- Our review of the calculations supporting the increases proposed for the
various individual campus health sciences schools revealed that the in-
crease proposed for the School of Public Health at UCLA is overbudgeted
by 10 FTE faculty positions. Application of the approved 9.6:1 ratio shown
in Table 10 to the 1975-76 enrollment anticipated for the UCLA, School
of Public Health (450) generates a total of 46.90 FTE faculty positions. As
indicated in Table 12 the 1974-75 Budget funded a total of 45.83 FTE -
faculty positions for this school. Consequently, the 1975-76 increase re-
quired to accommodate enrollment growth is 1.10 FTE faculty positions
rather than the 11.10 budgeted. Our recommendation would eliminate
the 10 FTE faculty overage and related staff (4.6 FTE) and support costs.

Fresno—San Joaquin Medical Education Program (ltem 335)

We recornmend special review. We further recommend that the Uni-
versity submit a report to the Legislature during 1975-76 budget hearings
24—87059
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‘ Table 12
FTE Faculty Medical and Health Sciences ]
1975-76
Gavernor’s Budget
197374 1974-75 Total Increase
Berkeley
Optomelry ......... . 18.09 1220 20.40 1.20
Public Health .. 3222 36.67 40.07 340
Total Berkeley. ..o 50.31 55.87 6047 4.60
Davis '
Medicine 154.55 183.83 189.13 5.30
Veterinary Medicine 81.78 - 91.28 3.50
Total Davis 27161 986.41 8.80
Irvine .
Medicing. ..o 126.23 135.18 159.18 24.00
Los Angeles
Dentistry ..o, . 88.80 96.00 117.10 21.10
* Medicine *.occenne — 338.00 358.81 374.31 15.50
Nursing . 2826 3325 33.25 g
Public Health ....... . 3050 453.83 56.93 1110
Total Los Angeles....cncirsrascnne enreseeenerseane 485.56 533.89 581.59 4770
Riverside® ...... : : - {1 - {(—L0)
San Diego
MEBECINE oo seeerssessss s ensssasssssissenes © o 138.00 135.11 15231 17.20
San Francisco
Dentistry oeeeueevesnsssens 99.65 100.87 104.07 3.20
Medicine....... 273.60 295.75 317.45 21.70
NUTSIE worvoonrrreearns e 64.30 7348 70.38 =31
Pharmacy .. . 43.56 4431 46,51 22
Unallocated 5.00 - - -
Total San Franciseo ... 486.11 514.41 538.41 24.00
Total Health SCiences ...mrmrmrcssmmersnessmnne 1,523.83 1,646.07 1,771.37 126.30

2 Includes 19 I&R basic seiences faculty teaching dentistry.

b Excluded from totals.

on its plans for this program in the event federal funding is not forthcom-

ing.

A special General Fund appropriation of $70,000 is included in the
Budget Bill to provide continued state support for planning a medical
education program in the Fresno-San Joaquin Valley regions. This pro-
gram was prompted by a March 1974 report and recommendation of the
Joint Committee on the Siting of Teaching Hospitals that the Legislature
support and authorize the establishment of such a program under the
sponsorship of the University. Subsequently, $70,000 was appropriated in
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Lo Table 10
University Approved Student/Faculty Ratios
Medical and Health Sciences.

Schools of Medicine
M.D. curticuim .....ooommmsisimmrsnsmissesessecsmessmesssenn
Interns and residents

Campus and county hospitals — S, o

Other affiliated hospitals:
Allizd health PrOZTAMS oo sssivvsmsssensmmssecemmmsrecsecsmmmsessmressensessssssessssss sesos
Graduate academic...... AR RS R R AR R RSB 52 8RR

Schools of Dentistry
D.D.S. curriculum
Graduate professional......um essmissesn esrmrssss s
Interns

Campus and county hospitals
Other affiliated ROSPIEALS ....oooo.e e s ssssie s ssmsrsesrsse s s s sssssssrstees
Dental hygienists...... .
Graduate academic.......... eeeeeesseeasee stassat st

Schools of Nursing
B.S. curriculum S _
Graduate academic......

Schools of Public Health
Graduate academic .........cooevvcomerreresnsesen

School of Veterinary Medicine
D.VM. curriculum .....,
Interns
Graduate academic

School of Pharmacy
Pharm.D. curriculum
Graduate academic

School of O}Jtometry
0.D. curriculum et era s s R R R Y YRR RO SRR et bR Rt SRR R oo semanes
Graduate academic

School of Human Biology _
Craduate academic

Table 11

" ‘Overall Student/Faculty Ratios -
Madi;al and Health Sciences Schools

197374 1974-75

, Budget Budget
Medicine - 527 5.43
Dentistry : . " 465 463
NUESING covovisrrmmmceseessimonissessen : 865 : 7.74
Optometry ; . 1364 12.50
Pharmacy w1017 . 10.38
Public Health 1 9.60
Veterinary Medicine ; - 5.85 5.94
Overall . 593 595

71
10:1
20:1.

81

&1
41"

C Tl
10:1
&1
81

7.8:1
&1

9.6:4

5.4:1
T:1
81

11:1
81

12.5:1 overall

8:1

1975-76 .
Budget
573
420
7.76
12,60
10.36
8.61
597

6.06
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the Budget Act of 1974 tc plan the program. In conjunction with this
support the Legislature specified areas toc be emphasized by the program.
These included:
a. The training of family physicians and other primary care physicians,
b. The training of medical students and residents with other health
personnel to develop appropriate health care delivery models,
¢. Research into methods of improving the delivery of primary health
services, and
d. The decentralization of the clinical training program into existing
public and community hospitals and clinics in order to maximize the
beneficial impact of the health care services provided pursuant to
the teaching program. '

In addition to contributing to the expanded output of primary care
physicians in California, this program represents a legislative effort to
direct resources toward meeting the problems of specialty and geographic
maldistribution of medical services. However, this particular program was
especially attractive because of the potential for a $5.2 millicn Veterans
Administration Grant to underwrite an estimated 15-20 percent of the
program costs during its first seven years. A special consultant reported
in November 1973 that the annual operating costs could exceed $5 million
when the program is in full operation.

Federal Funding Uncertain

At the time the Regent’s Budget was prepared, the initial grant applica-
tion for the Fresno-San Joaquin program had been rejected and a new
proposal was being developed for resubmittal. Qur tentative understand-

_ing is that the second proposal has also been rejected. Resolution of this
problem is crucial because of the importance of the Veterans Administra-
tion hospital as a major clinical resource for this program. Because of the
uncertainties surrounding the level of federal participation in this pro-
gram and as a result the-uncertainties as to what the state is buying and
what is its ultimate fiscal responsibility, we are withholding recommenda-
tion. We believe future appropriations for planning should be contingent
upon adoption of viable alternatives and identification of the immediate
and long range fiscal implications to the state.

Berkeley San Francisco Medical Education Program {ltem 336)

This special item reflects the continuation of $267,000 of state support
for a portion of an experimental eéffort by the Berkeley campus (1) to train
more health care professionals without requiring a traditional medical
school organizational structure or facilities, (2) to explore alternate health
careers, and (3) t6 integrate the education of health professionals. This
itemn supports the career option in medicine, a program in which the
Legislature was particularly interested.

The Berkeley medical education experiment actually began in 1972-73
with extramural funding. A “medical option™ program paralleling the first
two years of medical school (basic medical sciences) was built around
existing campus offerings. Collaboration with the San Francisco campus



Itemns 332-343 ‘ POSTSECONDIARY EDUCATION / 701

. gave assurance that upon completion of the first two years students were

qualified to transfer to advanced standing in any accredited four-year
medical school. State support for this program began in 1974-75 with the
provision of $237,000 for faculty and support and $30,000 to plan the clini-

- cal years of the program. Currently 24 students (12 in each of the first two

years) are coreglstered at Berkeley and in the School of Medmme at San
Francisco.

Riverside—UCLA Blomedlcal Program Terminatad

This program was funded for the first time in the Budget-Act of 1974
with a special $86,200 appropriation. It is a joint effort between the River-
side campus, the School of Medicine at Los Angeles and the San Bernar-
dino County General Hospital. The Riverside campus prov1des the first
five years of instruction including courses in the basic medical sciences, as
well as an introduction to clinical medicine through its association with
San Bernardino County. In the sixth and seventh years a select number
of students will complete the requirements for the MD degree at Los
Angeles. This represents the elimination of one year from the typical eight-
year period required to obtain an MD degree. There are no restrictions
on enrollment in this program through the first three years. However, at
the end of the third year, only 24 students will be selected for continuation
in the program and at that time will be coregistered in the School of
Medicine at the Los Angeles campus. It is anticipated that only 21 of these
students will eventually transfer into the third and fourth years of the MD
curriculum.

Program Not Cost-Effective

The Governor’s Budget narrative indicates that the program is being
terminated because it can not be supported on a cost effective basis. '

This preliminary conclusion may have been influenced by the fact that
Los Angeles’ annual output of MD degrees will only increase by 10 yet the
educational costs will be for 24 students at Riverside. Further, the in-
creased output at Los Angeles could occur without the Riverside program
because the number of third year transfer applicants to the School of
Medicine has been increasing. In 1974, a total of 304 applications were
received for 10 openings. As indicated in the previous discussion about the
Berkeley-San Francisco program, Berkeley is currently preparing 12 stu-
dents a year for transfer to the third year of an accredited four—year
medical school,

Thus, the increased output of physicians at Los Angeles could be accom-
modated without starting another medical school (of even modest size)
and incurring additional capital and operating costs.

In addition, if acceptable to the profession and cost effective, the con-
cept of streamlining the curriculum to reduce instruction time from eight
to seven years should be adopted on existing medical school campuses
where the specialized capital and operating resources are dlready avail-
able. Because the marginal benefits of establishing a new medical program
at Riverside donot appear to support the potential excess costs, we concur
with the Governor’s Budget decision to terminate the program.
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Interns and Resident Stipends

Stipends for approximately 70 percent of the 3,680 medical interns and
residents planned for 1975-76 are funded from such sources as U.S. govern- =
ment-affiliated hospitals, the neuropsychiatric institutes and student aid
funds such as Public Health Service Trainees. Stipends for the remaining
30 percent are funded from a combination of state funds, hospital income
and, in certain cases, professional fee income and federal capitation funds.

Currently, $4.8 million in state funds is provided for 40 percent of sti-
pend costs for 962 medical interns and residents at Davis, Los Angeles, San
Diego and San Francisco, and for the total stipend costs for 23 residents
at Irvine.

To relieve the teaching hospitals of paying for costs which are related
more to the education of interns and residents than to patient care, the
Budget Act of 1974 provided a $1.2 million General Fund increase for
stipend costs. This included $1 million for medical interns and residents
to accommodate planned enrollment growth and insure an overall stipend
subsidy of 40 percent of costs. The remaining $.2 million was to support
the educational component of interns and residents stipends in Dentistry
and Veterinary Medicine and pay the full cost for eight additional interns
at Orange County Medical Center

Unsupportable Policy Change

We recommend an augmentation of $716,428 to pay a portion of the
stipend cost for the additional interns and reﬂdents planned for the
budget year.

The Governor’s Budget provides continued funding for interns -and
residents stipends at the current $4.8 million level. However, the budget
fails to fund a similar portion of the stipend costs associated with the
planned increase of interns and residents in the budget year. The net
effect of this oversight is to promulgate a new state policy by indirectly
establishing a reduced level of state stipend support.-At best, this would
be an arbitrary reduction inasmuch as the validity of the current 40 per-
cent level is difficult to justify quantitatively. There is no narrative in the
Governor’s Budget reporting this change in policy. Therefore, we suspect
that the budget deficiency merely represents a failure to fund rather than
a conscious ‘poliey decision.

Consequently, we are recommending a budget augmentation of $716,-
428 to maintain the current 40 percent level of stipend support in the
budget year by providing for the additional interns and residents planned.
This includes (1) $631,578 for medical interns and residents, (2) $23,377
for dental interns and residents and (3) $61,473 for veterinary interns and
residents.

Hiil-Rhodes Replacement Funds Not Provided

The Budget Act of 1974 appropriated $294,000 in a special item as a
contingency in the event federal support of Hill-Rhodes Act programs was
reduced. For 1975-76, the budget makes no provision for General Fund -
financing of the Hill-Rhodes program because of the uncertainty sur-
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rounding continued federal funding.

It is our understanding that the program is funded through September,
1975. At this writing it is unclear what the funding source will be for the
balance of the fiscal year. One solution that is currently being explored by
the University is the possibility of recewmg federal capitation funding for
public health students.

: ‘ 2. SUMMER SESSION

Functional Description

The master plan for higher education recommended that every public
higher education institution able to offer academic programs in the sum-
mer months do so to make full use of the state’s higher education physical
facilities. Summer sessions will be operated on all of the University cam-
puses in 1975-76. This budget category contains the incremental costs
associated with these summer programs which are offset by student fees.

Proposed Budget

Change
197475 1975-76 Amount  Percent

TOAL 1ocerrcercr e sseres s ssssrnssesen $4,328,685 $4,759,448 $430,763 99%
General Fund§ .................................................... — — — —

Enrollments for summer session programs decreased by 1,036 students
(4.1 percent) in 1974, However, an increase of 2,814 students (12.1 per-
cent) is estimated in 1975, As a result, the budget is increased by $430,763
or 9.9 percent in 1975-76. Table 13 shows actual surnmer headcount enroll-
ments for 1971 through 1974. —

Table 13
Summer Session Enroliments

-7 72-73 7374 . 7475

Actual Actual Aetual - Aetual

Berkeley 8,688 9,988 9442 5,749
Davis ..o mssesssmmsss e e 1,836 ) 2,145 2,141 2,274
ITVALLE oo et 883 1,084 1,334 2,962
Los Angeles ... w7081 7,699 - TA465 8,325
Riverside ....ccooourrviennns 1,135 911 837 953
Sart DIego ....ccevmrvvmeres e sensmmemee s 766 786 718 637
San Francisco . 1,273 658 . 771 1,055
Santa Barbara ..o : . 1915 1,879 1,994 92,985
Santa Cruz 741 1,110 780 907
Total..... 24,298 26,260 95,483 24,447

PEICRNL ccvvveirrsrsrrrmressrsnsesssisnessssssssssssnss +79% +8.1% —3.0% —4:1%

Oparating Policy Changes
During 1973-74 two changes were made impacting both future enroll-
ments and income. The first change permitted all campuses to initiate fee
.structures based on fees per credit unit. Only Irvine, Los Angeles, River-
side and San Diego elected to exercise this option. Consequently, data
from these four campuses indicate that more headcount students attended
1974 summer sessions than predicted. However, these enrollments also
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produced fewer total fees than was projected.

The second change was the Berkeley campus’ adoption of one eight-
week session in place of two six-week sessions. The preliminary results of
this change show that enrollments for 1974-75 are less than earlier projec-
tions.

3, TEACHING HOSPITALS AND CLINICS :

Functional Description

' Included within this function is funding of the human medicine teach-
ing hospitals for which the University has major operational responsibili-
ties. This includes hospitals at the Los Angeles Center for Health Sciences,
the San Francisco campus, the San Diego County University Hospital and
the Sacramento Medical Center. In addition, the medical school at Irvine
subsidizes hospital patients at the Orange County Medical Center. In
addition to their role in the University’s clinical instruction program, the
University teaching hospitals serve as a community resource for highly
specialized (tertiary) care through major research efforls. The teaching
hospitals also engage in cooperative educational programs with local com-
“munity colleges by providing the clinical setting for students in allied
health science areas.

Proposed Budget

Change

- 197475 . 197576 Amount Percent
U e D $169,254.212 181498212 $12,944.000 72%
General FUDAS ..o ecerrseenr s 206355212 20,855.212 — —

There is no proposed program increase from General Funds. However,
the budget does include a $604,000 provision for general price increases
in the provisions for allocation section. The increase shown above of $12,-
244,000 is from University restricted funds primarily for patient-care costs
funded from charges for services. The General Fund allocations for both
1974-75 and 1975-76 are shown in Table 14.

Table 14
Clinical Teaching Support Allocations *
1974-75 and 1975-76

University Hospitals

LL08 ADZEIES.coovvuueersrvenrar s ssnsresssssresessrrasesisrsssn msssssss sisssbass sessstsasese st ressantsiessstsssssstsssss ~ $6,131,000
Sacramento Medical Center 4,388,000
80 DHEED oovrevveerceermsssreeseneserrassesnarrnssn TN 3,606,000
San FranciSto . s ssssssnisisossens - 6,030,000
County Medical Center )
IXVATI® coocinvsccerrsrsmsssessmsres st ssssasses st ssasnsssssas essssensssmosane we 500,000
TOAL crvvrereresssecmemecerssrmrensens . $20,655,000

# For 1975-76 Clinical Teaching Support for Vetermary Medicine at Davis ($787,399) is included in the
Budget under Academic Support and under the Organized Activities function in this analysis.
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Teaching Hospital Subsidy

The purpose of the clinical teaching subsidy (CTS) is to secure patients
for teaching at UC teaching hospitals. This objective is achieved at the
present time by passing on the entire amount of the CTS in the form of
discounts to patients considered useful for teaching purposes, but ad-
judged unable to pay the going rate for hospital services.

For the four University hospitals two simplistic measurements' have
been used in the past as indicators of workload needs. These are (1) the
percentage of the subsidy in relation to the total budget, and (2) the
number of departmental patient days per chmcal student. Table 15-shows
the five-year trend in subsidy usage.

Table 15
Human Medicine Teaching Hospitals
{Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Francisco and San Diego)
: Five-year Trend in-Subsidy Usage

Departmental
Percent of  FPatient Days
) Total Subsidy to Per Chinical
Operating Budget Subsidy Total Budget Student
197172 v $93,482,000 $12,353,000 133% 224
1972-73... e 103,778,000 13,702,000 132 . 171
1973-T4.....coo.... 140,953 358 20,147,000 14.3 i 87
1974-75 (Est.) ... . 169,254,212 20,155,000 119 89
1975-76 (proposed) .o...... 181,498,212 20,155,000 111 8

In addition to the declining trend illustrated in Table 15, workload data
in the Governor’s Budget shows reductions in both inpatient days
(—1.7%) and outpatient visits {—1.5%) per clinical student.

The University indicates that the reduced level of CTS support is made
possible by expansion of services and related income, the adoption of rate
increases following removal of [ederal controls, a greater use of full pay
patients for educational purposes, tighter financial sereening, and greater
efficiency in developing third-party reimbursement support.

4. ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES—OTHER

Functional Description

This function includes partially self-supporting activities organized and
operated in connection with educational departments and conducted pri-
marily as necessary adjuncts to the work of these deparbments. General
funds are pimarily used in seven areas: (1) elementary schools, (2) vivari-
ums which provide maintenance and care of animals necessary for teach-
ing and research in the biological and health sciences, (3} medical testing
laboratories and clinics which provide diagnosis for patient care, (4) art,
music, and drama activity including an ethnic collection at UCLA, (5) the
dental clinic subsidy, {6) support for the two neuropsychiatric institutes
which provide mental health care and training and account for a major
portion of the funds and (7) clinical teaching support for the veterinary
medical teaching facility at Davis.
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Proposed Budget

Change
: 1974 75 197576 Amount  Percent
Total $31,341,743 832,211,749 $870,006 2.8%

General funds 19,593,555 19,593,555 — —

The neuropsychiatric 1nst1tutes were transferred to the Umversxty July
1, 1973 and account for $19,725,798 (61 percent) of the total $32,211,749
orgamzed activities function. General Fund supported act1v1tles are
shown in Table 16.

Table 16
Organized Activities Supported from General Funds
1975-76
General Campuses
Demonstration schools rtee s bbb bere s an et s $504,500
Art galleries and COllECHONS oo smstssssmmmrinatsss s s sssson 374,776
VIvarim, Life SCIEMCES vt ssssssssssssssstassionsmenssmmesessoeessssesssss 250,999
Health sciences
Dental elinic subsidy 821,472
Medical support labs and vivaria 515,901
Neuropsychiatric institutes 16,248 479
Veterinary Medical Teaching Facility 787,399
Total state funds o 19,593 555

Uniform Accounting

In past analyses we have commented on the lack of a uniform method
for charging costs at both dental clinics. In our 1973-74 Analysis we sug-
gested that the University consider establishing uniform accounting .
procedures so that financial reports will have more meaning. The Univer-
sity acknowledged that there was a need for establishing uniform account-
ing practices at the two dental clinics and indicated in 1974-75 that
discussions were underway to resolve the problem.

However, because we had encountered several other examples of non-
uniformity while reviewing other University data, we sought to accelerate
a resolution to this problem. Consequently, the Legislature adopted our
1974-75 Analysis recommendation that the University submit a progress
report by September 1, 1974 on its efforts to achieve uniformity.

The report that the University submitted in response indicated progress
on several fronts. In attempting to establish a uniform account structure
for the reporting and display of budgetary and financial information, the
University indicated it was implementing a new expenditure category
reporting structure which has been recommended for all colleges and
universities by national accounting and business organizations and the
National Center for Higher Educational Management Systems
(NCHEMS). To achieve uniformity in the recording of costs the Univer-
sity has developed and issued direct and indirect costing policies. The
University is also implementing California Hospital Commission uniform
hospital accounting regulations. In terms of the dental clinics, effective
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July 1, 1974, a uniform accounting policy went into effect to insure that in
the future both clinics will uniformly report all direct and indirect costs.
In order to effectuate a uniform departmental accounting and reporting
system, the University indicated a project was being undertaken to review
the needs of various University departments and to design procedures and -
reports to assist these units in their internal management. ‘

Of course, it is still too early to. report on the success of these efforts
inasmuch as their impact will not begin to be noticeable until the 1976-77
budgeting cycle.

5. ORGANIZED RESEARCH -

Functional Description '

State-supported activities mcluded in the Governor’s Budget under this
function consist primarily of support for institutes and bureaus, faculty
research grants and travel to professional meetings and research in
agriculture, forestry and veterinary medicine. The largest portion of the
organized research budget ($304 million) which is received from private
individuals, agencies, and the federal government is excluded from the
support budget. State support is used primarily to meet the matching.
requirements of the federal government and provide for the administra-
tive functions of organized research units.

Proposed Budget

. Change
1974-75 1975-76 Amount FPercent
Totalo s $55781,734  $55645582 ($—136,152) (—.2%)
General funds ..o 49,818,495 . 40,618,495 (—200,000) (—.4%)

The amount of genéral funds budgeted for organized research is re-
duced by $200,000 in 1975-76 because of uncertainties surrounding the
availability of federal funds. These funds were included in the 1974-75
budget as a contingency in the event the anticipated level of federal funds
were not forthcoming to support research ship operations at Scripps Insti-
tute of Oceanography. The deletion of this item, pending further informa-
tion, is consistent with a similar budget action involving a contingency
appropriation for replacement of Hill-Rhodes Act federal funds which
affect health sciences programs. We believe it would be prudent budget-

TFable 17

Organized Research Program Elements
and Funding Source

197576
. ‘ S : General
Organized research units - . " funds
GONBTAE CAIMPUS .ccovorvevsrssimverssserssssscoeee s srrsssbss st s ssssessesssesssesasssesseeressansasesseesesssesosesasensssanen son $13,915,000
Health sciences ....... . . 1,970,000
AGTICUIEUTAL SCIETICES 1ovutrorsivessssvensscssaneseronssssssstsresssssssoeseesesesmesseesseessssssssmsseesessennn . 23212,000
Scripps Institute of Oceanography ...... - 2,965,000
Individual faculty grants and travel..., . 2,671,000
Employee benefits ..........ccccoonarenn. st st e e e ret e - 4,886,000 *
TORAL sttt rsissrssssse eabesss e estr st s sesmare e sssssaset s ses emmmeesne s st s e srnes $49,619,000
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ing to await rclarification of federal policies before assuming continued
responsibility for funding former federal programs.

Table 17 indicates the basic program elements receiving funds under
the organized research budget function. As shown in the table, most of the
general funds are allocated to support general campus organized research
units and for agricultural sciences research. The University retains the
flexibility to reallocate funds between program elements, as well as within
them.

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 from this source in 1973-74 was $277,-
201,704, This is $46,463,704 (20.1 percent) greater than spent in 1972-73.
Of course, that amount is separate from the $323.6 million expended by
the major Atomic Energy Commission Laboratories.

Mosquite Control Research (Item 342j

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-
ed from other sources. State-supported mosquito research was also includ-
ed in the lump-sumn support appropriation to the University but is not
readily identifiable.

In 1972-73 the Legislature added $200,000 to this program with a special
General Fund appropriation. In the Budget Act of 1973 an additional
$100,000 was included in a special item but was vetoed by the Governor.
However, the accompanying veto message approved a comparable in-
crease to the amount provided in the University’s main support item.
Table 18 sumrmarizes the various sources of funding for this program.

The 1975-76 budget continues last year’s practice of including General
Fund support for this program within the main lump-sum support appro-
priation. :

Table 18
Mosquito Research Funding

Source 1978-73 1973-74 197475

State ) '

Water Fund — ' $100000 $100,000 $100,000

General Fund ..o 200,000 300,000 300,000

OHhEr oo . 410000 413,000 436,000
Federal v ssssssssssssssssstssesss 231,000 397,000 467,000
Mosquito abatement distriets ....evmncsersicssnnns 8,000 10,000 10,000
Other sources (including industry) ...cvceemsvvvsennns 10,000 21,000 17,000

TOALcieesverernrsssssmsitsssmsisnsesriesssssssssstsssssstmesssamssnses $959,000 $1,241,000 $1,340,000
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Special Interest Programs Continued in Lump Sum

The Governor’s Budget continues the practice which began in 1974-75
of including funds for three research programs previously funded from
special line item appropriations. These three programs with the 1973—74
General Fund appropriation are as follows:

‘1. Research in sea water COnVerSion ..o $308,100
2. Research in dermatology.... 92,000
3. Institute of Traffic and Transportatlon Englneerlng ...... 460,871

From a technical budget administration standpoint it is easier to admin-
ister one appropriation than several. This also gives the University the
flexibility to reallocate research funds in response to policy and program
changes. However, the Legislature usually establishes separate appropria-
tion items to facilitate annual review and restrict expenditures to specific
purposes.

In our 1973-74 Analysis, we responded to this situation by recommend—
ing that the University provide annual reports on research activities the
Legislature was specifically interested in so as to continue monitoring
their progress. Those programs for which annual reports are submitted are
discussed below.

Desalination Research

We recommend eliminating special state support for this program for
a budget reduction of $308,100.

This program commenced in 1950 at the request of the Legislature. For
several years the program has been supported primarily by state and
federal funding of about equal amounts. However, in recent years support
from federal sources has diminished. This was partially offset by the Uni-
versity increasing its level of supplemental support utilizing state general
funds allocated by the University to various organized research activities.
These funding changes are summarized in Table 19,

Table 19
Desalination Research Funding

State Source L o772 197273 19T A97AT5

Special apPropriation... . rmmesnsresmenrres $334.900 $308,100 $308,100 —
UC general funds 57,700 - 108,800 114,700 . $437,400
Department of Water Resources ... . 18,200 9,200 40,700 5,100
SUBLOLAl ....oonrrcveenr s i saranes $410,800 $496,100 $463,500 $442.500
Federal .... . 450,800 336,100 230,800 990,800
Industry : — — 4,600 5400
Total......... i $861,700 $762,200 $698,900 $668,700

Commercially Viable Results

The special report to the Legislature summanzmg the research accom-
plishments of this program states that “desalination has been developed
to the stage where it is economically competitive with imported water in
large areas of the state.” It was further indicated that “a demonstration/
education program would do much to accelerate the assimilation of these
assets into commercial practice.”
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In light of the University’s observations as to the commercial viability

" of this program and the declining federal interest as illustrated in Table

19, we believe the special level of state support initiated by the Legislature
is no longer necessary or appropriate. Sponsorship of research efforts that
have reached the state of commerical marketability should be assumed by
private enterprise.

We are not proposing elimination of the state support provided under
the aegis of the Department of Resources. As indicated in Table 19, pro-
gram support from this source varies and, no doubt, is indicative of the
department’s interest in and value assessment of those research activities
it sponsors.

Dermatology Research

State appropriations for psoriasis research partially support the salaries
of 10 personnel in the Department of Dermatology at San Francisco. The
group’s activities include laboratory and clinical research along with treat-
ing patients in a newly established Psoriasis Day Care Center. Table 20
shows the funding for this research. The report submitted indicates that
while program expenditures have 1ncreased the number of personnel
supported has decreased.

Table 20
Psoriasis Research Funding

157374 197475

L RN - §92,000 -+ 100,000
Federal grants and contracts......c.e .. : 131,000 215,000

1 O ‘ . $223,000 $315,000

Institu'te of Transportation and Traffic Engineering

The Institute of Transportation and Traffic Engineering (I'TTE) was
established by the Regents in 1947 in response to a legislative request. It
was established to provide instruction and research related to the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of highways, airports and relat-
ed public transportation facilities. In 1971 the Legislature recommended
that the scope and responsibilities of the institute be expanded and en-
larged to enable it to cooperate in research and training with the State
Business and Transportation Agency and other agencies with public trans-
portation responsibilities. It was also recommended that the institute give
attention to some specific planning, development and operational prob-
lems of particular concern to the Legislature.

From 1947 through mid-1973, the ITTE operated two branches, one at
UCLA and another at Berkeley. The branch at UCLA was phased-oul in
197273 at the request of the campus. However, as this was occurring, an
interdisciplinary group of faculty on the Irvine campus formulated plans
for a new branch of the ITTE on that campus. In July, 1574 the Regents
endorsed the establishment of such a branch, effective August, 1974. Initi-
tal funding support was provided through the use of temporary funds.

Historically the institute has received its core support from the state
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General Fund. Additional support has also come from extramural re-
sources provided by such sponsors as the California Business and Trans-
portation Agency, the Department of Motor Vehicles and the U.S.
Department of Transportation. Table 21 summarizes the institute’s re-
sources for 1972-73 and 1973-74.

Table 21
Institute of Transportation and
Traffic Engineering Funding
1972-13 and 1973-74

Source of Funds ) o 1878-73 1973-74

State ‘ .
- Special APPrOPLIALION ...ccurrererreceemamee s sssnsssasssssssssssson . $460.871 $460,871
General support 14,139 53,116
Sale of PUBLEAHONS . cvmeiessciemeaemsmcemtmm s sssssssasssass s s 14,011 18,970
Extramural grants . . 15,003 | 1,785

Extramural grants and contracts administered through Engineering

Office of Research Services 560,331 240,506
University Extension g 116,545 3,540
Total ' . $1,180.900 868,788

Alternate Funding Source

We recommend that $510,000 of revenues prowdea' by Chapter 1400,
Statutes of 1971, in the Transportation Planning and Research Account be
utilized to pro vide support for the Institute, in place of state general finds.

Chapter 1253, Statutes of 1972, created the Transportation Planning and
Research Account. All moneys in the account are available, when appro-
priated by the Legislature, for allocation by the State Transportation
Board for transportation planning and research purposes. Further, Chap-
ter 1400, Statutes of 1971, a relatively new source of funding for that
account, provides that, when appropriated by the Legislature, the unal-
located balance of these funds shall be available for specified purposes.
Included among these is “training and research by the Institute of Trans-
portation and Traffic Engineering of the University of California in public

transportation systems engineering and management and coordination .

with other transportation modes.” For 1975-76 it is estimated that the
gross revenue to the Transportation Planning and Research Account from
Chapter 1400 will approximate $27 million.

Inasmuch as the funds are available and the Legislature has pr0v1ded

the mechanism to support the research activities of the ITTE from this -

dedicated funding source, we are recommending the transfer of the sup-
port responsibility for the ITTE to it. Such an approach would save the
state General Fund an estimated $510,000 annually. In addition it could
insure more effective coordination of the level and scope of ITTE training
and research activities with statewide needs and priorities.:

Aquaculture Research (ltem 338)

This research program was first identified by the Legislature as a special
item in the Budget Act of 1973 with a $334,000 General Fund appropria-
tion. In 1974 it was deleted from the budget bill and added to the main
lump-sum appropriation for support of the University. For 1975-76 the
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budget bill reverts to the prior year practice and contains a special $334,-
000 General Fund appropriation for this program.

The lump-sum allocation to this program has remained constant since
it was first singled out for special appropriation. It has not been adjusted
to program needs, price increases, salary levels, ete. For this reason, it
could be considered a subsidy-type appropriation, the amount of which
may be determined by the availability of resources.

Real Estate Research Progrém {Item 343)

This $192,000 item is included for the first time as a separate Budget Bill
appropriation to the University of California from the Real Estate Educa-
tion, Research and Recovery Fund. In prior years, funds for this program
were included in the Department of Real Estate’s education and research
program costs.

The amount proposed for 1975-76 is $20,000 greater than allocated in the
current year. It will provide for salary and price increases and employee
benefits for the Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics at Berkeley
{810,000) and the Real Estate Research Program at Los Angeles ($10,000).
Both these programs conduet industry oriented research and studies and,
according to the Regents’ Budget, do not receive General Fund support
for such cost increases.

6. LIBRARIES :

Functional Dascrlptlon

Support for the current operatxons of the University’s nine campus
libraries as well as related college and school research, branch and profes-
sional libraries is included in this budget function. The principal objective
is to support adequately the academic programs of the University. Access
to scholarly books, manuscripts and other documents is considered an
integral part of University teaching and research.

Proposed Budget

. Change

197475 197576 Amount Percent
Total . $38,852,001 $39,996,831 $144,740 7%

General Funds . 30,143,748 38,290,164 - 146,416 38%

The budget provides an increase of $146,416 from General Funds. This
includes an increase of $178,566 for an additional 13.6 FTE positions (1.3
percent) in reference and circulation to provide for an enrollment related
increase of 2.8 percent. Also included is a reduction of 832,150 to reflect

‘the termination of the Riverside-UCLA biomedical program. The $32,150

represents the library expenditures associated with the program.
The detail of the proposed budget expenditures and related data is
shown in Table 22. In addition to the workload increase, $932,775 for book

© price increases is included in universitywide provisions for allocation to

maintain current acquisition levels.
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Table 22

Library Expenditures and Selected Data
1974-75 and 1975-76

S 197475 . 17T

Expenditures ‘ _
Book purchases .....uumcnns : $8,660,025 48,640,729
Binding eXPEnSse ...t 1,574,000 1,573,600
Reference and circulation......., — . 13,714,032 ' 13,888,643
Acquisitions and processing ...... SR 14,566,034 14,555,739
AUROMALION ,..ereenrvirssoriecormenntstrreessesseessstspamsssensssottyessesses 338,000 338,000
Intercampus/segmerntal cOOPETAtioN s rwweugeersssersens vseinens _(500,000) __ (500,000)

TOMALS oo vveersermrssssrssrcan $38,852,091 $38,966,831

Related Budget Data ~ ‘ o ] ‘
Volumes added (general funds) ........ . 523,000 . 523,000
“Total volumes in collection........onen " 13,740,000 14,263,000
Volumes per student (FTE) 121.3 121.6
Reference and circulation sEaff ..o I 1,005.05 1.018.40
Acquisitions and processing staff. 1,134.76 1,134.25

Reference and Clrculatlon Workload Growth Funding Inadequate

We recommend an augmentation of $196,951 for library work]oad in
‘reference and circulation activities.

Workload for the reference and cuculatmn functlon has historically
been related to the number of students because they are prime users of
the service. As indicated previously, the budget provides a 1.3 percent
(13.6 FTE) increase to accommodate enrollment growth for 1975-76.
However, this falls short of matching the 2.8 percent enrollment increase.

It is not clear why the budget fails to provide for the total increase,
although it may be because the ratio of relerence-circulation staff/FTE

enrollment was calculated incorrectly. Our calculations indicate that the.

197475 budgeted ratio is 113.5 instead of 115.2 as shown in the budget.
Application of the 113.5 factor to the budgeted .enrollment of 117,356 FTE
justifies a reference and circulation workload augmentation of 28.6 FTE
instead of the 13.6 FTE budgeted. Consequently, a budget augmentation
of $196,951 is required to fund the additional 15 FTE to fully support
workload growth. In the past we have recommended augmentations for
this type of formula workload growth when funds were not included in the
budget. Consequently, we are recommending the $196,951 augmentation
to provide full workload funding in 1975-76.

7. EXTENSION AND PUBLIC SERVICE

This function consists of five major program elements.

1. University Extension

The goal of University extension is to provide educational opportunltles
for adults, promote participation in public affairs and to provide solutions
to community and statewide problems. Continuing adult education pro-
grams are offered by University extension throughout the state. It has
open admissions, optional credit, free student selection of curriculurn and
isa self-supportmg enterprise. :

2. Cooperative (agriculture) Extension ‘

Cooperative extension of the University extends the knowledge and
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technology derived from research to solve specific, often local, problems.
It is a cooperative endeavor between the University, boards of supervisors
in 56 of California’s counties, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Operating from three University campuses and 56 county offices in rural
and urban areas, it provides problem-solving instruction and practical
demonstrations.

3. Public Service

The public service function supports cultural and educational activities
on the campuses and in nearby communities. These activities provide
opportunities for additional experience in the fine arts, humanities, social
and natural sciences and related studies. Programs including concerts,
drama, lectures and exhibits are designed to be of interest to the campuses
as well as surrounding communities.

4, Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School

This element is the result of special legislation (Chapter 1140 Statutes
of 1973) which appropnated funds to the University in support of a pro-
gram of clinical health sciences education, research and public service
conducted in eonjunction with UCLA.

5. California College of Podiatric Medicine ‘

This element was also established by special leglslatlon {Chapter 1497,
Statutes of 1974) which supported an education program in podiatry oper-
ated in conjunction with U.C. San Frarcisco.

Proposed Budget

Change
1974-75 197576 Amount Percent
Total $48,984,711 $51,634,337 $2,649,626 54%

General Funds....ueerrvosverescre 13,742,213 13,742,213 ' _— —

The proposed budget increase is primarily related to an estimated 6.0
percent growth in University extension enrollments which is funded sole-
ly from student fees. '

The amount of general funds budgeted for each of the- program ele-
ments is shown in Table 23.

Table 23
Extenslon and Public Service Programs and Funding
1975-76
General Restricted
_ Funds Funds
University extension . — $287,305,000
“Cooperative extension $11,953,000 6,474,000
Public Service
Professional publications 48,000 79,000
Museums and collections : : 3,386,000
Community service . 403,000
Vocational education ) 150,000
Service to industry 95,000
Charles R. Drew 1,200,000
Podiatry (CCPM)., 541,000 —
Total * . $13,742,000 $37,802,000

*Varies from budget totals because of rounding.
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Charles R, Drew Postgraduate Medical School {Item 339)

We recommend special review.

The Budget Bill continues a special item of $1,200, 000 to provide state
support of a special program of clinical health sciences education, research
and public services operated in conjunction with the Drew Postgraduate
Medical School. State funds for this effort were first provided by Chapter
1140, Statutes of 1973, with a $1.2 million appropriation.

The Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School currently operates
programs of continuing education as well as programs for 115 interns and
residents at the Los Angeles County Martin Luther King Hospital located
in Watts. The faculty includes joint appointments from UCLA and USC.
In addition to the state appropriation, programs are primarily funded

through county appropriations to the hospital plus federal grants.

The University has an affiliation agreement with Drew which provides
for the use of clinical facilities by the teaching and research programs of
the UCLA School of Medicine. In November 1973, the Regents authorized
execution of a similar agreement on behalf of the UCLA School of Den-
tistry.

On March 7, 1974 the Regents approved a contract negotlated between
UCLA and Drew with terms of support consistent with the recommenda-
tion of the Joint Committee on the Siting of Teaching Hospitals. The
recommendations of the Joint Committee, in Chapter 1140, specified the
programs and priorities for which the first $1.2 million was allocated.’
Those are:

1. continuing education of physicians and other health professionals and

- consumers of health services;

2. community medicine, designed to improve the health status of the
citizenry, the health care delivery system, and health sciences educa-
tion;

3. mternslnp and residencies including a family practice residency pro-
gram at the Martin Luther King Hospital and such other [acilities and
clinics as may be appropriate;

4. such other programs of clinical health sciences education, research,
and public service as the Regents and the Charles R. Drew Post-
graduate Medical School deem in the public interest, provided that -
the programs herein specified are first funded. = .

The University-Drew agreement also clarified the pohcy that the man-
agement and operation of programs developed and implemented under
the agreement were the responsibility of Drew. The agreement also af-
firmed the intent to expand Drew’s capability and service.

1

Budget Information Lacking

In last year’s analysis we expressed concern at the lack of information
identifying the programs for which the first $1.2 million was allocated or
substantiating the budget proposal for a second $1.2 million, In recognition
of the problem, the Legislature recommended that the University, in
conjunction with the Drew School, prepare a report identifying actual and
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proposed uses of state funds for the 1973-74 and 1974-75 flscal years. This
report was to be submitted by September 1, 1974. In addition, the Legisla-
ture recommended that the Joint Committee on the Siting of Teaching
Hospitals or a successor review the Drew Master Plan and make recomen-
dations concerning the appropriate relationship between Drew and the
University.

The requested report was submitted in September 1974, along with a
statement that the University and Drew had begun a long-range review
of the Drew Master Plan and would be forming recommendations con-
cerning an appropriate future relationship between the two entities. That
review is not expected to be complete until spring, 1975. We are not aware
of any concurrent review underway by the Joint Committee’s successor.

Consequently, while we have received a summary of how the first $2.4
million will be spent, we have not received any information identifying
the proposed uses of the $1.2 included in this budget. This type of informa-
tion is particularly eruecial in light of the fact that the expenditure data for
1973-74 and 1974-75 supplied by Drew and summarized in Table 24 indi-
cates $1,681,303 will be spent in the current year.

Table 24

Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School
Expenditures of State Funds
1973-74 and 1974-75

Program 1973-74 1974-75

Community medicine . $318,160 $597,400
Craduate education 86,334 371,700
Continuing professional education : 107,371 202,300
Consumer health education R 35,368 116,003
Interdisciplinary programs 152,008 354,300
Allied health : 19,276 39,600

Total $718,697 $1,681,303

Because many of the 1973-74 programs did not begin until December
1973, and experienced normal start-up problems, only $718,697 of the
$1,200,000 was expended. The balance ($481,303) was carried over into
1974-75 and used to augment the program level authorized by the second
$1,200,000 appropriation. Of the total -available to Drew for 1974-75,
$1,304,500 was budgeted for salaries and wages, $318,103 was budgeted for
operating expenses and $58,700 was budgeted for equipment.

Clarification of State Responsibility Needed

Because of (1) the discrepancy between authorized and actual program
levels noted above, (2) the open-ended nature of the funding specifica-
tions in the enabling legislation {Chapter 1140) and (3) the lack of defini-
tive budget data and an approved master plan, the state’s present and
future financial responsibility for this program is not clear. In addition, the
affirmation, noted earlier, of Drew’s commitment to expand its capabili-
ties and services has tremendous fiscal implications.

In light of these uncertainties, the budget decision to continue the same
level of funding is reasonable. However, this does not obviate the necessity
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to resolve the basic policy issues to facilitate future budget decisions and
enable Drew to adequately plan its programs. In fact, we believe future
funding should be contingent upon resolution of this issue. Consequently,
we have withheld recommendation pending a spemal review of the prob-
lem.

California College of Podlatrlc Medicine {Item 340)

We recommend special review, pendmg receipt of additional informa-
tion.

The Budget Bill contains a special item of $541,000 to continue state
support of a cooperative program of basic and clinical health sciences
education and primary health care delivery research in podiatry. The
progiam is operated in conjunction with the ‘University’s San Francisco
campus. State funds were first provided by Chapter 1497/ 1974 with a
8541,000 appropriation.

The California College of Podiatric Medicine (CCPM) isa prlvate non
profit, fully accredited school training podiatric medical doctors. Approxi-
mately 306 students are currently enrolled in the professional degree.
program with 12 internists in a two year post-doctoral program. The cur-
rent entering class size of 89 is planned to expand to 100 in 1976 when a
$5.5 million, federally funded, facilities expansion program is completed
and conversion from two separate curriculums (3 and 4 year) to a single
4-year curriculum is concluded.

The cooperative program, funded by the state, was developed ‘to
strengthen existing programs in four areas. This includes (1) providing
compensation for the sharing of basic science faculty, resources and per-
sonnel participating in the program, (2) allowing for the sharing of serv-
ices of appropriate University clinical sciences faculty with CCPM to
insure representation of certain related specialties, {3) providing for an
experimental jeint clinical education program with podiatric medical doe-
tors and a full time group of primary care medical specialists in other
disciplines and (4) making available various types of instructional support
services and resources already developed at the San Francisco campus.

Funding Level Reduced

The original legislation establishing this program appropriated $750,000
for that purpose. That amount was based on a tentative budget which
provided $418,900 for 15.5 FTE faculty, $196,700 for related faculty support .
and staff benefits in the three instructional areas outlined above, and
$134,400 for supporting services.

The Governor, in signing the legislation, reduced the appropriation to
$541,000, reportedly based upon applying a capitation allowance compara-
ble to the Medical Contract program provided by Chapter-1519/1971.

We have not received any information identifying what the initial $541 -
000 will be used for or the proposed allocation of the second $541,000
appropriated by this special item. However, we understand that very little
of the first $541,000 has been spent to date because of normal startup
delays. This situation is expected to change in January 1975 with the start
of a new semester. With such a late start, it is doubtful that all the funds
appropriated will be spent in the current year. Consequently, because the



718 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 332-343

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—Contmued :

legislation carried no time limitation on the use of the funds appropnated
it is likely there will be some carryover balance into the 1975-76 budget
year, the amount of which cannot be determined at this time.

Because there is a potential for carryover funding, a decision will have
to be made whether to decrease the 1975-76 appropriation corresponding-
ly in order to maintain the budgeted support level or to authorize an
increase in that level. Both choices have important fiscal and program
implications for CCPM’s future planning and budget decisions.

Officials of the Podiatric College have indicated that adequate informa-
tion will be available for the budget hearings to enable the Legislature to
resolve this issue.

Excess State Subsidy to Uﬁivarsity Press

We recommend the state subsidy for University Press be reduced by
$404,247 to offset the two-year excess subsidy.

We also recommend that any future excess subsidy be retumed to t}ze
state rather than be added to accumulated earnings.

In 1965-66 we questioned the need for a state subsidy for the Unlver51ty
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.
. Subsequently, in 1973-74 we reported that over the five fiscal year
period, 1967-68 to 1972-73, the operating subsidy had been greater than
the excess of expenses over income. As a result, an unused state subsidy
of approximately $257,000 had been deposited in an accurnulated earnings
account, Arguing that any unused state subsidy should be returned to the
state, we recommended that the state reclaim the $250,000 excess and
. establish a policy for the return of future excesses. The Legislature adopt-
ed our recommendation and reduced the University budget accordingly.

In spite of this action, the amount of operating subsidy has continued to
exceed net losses. Over the past two fiscal years a total of $404,247 has been
deposited into the accurnulated earnings account. This reserve account
had a balance of $1,980,832 as of July 1, 1974. Table 25 shows the excess of
state subsidy to net loss and the accumulated earnings balance since the
new formula was approved by the Legislature in the 1966-67 budget.

Table 25 |
University Press

Excess of State Subsidy Over Net Loss With Record of
Accumulated Earnmgs 1967—68 Through 1574-75

‘ Excess Accum ul;zted
- Net loss State subsidy subsidy earnings
196768 ...oooorrernerremmirisssernees A —3$373,572 $431,843 $58271 - $889,338
‘ —421,822 451,579 29157 968,907
—429015 - 40} 622 62,607 . - . - 1,213,789
—531,448 535,425 3917 - 1,317,631
~323,564 495,573 C 102,009 © 1,568,303
-119,140 - 381,017 " 261,877 1,726,101

-5630 - 148,000 142,370 - 1,980,832
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We continue to believe that any unused state subsuly should be re-
turned to the state rather than deposited in the accumulated earnings

‘account. Therefore, our recommendation would reclaim the $404,247 ex-

cess of the past two years and hopefully establish a future policy for return
of any excess. This policy also anticipates that there are sufficient ac-
cumnulated earnings to meet any future shortage.

8. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICES

Function Description

This function is a combination of the two previously separate functions
of general administration and institutional services. Activities funded
within these closely related functions include planning, policymaking and
coordination within the office of the Chancellor, President and the officers
of the Regents. Also included for funding are a wide variety of supporting
activities such as police, accounting, payroll, personnel, materials manage-
ment, publications and federal program administration, as well as self-
supporting services such as telephones storehouses, garages and equip-
ment pools.

Proposed Budget

Change
1974-75 1975-76 Amount Percent
Total $67,087,571 $67,371,950 $284.379 0.4%

General Funds ... 55,836,236 55,836,236 —_ —_

As indicated above, no General Fund increase is proposed. Merit salary
increases and price increases for these activities are budgeted in a lump
sum account under provisions for allocation. The funding trend for gen-
eral administration and services is shown in Table 26.

Table 26

General Administration and Services
General Fund Expendituras

1973-74 - 1974-75 197576

Executive Management ... $16,682,004 - 818,094,000 $18:094,000
Fiscal OPerations .. ememsesrmsesnmssersissssee 9,568,469 7,368,000 7,368,000
General administrative services ......von.. 9,165,747 10,162,000 10,162,000
* Logistical services 9,346,644 10,496,000 10,496,000
Community relations ........ceevermersovesenmonenns 2 827,697 3,071,000 3,071,000
Employee benefits T 6,645,000 6,645,000 -
Total expendilires ..o ceromssmmssames $47,590,561 $55,836,000 $55,836,000
Total FTE ....ccvvvrvirsermssrsmsssmmmmsssmrsssnsresseners 3,205.89 3,360.25 3,360.25

Computer Cantral Language Deleted

In the 1974-75 Analysis we reported in some detail on the utilization of
electronic computers within the University for both instruction and ad-
ministrative data processing. We also noted that a position “executive
director of computers” had been established as well as a universitywide
computer policy board.
A recommendation by our office that the University refrain from fur-
ther expending funds for any significant new computer acquisitions until



720 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 332-343

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA—Continued

systemwide policies and a University master plan were formally adopted
was accepted by the Legislature. As a result, Item 349 of the Budget Act
of 1974 contained language which prohibited the University from expend-
ing funds appropriated by the act for any new medium or large-scale
computers which exceed 100,000 positions of core memory until the
recommended plan and policies are formally adopted by the University
and submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the fiscal
committees. That language was deleted from the 1975 Budget Bill.

Policies and Plan Expected

We understand that the University anticipates adopting such a plan
together with related policies in the Spring of 1975. We are therefore not
in a position to recommend continuation or support elimination in 1975-76
of control language until the expected documents have been submitted by
the University and reviewed by our office.

Although the acquisition of new or replacement of medium and large-
scale computers was deferred by the control language, the University
continues to acquire substantial numbers of new minicomputers which
now provide significantly increased computing capability. We expect that
the policies and plan will deal with the acquisition of minicomputers as
well as the larger machines.

Information Systems Division

The Information Systems Division within the University is the unit
responsible for developing and operating data processing systems for all
administrative functions for all campuses and the office of the President.
{except for hospitals and major AEC laboratories). The unit is responsible
for a consolidated data processing center operation with facilities located
in Berkeley and Los Angeles (two computers in each facility).

The Legislature approved additional funds for administrative data proc-
essing in last year’s budget totaling $980,000. These funds were intended
for enhancing both the computer equipment and operational capabilities
in the administrative data centers and planning and developing a number
of new management information systems.

This increased level of support is continued in the budget year. New
systems which are in various stages of development include financial ac- -
counts payable, payroll/personnel, fiscal analysis data system and the
physical plant management information system.

9. MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PLANT

Functional Description

This budget function provides generally for (1) maintenance of reasona-
ble standards of repair, utility and cleanliness, and (2) improvement in
standards of campus facilities in accord with technological advancement.
Maintenance and operation of plant is an essential supporting service to
the University’s primary teaching, research, and public service programs.
These plant costs include such activities as fire protection, building and
grounds maintenance, utilities, refuse disposal and other similar expenses.
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Proposed Budget

Change
. 1974-75 1975-76 Amount Percent
Total $47,380,597 §49,199,981 $1,819,384 3.8%
General Funds.........comromrnnnn 47,044,727 48,863,161 1,818,434 39

The increase of $1,818,434 includes (1) $575,434 for building mainte-
nance and janitorial services and (2) $1,243,000 for basis utilities and refuse
support of new buildings.

Maintenance and Janitorial Workload

An historic measurement of workload growth is total dollars spent relat-
ed to growth in outside gross square feet. Table 27 shows this growth from
1969-70 through 1975-76. As indicated, the rate of increase has been de-
clining each year for a number of years, reflecting a lessening rate of new
construction. However, this trend reversed in 1974-75. For 1975-76 this
reversal is expected to continue with an estimated growth of 874,371
outside gross square feet or 2.8 percent. This increase in workload is re-
flected by the $575,434 (2.6 percent) increase budgeted for maintenance
and _]amtorlal services.

Table 27
Outside Gross Square Feet 1969-70-—1975-76 B
. Total outside - Year to year

Year gross square feet  percent increase
IB9-T0 1.ooovrsverssrsmrnsssssssrisssmsssssssssssssssssasesssssssstssesasssattstssssens 27,677,543 8.5%
15970-71 .. 29,099,000 5.1
1971-72 " 30,247,000 39
LT2TT e st s e R ATt s 30,522,700 1.0
1973-74 30,452,000 0.2
1974-75 31,044,000 19
TITET0 oo sscrssrsssssssssssasessssssssssssesss essatiasessttsssssssmtosssssssesssssssamasnssasssssemsmsssone 31918871 2.8

Workload Growth Qverstated

We recommend that the workload increase budgeted for plant opera-
tions and maintenance be reduced by $402,5803 to $1 72631 to reflect a
more accurate estirnate of workload growth.

As previously noted, the budget increase for plant operations and main-
tenance is directly related to the incremental growth of 874,371 square
feet scheduled for operation and maintenance in 1975-76. Our review of
the detail supporting the incremental growth estimate identified 609,298
gross square feet of space (70 percent of the budget estimate) that should
not be counted. This is because (1) some.of the space will not be available
for occupancy during 1975~76 because of construction and funding delays
and (2). some of the space is not newly added space but merely newly
altered space that was previously maintained and therefore should not
generate additional maintenance staff a second time. Consequently, we
are recommending that the budgeted workload increment be adjusted
downward proportionate to the growth overstatement.
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Recharge Policy Needs Clarification

We recommend that the University submit a report to the Joint Legzsfa-
tHve Budget Committee by November 1, 1975 identifying all space con-
structed by non-state sources and/or ocaupfed by non-state funded
activities. This data should include the size, location, occupancy and
source of funding for construction and operating support for the occu-
pants.

Our review of the detailed space data submitted by the University to
support its workload request also raised a question regarding the assign-
ment of responsibility for maintenance and operating services costs. The
University stated that its policy regarding the eligibility of campus build-
ings for state-funded maintenance and operation is based on the activity
occupying the space, and not on the source of construction funding. All
University departments and other campus activities are eligible for state-
supported services except “major activities funded from specific income

sources such as hospitals, student organizations, and residence and dining

facilities.” These excepted activities are recharged for all maintenance
and operating services. Because federal contract and grant activities pro-
vide overhead monies to the state as well as the University, these activities
are considered eligible for state-supported services. For 1975-76, the state
share of the overhead monies is estimated to be $20.2 million.

We question whether the state should assume the responsibility for
operation and maintenance of space which is not reviewed by the state
and which is funded from nonbudgeted sources such as gifts, Regents
funds, registration fees, and loans. We also question whether the state’s 50
percent share of federal overhead funds is sufficient to cover all the sup-
porting costs the University claims it offsets. Further, we have not been
able to verify that the University is adhering to its recharge policy. Be-
cause of the lack of data to identify the magnitude of the situation, we are
recommending that the University prepare a comprehensive report so
that the Legisldture may give future consideration to this issue.

Deferred Maintenance {ltem 337)

Included as a separate Budget Act appropriation is a $500,000 state
appropriation to assist in lowering the substantial backlog of $10.4 million
in deferred maintenance. The Budget Act item also includes language
requiring equal matching by the Regents from nonstate funds and exclud-
ing the use of educational fees for matching purposes.

Beginning in November 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 inijtial 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 appeared to have stabilized when the
1972 report showed a new increase of $1 million.

In response to the deferred maintenance problem the Regents allocated
$2 million from the educational fee in 1973-74 and $1.5 million in 1974-75
and are proposing to allocate $1.5 million from the same source in 1975-76.
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The Regents also allocated $.5 million from opportunity funds in 1974-75

to match the state appropriation and are proposmg to continue that policy
in 1975-76.

* Deferred Maintenance Backlog

Table 28 indicates that; in spite of generally increased expenditures on
each campus, the backlog has continued to grow. Further, there appears
to be no consistent relationship between the size of a campus’s backlog
and its allocation. In the past we have suggested that this is evidence of
the marginal nature of some of the projects included in the backlog list.
It may also reflect additional universitywide project scrutiny based on
limited funding. '

We conducted a cursory review of the detailed 1974-75 deferred main-
tenance backlog list and identified projects totaling in excess of $2.7 mil-
lion that appeared questionable applying the University’s own criteria for
* determination of a deferred maintenance project. Projects are also seg-
mented to comply with a $50,000 limit per item, thus spreading funding

over a number of years and incurring increased costs due to inflation and .

further deterioration. )

Table 28 also displays another inconsistency. The increased level of
expenditure in 1973-74 not only failed to halt the backlog growth but on
some campuses prompted even greater increases.' Discounting for the
effects of construction inflation indicates that there was a period when the
backlog seemed to be stabilizing but renewed interest appears to have
halted that trend, with substant1al growth taking place between 1971 and
1974,

It would appear from the table and foregoing discussion that 1ncreased
funding may not be the total answer to the deferred maintenance prob-
lem. However, it is our understanding that a certain level of backlogged
work is necessary and acceptable from an operations and management
standpoint to facilitate planning, scheduling and the efficient allocation of
resources. Just what that acceptable level should be for the University has
not been determined.

The University is attempting to develop an acceptable method for
reconciling the relationship between the level of funding for maintenance
and the size of the deferred maintenance backlog. In addition, the Univet-
sity is also developing a Physical Plant Management Information System
to provide a management-oriented accounting system, relating dollars
expended to tasks performed and locations served. It will reinforce exist-
ing methods of production control and scheduling and introduce an auto-
mated preventive equipment maintenance program. :

10. STUDENT SERVICES

Functional Description

. Avariety of programs are included within this budget function and they

are generally classified according to their source of funds. Services directly
related to the functioning of the instructional program are financed by
state or University general funds. These services may include admission,



Table 28

Deferred Maintenance Backlog and Actual Expenditures®

1871-72 through 1973-74

1971-72 : 1972-73 - - : 1975-74 1974-75
Backlog Expenditure Backlog Expenditure - Backlog Expenditure - ‘Backlog
Campus - - - . :

Berkeley .. cerrercserssssnsssrsssesnessene e $1,748,950 $196,704 $2,759,000 $456,211 $2,766,620° $448,469 $872,000°
Davis T 828,000 90,158 838,840 96,854 1,072,967 258,027 3282075
Irvine 3 - — 120 150,963 23 795 216,508 68,512 - 211,942
Los Angeles ... 1,348,234 298,505 1,208,841 442,302 1,701,974 309,060 3,293,100
Riverside : 199,988 30,594 135,475 78,213 197,156 87,501 247,357
San Diego : 157,629 98,001 373,487 105,134 486,558 170,581 599,960
San Franciseo 185,700 46,006 136,000 195,372 447,200 66,437 381,800
Santa Barbara. .. T 581631 104,570 370,555 107,597 " 761,268 78,540 - 1245569
Santa Cruz —_ 26,557 Y (A . 8,422 142,225 66,139 965,600
Richmond Field Sta....cocrsmmmssrrssanens 156,028 . — 94512 — 104,034 — 81,650
TORAL oo vrne $5,136,160  $891,615 $6,345,618 $1,513,900 $7,896,510 $1,553,266 © 310,481,153
State . - 437590 . - - 713,205 — 570,428 —
ucC - 454,025 — - 800,695 — 982,838 —
Backlog Total in 1971-72 Dollars .......c... $5,136,160 — $5,711,056 - — $6,317.424 — $6,288,691

‘The Berkeley campus lists addmonal deferred projects totaling $5 million, not included for funding,
¥ Campuses have 15 months {or longer, if justified) to complete funded projects, and unexpended balances for uncompleted projects are carried forward.
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selection, student registration, class scheduling, grade recording, and stu-
dent statistical information. The services that are related to the mainte-
nance of the student’s well-being are financed largely from registration
fees. These services include medical care, housing location, employment
placement, counseling, cultural, recreational and athletic activities.

Proposed Budget

' Change
1974-75 197578 Amount  Percent

L 40,303,843 $40,67445% ©  §370,616 0.9%
- General Fund........... 9,698,906 9,698,906 — —

As indicated, no General Fund increase is proposed. The $370,616 in-
crease is from University restricted funds primarily generated from educa-
ticnal and registration fees.

The General Funds included in the budget are allocated to those areas
shown in Table 28.

Table 29

" General Fund Student Services Expenditures
{in thousands)

1973-74 197475 1975-76
Budgeted Budgeted Estimated
Admissions and Records ..o $5,517 36,248 . 36,248

Dean of SHdents... i i - 1,118 1,840 1,840
Financial aid administration.... O 541 s1l 511
Public ceremonies 109 163 . 163
MiSCEllANEOUS .vveevvrvesernrrrssersrerssassirsssstnesssesseses 662 24 24
Employee benefit ....... .- 636 913 913

TOMAL oottt $8,603 $9,699 $9,699

Registration Fee Resources and Administration

In 1953 the registration fee was made uniform for all campuses and the
current rate of $100 per quarter was established in 1968. However, campus
resources differ because each has a different mix between full-fee, partial-
fee and nonfee paying students, In addition, there is a considerable vari-
ance in total enrollmerits among the nine campuses. Current policy re-
quires that campus use of registration fee income be limited to support of
those student services and facilities for the well-being of students. These
include such activities as recreational and cultural programs, placement,
student publications, counseling, financial aids administration, and certain
other student related programs, as well as intercollegiate athletics, arts
and lectures, and student health service. Facilities support includes capital
improvements which provide extracurricular benefits for students and
amortization of such projects. .

Current University policy regarding administration of registration fee
resources requires that broad policy and program guidelines be provided
by the office of the president but.specific allocations to programs are the
prerogative of the carnpuses. Campuses are therefore accorded the flexi-
bility to manage fee-funded programs. Consequently, individual program
costs per student on each campus differ because of the difference in the
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services and activities offered on any giveh campus. Programs also vary
because the resource base afforded each campus is different and fixed by
the level of enrollment.
Fee Increase Predicted ;

In our 1973~74 Analysis we reported that the Regents had been advised

that “demands on University registration fee income for student services -

and facilities, including inflationary costs, were considerably in excess of
anticipated income.” Subsequently, to avoid program reductions in 1973-
74 and to alleviate pressure to raise the fee, the Regents adopted a policy
limiting the use of the fee to student services, To implement this policy
the Regents approved a series of funding shifts involving the Registration
Fee, the Educational Fee and the University Opportunity Fund. The net
fiscal effect of these shifts was a $3.1 million reduction in registration fee
costs, the assumption of a $4.5 million obligation by educational fees, and
the release of $1.4 million of opportunity funds. Although this policy pro-
vided some temporary relief, the Legislature was warned that a potential
existed for increases in the future. In response, the-Legislature requested
the University to prepare a detailed report identifying the problems.

The report prepared pursuant to‘this request concluded that although
no increase in the University registration fee was needed for 1974-75,
based upon current and projected program levels and giving considera-
tion to salary and inflationary increases, an increase in the University
Registration Fee appeared necessary by 1975-76. The University further
stressed that it was studying the extent of such an increase, but that
campuses would have to closely review priorities and adjust programs to
operate within 1974-75 income projections.

In its report, the University determined the potential for a fee increase
by projecting fee income and program costs for 197475 and 1975-76.
Based on these projections, the report cited inflation as a major contribu-
tor to the problem. The report concluded that current programs could be
funded but at the expense of eroding capital reserves.

Qur analysis of projected registration fee cash flow statements and other
data included in the report failed to substantiate the University’s conclu-
sions. It appeared that special capital outlay expenditures had been and
were continuing to divert registration fee resources away from ongeing
programs. In fact, the pressure on the fee was primarily due to planned
capital outlay programs on three campuses.

- Registration Fee Alternatives

There are various alternatives to the problem posed by the diminishing
growth trend in registration fee resources. Some of these are: (1) a system-
wide fee increase, (2) a differential fee increase on those campuses where
fee resources are inadequate, (3) pooling and central administration of all
resources, {4) a concerted effort by each campus to budget and operate
within income projections, (5) the reduction or ehm1nat1on of selected
programs and {6) seek alternate funding sources.

For 1975-76, the Regents’ Budget proposed the alternate fundlng solu-
tion. The proposal includes shifting $2.5 million for placement and career
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planning activities to the Educational Fee. In addition, the Regents
proposed that the state assume the responsibility for registration fee sup-
ported programs totaling $4.2 million in 1975-76 and $6.2 million in 1976-
77

In late October, 1974, we asked the University for updated cash flow
staterments and other data to verify that the information in the 1973 report
is still current. We believe this type of information is essential to identify-
ing and substantiating the scope of the problem and the related fiscal
implications. To date we have not received a response to that request.

'11. Provisions for Allocation

Functicnal Description

The provisions for allocation category is compnsed of universitywide.

programs and items not assigned to specific campuses. These allocations
are made to the campuses on the basis of workload requirements. Exam-
ples include such items as unallocated endowment income, merit in-
creases and promotions, provisions for price increases and budgetary
savings. These increases are summarized in Table 30.

Maorits and Promotions

The $8,773,000 for merits and promotions includes $5,136,000 for aca-
demics and $3,637,000 for staff. The amount included for academic merit
increases and promotions represents 2.058 percent of the estimated 1974-
75 General Fund academic salary base of $220.7 million plus related em-
ployee benefits for faculty and academic personnel. The staff merit in-
crease amount represents approximately 2.3 percent of budgeted 1974-75
staff salaries of $155.2 million and includes related employee benefits.

Table 30
Provisions for Allocatlons

1974-75 - 197576 Change
General funds

Merits and PrOMONOS. ..o ecssinrsscssssasssmmsssossisssassssans $3,806,504  $12,579,504 $8,773,000
PriCE INCTEASE cviissssrrsinssisnssiammissssrsssssssessssmassssssnsssssssssnn 5,063,959 20,100,734 15,055,775
Deferred maintenanee. ... 500,000 500,000 —
Budgetary savings . 7,800,000  —7,800,000 —
Range adjustment .... 3,175,521 3175521 —
Undergraduate teachmg (Item 334) cosvrrninrcsereraines 1,000,000 = 1,000,000
Unemployment insurance —_ 700,000 . 700000
Other employee benefits ..., . 543419 543,419
Replacement of federal reductons .. 91,000 —294,000 .—385 000
Malpractice insurance — 2,483,000 2,483,000
Prior year balances 1,398,906 . 98906 —1,300,000
Other " . 3,382,497 3,438,507 56,010
Totals—general funds. 311,151,806  $36,534,59]1  $25,382,785
Restricted funds
Endowment income unallocated .................................. 32,186,059 ¢ $2,388,159 $202,100
Registration fee—unallocated ....... . 2,129,980 2560199 ., 430219
Other restricted fund provisions 4,579,736 6,523,608 1,943,872
Total restricted funds............ : . 88895775  S11471966 - 32,576,191

Total provisions for allocations §20,047,381  $48,234866  $27,958976
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Price Incroase Excessive

We recommend a §1,459,000 reduction in the Uni Verﬂty 5 price increase
provision to reflect a consistent policy.

The General Fund price increase of $15,055,775 (14 3 percent) includes
{1) a general price increase of $8,789,000 or 11 percent, (2) $932,775 or 11
percent for library book price increases, and (3) $5,334,000 to cover man-
datory cost increases for utilities and replace a 1974-75 utilities and operat-
ing budget deficit fuuded by the Regents. By contrast, the Department of
Finance price letter guidelines which serve as the basis for budgeting
price increase funds for all other state agencies, allow (1) an 11 percent
general price increase for expenditure items not covered by specific in-
structions, (2) a 7 percent price increase for books, and (3) increases for
specific utilities ranging from 10 to 20 percent. In addition, the price letter
covers allowable increases for other operating expense items such as-tele-
phone rates, travel, medical supplies, clothing, postage, laundry and feed- .
ing. Price increases for this latter grouping range from none to 6 percent.

The University’s procedure for budgeting price increases was to extract
and justify separate increases for utilities and library books and then apply
the 11 percent general price gmdehne to the balance. The effect of this.
procedure was to produce an overall price increase request of 14.3 percent -
which includes 2.5 percent to replace a utilities budget deficit. This con-
trasts with the California State University and Colleges overall 8.3 percent
request developed by applying the price letter guldelmes to each type of
expenditure individually. .

We believe that the University’s methodology for determining its price
increase request is inconsistent. Detailing only selected expenditure items
for special budget consideration while lumping the remainder under the
higher general price increase allowance appears to be a best of both
worlds methedology. In the absence of a more detailed breakdown, con-
sistent with the price letter guidelines, we believe the overall price in-
crease allowance of 11 percent is all that is justified. Application of this
percentage to the total of expenditures subject to a price increase and
including a 1.9 percent allowance to cover only the unfunded 1974-75
utilities price increase justifies a total 1975-76 price increase provision of
$13,596,948. This amount is $1,458,827 less than the amount budgeted and
represents our recommended reduction.

Unemployment Insurance

~ The $700,000 increase for unemployment insurance represents restora-
tion of General Fund budgetary support for this purpose. The University
anticipates that current General Fund reserve support will reflect a deficit
by the end of 1974-75. The $700,000 includes $150,000 for administrative
costs and $550,000) to cover claims costs, which are prOJected to stabilize
at the current rate of $136,000 per quarter.
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Malpractice Insurance Incraasmg P

The University purchases malpractice insurance through the California
Hospital Association. In August, the insurance carrier notified the Univer-
sity that additional funds were needed to fund malpractice rigk for 1974-
75. To avoid cancellation, the University renegotiated the premium.
However, the new rate of $3,557,890 exceeded the amount available ($1,-
713,604) by $1,844,286. The University has requested 1974-75 state funding
to offset this deficit from a special provision established by the Legislature
for unanticipated price increases. However, the continuation cost of this
deficit has to be funded in 1975-76 along with a further increase in premi-
ums. : :

_ Table 31
Malpractice Insurance Premiums

Policy Period : Premium Cost Percent Increase

1969-70 $L115,000 - -
1970-71 : 1,336,000 19.8%
1971-72 1,348,000 , 9
197973 1,749,000 . 907
1973-14 : 2,609,000 49.2
1974-75 (estimated) - 6,713,000 1573
1975-76 (estimated) = - 7813000 , 164

As indicated in Table 31 there has been a substantial increase in premi-
ums in a relatively short period. Further, there is no assurance that this
trend will not continue in the future. In addition, it is currently estimated
that the take over of Orange County Medical Center could raise total
malpractice premiums projected for 1975-76 by $500,000.

The major alternative available to the University to finance and manage
malpractice risk is to self-insure. The most ' recent cost comparison be-
tween this option and insuring with a private carrier indicates that there
is apparently no financial advantage to self-insurance at this time. Savings
in the primary risk level are more than offset by the increased cost of
excess insurance because underwriters charge more for an individual
untested program than for one of their larger contracts. Excess insurance
is purchased to protect against (1) greater loss frequency than anticipated
that leads to a high aggregate loss level, and (2) a single large loss. Cur-
rently, the primary carrier provides excess coverage for higher than an-
ticipated frequency and single loss excess is purchased from excess

carriers, including Lloyd’s of London:

Malpractice Increase—Overbudgeted

We recommend a reduction of $55,714 to bring the proposed increase
in line with University’s request.

The budget provides a General Fund increase of $2,483,000 for a 197576
malpractice insurance premium increase and to continue the 1974-75
deficit ievel. The University has requested a total of $2,427,286 for these
purposes, $35,714 less than budgeted. Consequently, we are recommend-
ing a budget reduction to correct this apparent budget oversight.

. 25—87059
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Federal Funds Replacement

This $385,000 reduction in General Fund provisions reflects the budget
decision to withhold recommending continuation of contingent funding

for two federal programs (Hill-Rhodes Act and Bankhead-Jones) pending .

more dependable information on future federal funding prospects. A brief
discussion of the Hill-Rhodes Act situation appears on page 702 of this
analysis under the instruction and departmental research function.

Excess Savings

Excess savings are those savings made beyond the savings target an-
ticipated in the budget. The University’s basic savings target for 1973-74
amounted to $9.4 million, or 2.14 percent of all budgeted state General -
Funds. However, as in the past, the University generated excess savings
to fund contingencies such as self-insurance premiums, bad-debt and col-

" lection-cost writeoffs, priority equipment needs and special one time cir-
cumnstances. These additional costs were funded by imposing more
stringent limitations on expenditures. Table 32 shows the disposition of
excess savings from 1969-70 to 1973-74.

] Table 32
Disposition of Excess Savings 1969-70 to 1973-74

Returned to

Excess Savings Reallocated State
196970, .oomvrevrrroen s o $1074,300 $1,588,300 $—514,000
1970-71. 3,810,700 3,937,700 573,000
1971=T2.evcirnene e 3,125,630 2,918,630 207,000
1972-73.... e e 1,838,363 856,490 981,873

LT S R — : - 2,233,205 -

Reallocation of Excess Savings

As directed by the Conference Committee on the 1970-71 Budget, the
University reports annually on those nonbudgeted items financed from
excess General Fund savings. This report was designed to audit University
use of these funds to assure that policies were not established that were
contrary to previous decisions. The report of 1973-74 expenditures shows
that $2,233,295 was reallocated to other purposes. The transfers are sum-
marized in Table 33.

Table 33
Summary of Transfers from Excess Savings 1973-74
1. Funding an annual reserve for University fire and extended risk self insurance...... £134,889
2. Write-off of uncollectibles and coOlleCtions COSES......oo i 99,679
3. AQditional UHHES COSES ..muvoreeeecvvcreesieecesceeseee it s sessaresssessrssssessssnsessarras strssss s ess srasesssmsssssasenn 1,364,000
4. Employee benefit shortfall....coorcnnincee. . 20,017
5. Laboratory supplies deficit (Santa Cruz) ... s . 46,870
6. Instructional equipment augmentation .......... ; 567,840

Our review of the excess savings reallocations raises some questions
regarding University decisions.
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Recurring Costs

We recornmend that excess sa vings expenditures of a continuing nature
be budgeted and budgetary sa Vmgs be mereased $235 0 to reflect this
shift.

Commencing with the Umvers1ty s first report to the Legislature of the
use excess budgetary savings, there have been annual expenditures for (1)
a reserve for University fire and extended risk self-insurance and (2)
write-offs of uncollectibles and collection costs. As part of the University’s
self-insurance program for fire and explosion damage, payable within the
uninsured $1 million deductible, an amount needed to cover estimated
losses is funded each year. Further, after a normal time period of one year,
bad debts and related collection costs are written off University books and
replacement funds are provided from budgetary savings.

Because of the continuing nature of these expenditures, we believe they
should be funded directly in the operating budget and recogmzed as
ongoing costs. It should only be necessary to generate excess savings
beyond the budgeted target to cover extraordinary requirements of a one
time nature. The alternative is to continue maintaining the budgetary
savings target at an artificially low level to insure funding operating needs.
We believe the former represents a better approach to budgeting.

Unsupportable Transfer -

We recommend that budgetary savings be increased by $614,710 to
recover inappropriate expenditures,

" In the 1974-75 Analysis we were critical of the University’s decision to
use excess savings for an unauthorized increase in an approved program
level (Clinical Teachirig Support). In addition, in previous analyses we
have noted where expenditures of excess savings were used for items
reviewed and denied in the normal budgeting processes. Qur review of
the items in Table 33 raises similar questions with respect to the charge
of $46,870 to fund a program deficit at Santa Cruz and $567,840 to purchase
instructional equipment in augmentation of the budgeted level.

The Santa Cruz expenditure contradicts the historical state practice of
budgeting the University on a lump sum basis. The process of budgetary
review and allocations to broad functional categories assumes that individ-
ual program deficits and surpluses are balanced by internal reallocation.
Consequently, this type of excess savings allocation sets a potentiaily costly
precedent.

As indicated, the 1nstruct10nal equipment expendIture is similar to prior
year allocatlons with which we have not concurred. It represents an itemn
that was reviewed and ultimately denied in the normal budget procedure.

Extraordinary and Emergency Uses

In summary, we suggest that in the future the University only apply
excess savings to extraordinary and emergency uses. However, since real-
locations of funds from budgetary savings are only available for review on
a postaudit basis, the state's logical recourse for recovering unauthorized
expenditures is by adjusting future allocations. Consequently, we are
recommending that salary savings be increased to recover the unauthor-
ized expenditures.
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Undergraduate Teachlng Excellence Program {ltem 334) -
The Budget Bill continues a spemal approprlanon of 1 m11110n to sup-

port a universitywide program to “substantially increase interest in and
give special recognition to excellence of undergraduate instruction.” This

is the third year state funding has been proposed. The program was initiat-

ed with the appropriation of an equivalent amount in the 1973 Budget Act
- following a successful student lobbying effort. The availability of the funds
*is contingent upon Board of Regents adoption, publication and implemen-
tation of a universitywide plan. The program is also supplemented by an
additional $1 million of Regents’ funds devoted to other kinds of instruc-
tional improvement projects.

The Regents authorized the president to develop a plan consisting of
Campus programs for use of the special state appropriation under three
main categories:

1. Teaching evaluation and related programs for improvement based
-on the evaluations.

2. Summer instructional grants to 1mprove courses, curricula, and in-

struction.

3. Seminars or other special courses for new students.

The Regents also specified that at least 50 percent of the funds allocated
would be used for teaching evaluation.

Subsequently, a more developed plan, incorporating specific guidelines
for use of the funding, was transmitted to each of the campuses along with
an estimate of the amount of funds earmarked for each campus. For the
1974-75 program, the guidelines were modified. This included (1) a broad-
er interpretation of evaluation needs to give campuses more flexibility, (2)
changes in the role of the Presidents Advisory Committee on Instructional
Improvement Programs {PACIIP) and (3) clarification of the limits on
compensation to faculty. In addition, campus allocations were determined
somewhat differently. For 1973-74, allocations were based primarily on
the relative projected size of budgeted undergraduate enrollments. For
197475, a core amount of $5,000 per campus was first provided, with the
balance distributed on the basis of enrollments. The amounts allocated are
sumimarized in Table 34.

Table 34
Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Campus Funding
Campus 1973-74 197475

Berkeley R bR AT LSRR b AR R s $235,000 $292 500
Davis " . — : 135,000 134,500
70,000 - 79,000

220,000 208,000

~ Riverside : 60,000 46,500
* San DIe0 .. rrerereerrerress e 70,000 79,000
San Francisco ... - ‘ 10,000
Santa Barbara 120,000 ' 125,000
Santa Cruz . 60,000 65,000
Unallocated : 30,000 29,500

TOTAL ...... e s sraes $1,000,000 $1,000,000
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Progress Reports

The Supplemental Report of the 1973 Budget Conference Committee
recommended that the University submit a report on the proposed under-
graduate teaching excellence program by November 1, 1973. An interim
progress report was submitted in early December along with indications
that a more detailed account would be forthcoming. Additional informa-
tion was presented in late April, 1974 at a subcommittee hearing on the
subject. However, the most comprehensive review (Stone Report) of the
program, a detailed study titled Toward Excellence in Teaching, Too, was
presented to the Regents in November, 1974. This study was conducted
by a special evaluation research team, made up of faculty, researchers,
special consultants and students, under the aegis of the President’s Office.
This effort was directed by Professor James C. Stone, UCB, and covérs the
operation of the special $1 million program during 1973-74.

In late December, 1974, the University submitted a progress report on
the 1974-75 program pursuant to a 1974 Budget Conference Committee
Supplemental Report recommendation that a comprehensive report be
submitted by November 1, 1974. The report is described as tentative
because, as late as October 1974, many campuses had not finalized their
programs. Consequently, the detail, specificity and completeness of the
programs vary from eampus to campus. This late planning process makes
it impossible to identify the planned uses of the $1 million proposed in
1975-76 to continue the program. - -

Stone Report

As indicated, the Stone Report represents the most comprehensive re-
view of the $1 million program and its effectiveness to date. While the
report stated that it is still too early to reach definitive conclusions, it
identified many issues of importance and complexity and raised some
doubts about the program’s potential.

The report concluded that, with respect to the guidelines, the $1 million
was essentially spent correctly. As indicated in Table 35, 47 percent of the
funds were used for evaluation projects. Beyond that, project emphasis
and levels of expenditures varied from campus to campus. The tangible
products of these expenditures included such things as purchasing $236,-
000 of *needed” instructional equipment, designing 54 new courses, at-
tempting 148 specific projects, supporting 7 student handbooks, designing
or improving 6 new teacher evaluation systems, etc. However, observa-
tions in the report indicate some important deficiencies. For example,
there had not yet been a broad based impact on traditional programs.
There was little indication of success using evaluation to improve instruc-
tion. Student impact was not great and involvement in specific projects
was minimal. Faculty involvement was limited, with no widespread par-
ticipation by academic senate divisions or schools, departments and col-
leges. Few faculty sought to develop projects leading to self-improvement
in teaching. To many, the $1 million special fund represented an invasion
of campus autonomy “because it was earmarked and imposed an obliga-



Table 35
Percentage Distribution of Special $1 Million Fund Allocations for 1973-74
. HRiver- San Santa Sania uc
Berkeley Davis Irvine UCLA side Diego Barbara Cruz ~ Systemr

By Type of Project ‘ . S
A. Evaluation Projects 49 31 .36 A5 61 66 - 56 .40 AT
1. Department or currictlum. ... .. 08 12 - —_ A3 C— 15 — 06
II. Specific courses o 04 - e — — -— 08 — 02
III. Teaching and evaluation..... . .16 — 33 45 48 .66 23 40 30
IV. Improvement of instruchon........oo.e.... 20 18 03 — 01 — A — - .09
B. Summer Project 49 51 40 M 38 3 K 60 42
1. Redesign of existing activities 42 33 23 a1 98 19 21 43 .29
1. Curriculum Design........ . M — 03 13 - — — 10 05
L Individual cOUTSES.....voinecrrceneesrssressenees 02 I8 14 R 1) .10 15 10 .07 .08
C. Entering Students.... 03 18 24 21 = — A3 — A1
1. Redesign of existing activities .......... — 10 24 Bli) - — 09 — 08
IL Curriculum — o0 — 05 — — 04 — 02
IIL Individual courses............ Cvetendeeeeeseree 03 .06 - - o= — - — 01

By Type of Expense )

On Academic staff salaries ... 20 30 27 A4 35 58 33 23 33
B. Summer Academic salaries .38 32 34 BT 02 23 29 34 27
C. Equipment and materials........coommemurermmmevenns 24 35 .16 2 59 16 21 10 25
1. Consultants 0 02 07 — —_ - | 08 03
E. Other . 04 06 12 20 oM 0 14 01 - 09
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tion on the campuses”. Consequently, all programs weére essentially devel-
oped on an ad hoc basis by individual faculty members.

Dubious Program Benefits

We recommend the deletion of the special $1 million appropnat:on for
the undergraduate teaching excellence program.

In summary, the student initiated $1 million program for undergraduate
teaching excellence could be characterized as dollars chasing a program.
The effort got off to a slow start, probably because it was not sought by

_the University, and funding continues to precede planning on most cam-

puses, as evidenced by the lack of budgeting detail. It also suffers from the
apparent lack of committment and involvement of organized academic
units. Aside from budget conirol language and more stringent university-
wide guidelines, the state’s $1 million program appears to be no different
than the Regent’s funded Innovative Projects ($400,000) and Undergradu-
ate Intructional Improvement Grants ($300,000) or the Ed Fee funded
program for Excellence in Instruction ($300,000)}. The [ormer two Re-
gent’s programs are ongoing and have historically been funded from non-
state sources while the latter was established by the Regents in 1974-75.
In light of the problems and lack of success associated with the state’s
program and considering the availability of $1 million of Regent’s con-
trolled funding for similar programs, it is difficult to justify continuation
of state General Fund support for an additional $1 million for innovation.

12, SPECIAL REGENTS PROGRAMS

Functional Description

In accordance with Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 66 of the 1967
legislative session, the Governor’s Budget contains the planned programs
to be financed from the University’s share of federal overhead funds. This
concurrent resolution continued the policy of equal division of overhead
funds between the University and the state with the state’s portion being
assigned as an operating income and the University’s portion being used
as restricted funds to finance special Regent’s programs.

© Proposed Budget

Change
1974-75 197576 Amount . Percent
$20,743,613 $22,492 613 $1,749,000 84%

Total
General Funds.....

A total program of $22.2 million and the changes reflected by a portion
of the $1.7 million increase are shown and discussed in detail on page 905
of the Governor’s Budget and are not repeated here. The increases are
summarized below.

Student aid .o ——— . $1,496,000
Educational enrichment . e s eSS b b s 158,000

FACURY STUAY coorvrricencrsiicesissssers s ssssassssscsissmssess essssmas sssssssassssessos anssrsssss s sessassessssessssassssssson 59,000
Miscellaneous special programs... —9264,000
Total allocated ..... §1,449,000

Unallocated ... veecmercrmesnisirniisress e e e et e $300,000
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13. | AUXILIARY ENTERPRISES

e

Functional Description

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

Proposed Budget

’ Change
' 1974-75 1975-76 Amount - Percent
TOtal oo, 54,353,356 . §55,871,333 81517977 2.8%

General Funds ..o vccermmereennn -

The increase indicated above is not discussed in the budget. No state

funding is provided for activities within this function.
14. STUDENT AID

Functional Description ) '

Included in this function is the budgeted portion of the University-
administered student-aid programs including scholarships, fellowships,
-grants and loans. Not included is the program supported by overhead
listed as special Regents programs. The bulk of the federal student aid
funds is not included in the budget and is reported separately.

Proposed Budget

Change
97475 197576 Amount Percent
011 OO SN $14,458,776 $17,680,252 - $3,221.476 22.3%
General Funds .. : ; — 1,100,000 1,100,000 —
Restricted Funds ... e 14,458,776 -, 16,580,252 2,121,476 M7%

In the past no staté appropriations have been made directly to the
student aid budget 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 fund is not budgeted and is included
as extramural funds.

Supplemental information printed in the budget indicates a total of
$72,121,000 in actual expenditures for student aid in 1973-74 including
nonbudgeted funds. Of the total expended $6.6 million were state' funds
granted from programs administered by the State Scholarship and Loan
Commission. Also included were $625,000 in nonresident tuition waivers
which are subsidized by state funds. The Scholarship and Loan Commis-
sion estimates that the amount of grants to veterans under the GI Bill will
approximate $13.2 million which is also included in the total. However, the
$72.1 million estimate shown on page 1003 of the Governors Budget ap-

v
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pears to substantially underestimate actual expenditures. A January, 1973
inventory of student financial aid resources, issued after the Governor’s
Budget by the State Scholarship and Loan Commission, identifies total
University financial aid resources of $158,323,709 in 1973-74. Tables 36, 37
and 38 summarize some of the information compiled by the commission.

The Governor’s Budget does not identify the total student aid funds,
from all sources, budgeted by the University for 1975-76.

Table 36

University of California
Student Financial Aid Resources *

1972-73 1973-74
Undergraduates
ATTIOUDL 1ovvrcsasssersanssesssesmssssesssessenssssssssmssssererssssserns 863,378,018 T §67.979.264
NUMDbBEL of AWATAS «.coomvereeeceereersseeremsiesnsm vetressnnssessrassenes 93,134 100,330
Net unduplicated recipients®.... - 31,881 32,992
Amount per FTE student ... eeeneneneieceseses £834 $842
Percentage of undergraduate enrcllment receiving aid.. 42.0% 40.1%
Graduates
Amount ettt s e s $91,989,597 $50,344,445
Number of AWATS ... ss s esress . 56283 54,074
Net unduplicated recipients® 21,187 19,499
Amount per FTE student ..o ecmereeneeesrone $3,025 £2.845
Percentage of graduate enrollment receiving aid 69.7% 61.1%

Total AMOUNt OF ATd oo $155,367,615 $158,323,709

2 Includes scholarships, grants, loans, employment and other financial assistance (primarily in the form
of federal transfer payments such as GI Bill benefits, OASDI, Survivor's benefits, etc.)
b Recipients of institutionally administered or monitored funds.

Table 37
University of California
Summary of Financial Aid Resources for all Students
1972-73 and 1973-74

1972-73 197374
No. of Total MNo. of Total
Awards Amouant Awards Amount
Scholarships, Fellowships  and ) .

Grants ..o 51,881 345,253,782 58,367 $47.070,027
Loans ........... . 49,766 32,504,141 45,472 29,861,173
Employment 35,547 61,321,051 - 36,985 62,572,028

. Total, All Institutionally Adminis-

tered or Monitored Funds...... 137,194 . $139,078,974 140,824 . - $139,503,228 -
Total Net Unduphcated Rec1p|ents (53,068)* — (52 421" —
Other Financial Assistance . 12,293 316,288 641 13,580 $18,820,481

* Total, All Funds ... 149,417 $155,367,615 154,404 $158,323,709

® Recipients of institutionally administered or monitered funds.

Table 38

University of California
Uncommitted Financial Aid

1971-72 19773 197374
Restricted Unrestricted  Restricted  Unrestricted  Restricted Unrestricted
Undergraduates........ $269,767 §362,688 $345,462 $294,448 $63,698 $25,000
Graduates® ....ccovervene — . — 197,073 57,704 152,800 —
Total.iinn $542,535 - $282,152 $216,498 $25,000

2 Information not available for 1971-72.
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EOP Augmentation (Item 333)—Policy Change

We recommend special review pending receipt of additional documen-
tation identifying the total amount of student ard budgeted from all
sources and the extent of unmet need for 1975-76.

Included as a separate appropriation is a proposed $1,100,000 General
Fund increase to the University’s Educational Opportunity Program. The
proposal is contingent on the University maintaining its 1974-75 level of
expenditure for EOP from non-state sources and requires equal matching
by the University with non-state funds. Nevertheless, the proposal reflects
a new policy of state contribution to the University’s EOP program.

The Regents Budget for 1975-76 included a request for $1,100,000 in-
crease from the General Fund “to assure a minimum package of aid for
low income, disadvantaged students”. The principal reasons cited for this
request were (1) the decreasing share of federal appropriations flowing
to the University, (2) a substantial increase in the class of students eligible
for financial aid because the College Scholarship Service has reduced the
expected parental contribution, and (3) an expected increase in the num-
ber of students who will be forced to apply for financial aid because of
inflation. Virtually these same reasons were raised by the Student Body
Presidents’ Council in an October presentation to the Regents in support
of a recommendation that at least $1 million be added for scholarships and
grants-in-aid. The Regents responded by allocating an additional $1 mil-
lion from educational fees for student financial aid. -

Supporting Data Missing

As previously noted, the Governor’s Budget does not identify the total
amount of student aid from all sources budgeted for 1975-76. Further, no
definitive estimates are available for the current year. Consequently, the
current and budgeted levels of EOP support are not available. In addition
there is no comprehensive information available 1dent1fymg the unmet
need

" It is our understanding that University student aid funds are not ear-
marked for EOP students and these students draw on the normal supply
of student aid funds available to the University. Therefore, without any
definitive budget and unmet need information it is difficult to assess the
adequacy of the amount budgeted or report its impacts on the problem.
For example, the Regents Budget only requested an additional $1.1 mil-
lion for EOP while the Governor’s Budget is, in effect, proposing a $2.2
million increase. The budget narrative does not indicate why the Univer-
sity’s request was considered inadequate nor why it was necessary to
increase the amount requested by another $1.1 million.

Policy Issue

As the foregoing discussion points out, the budget proposal to increase
the amount of EOP funds available to University students in 1975-76 from
both state and non-state sources, implements a policy decision to provide
state support for EOP. Consequently, that policy decision is the budget
issue before the Legislature and determination of the amount to be budg-
eted is only subject to the availability of resources.

As indicated, from an analytical standpoint, we are unable to recom-
mend the amount budgeted because of insufficient documentation.
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However, we are sympathetic to the problem and have therefore with-
held our recommendation pending receipt of additional information.

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW
Item 344 from the General

Fund - o ' Budget p. 924
“Requested 1975-76 ................. erreereesssse s sssssinssssresmssesnnnnnns | $3,067,913
Estimated 1974-75 rrsrnsnsnssesnnsnns s 2,128,816
ACEUAL 1973=19T4 oot es s sttt st e en et s et ses e enns 2,136,571
Requested increase $338,097 (12.4 percent) ) ' :
Total recommended reduction ... $187,000
. ' Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Nonresident Students. Recommend special review of policy 740
to admit increasing numbers of nonresident students.

9. Educational Fees. Reduce $60,000. Recommend deferred 741
educational fee repayments be treated as regular education-
al fee reimbursements. o

3. Student Aid. Augment $20,000. Recommend augmentation 742

" for cost-of-living deficiencies in the legal educational oppor-

tunity program (LEOP).

4. Student Aid. Reduce $147,000. Recommend el1m1nat10n of 743
new duplicative student aid program.

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 eight-member board. All graduates of Hastings are
granted the juris doctor degree by the Regents of the University of Califor-
nia. Hastings provides a basic program of instruction with three support-
ing programs. .

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

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

Table 1
Hastings Budget Summary

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change

Programs 1973-74 1974-75 197576 “Amount Percent
L InStruction .o sssssnssssssases $1,524,139  §1,686,860  $1,784,509 $97,730 5.8%
II. Instructional support ................ g, 112 - 461,283 544,711 83,428 18.1
{II. Student SeTVICE....oocvsomsrrervoerneern: 806,443 1,006,880 1,175,857 168,977 168
IV. Institutional support ..o 1,114,430 1303175 1,368,722 65,547 5.0

L1 R $3,840,724  $4458207 84,873,880  8415,682 9.3%
Funding Sources
General Fund.....ovveccomccensionsnnns $2,136571  $2,720.816 83,067,913 $338,097: 12.4%
Reimbursements 1,121,561 L19%146 | 77585 69
Federal funds...........ccomvemmecammmnnanne ;) 606,830 606,830 — —
T $3840,724  $4458207  $4.873.880  $415682  0.3%

.............. . 1443 165.9 169.9 40  24%
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Although Table 1 indicates a requested increase of four positions in the.
Governor’s Budget, the actual number of new positions being proposed is
seven. The difference arises from positions administratively added by the
agency with Department of Finance approval during the current year and
included for continuation during the budget year. We are recommending
approval of all requested positions and each has been identified with
supporting detail in the four program analyses which follow.

QOut-of-State Admissions Policy

We recommend special review of Hastings’ policy to admit increasing
numbers of nonresident students.

Last year the Legislature and Governor approved a General Fund aug-
mentation of $70,000 and a change in budgeting procedure to shift nonresi-
dent tuition from a reimbursement classification to a revenue
classification. In making the recommendation to allow this added flexibili-
ty we noted the assumption that “Hastings intends to maintain a policy of
adrmttmg approximately 47 (or fewer) nonresident students in the fu-
ture.” However, the Governor’s. Budget indicates 54 nonresidents were
enrolled during the current year and that 75 would be enrolled during
1975-76. We question whether this policy of enrolling increasing numbers
of nonresidents {up to 14.3 percent of first year students) when large
numbers of qualified Californians are denied admission is necessary or
appropriate. :
I. INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Instruction is the primary program of Hastings and is designed to pre-
pare students for the legal profession. Of the 483 graduates taking the bar
examination in 1973-74, 390 or 81 percent passed on their first try Howev-
er, 95 percent had passed by the second try.

The proposed budget for this program includes an increase of one posi-
tion for a full-time director for the legal writing and research activity and
0.2 position for adjunct faculty directly related to projected inicreases in
summer session enrollments.

Center for Trial and Appellate Advocacy

The center was first established in the budget last year as a continuing
education program for trial lawyers with less than 10 years of experience.
The center is totally self-supporting through program fees and the sale of
educational materials. The budget includes the addition of a clerical posi-
tion.

Response to the program was greater than anticipated during the cur-
rent year and proposed personnel and expenditure increases are directly
related to.additional participation expected in 1975-76. Increased reim-
bursements which would cover increased expense for the center are
shown in Table 2.

Reimbursement Schedule

Table 2 details sources of reimbursements. This traditional information
has been deleted from the Governor’s Budget format again this year.

The table indicates that reimbursements are projected to increase by
$77,585 or approximately 6.9 percent above 1974-75 estimates. Note-
worthy changes result from increased summer session fees, the establish-
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ment of a new college publication and from increased participation in the
Center for Trial and Appellate Advocacy.

Table 2
Reimbursement Detail :
: Change 1975-76

Actual Fstimated Projected over 1974-75
1973-74 1974=75 197576 Amount  Percent

1. Student fee.....nnnns §469,490 $450,000 $450,000 $0 0%
2. Nonresident tuition ...... 79,500 - — - —
3. Educational fee ... : 417,306 399,600 399,600 — —
4. Constitutional Quarter- : )

ly {activities fee) .. — - . 9,000 9,000 1000

5. Constitutional Quarter-

ly income .....coocceee.. - — 6,000 6,000 100.0
6. Law Journal (activities
£E8) 1vvmrrrerscsse 12480 12,000 12,000 — —

7. " Law Journal income...... 18,018 17,000 23,700 6,700 /394
8 Other student fees ........ 123,001 115,100 115,100 R —
9. Summer session fees ..., 40,584 24,000 40,000 16,000 66.7
10. Miscellaneous............... 30,820 9,948 11,400 1,452 14.6
11. Private work-study '

, Y R 96,152 8,000 8000 — —
12. College foundation ........ 23,878 23,878 23,878 . — —
13. Center for Trial and Ap- .

pellate Advocacy.... 41,800 62,035 100,468 38,433 _620
| $1,283,929 $1,121,561 $1,199,146 $77,585 69%

Deferred Educational Fee Palicy

We recommend funds received as repayments from Fducational Fee
deferments be identified as re;mbursemen ts for 2 General Fund offset of
approximately $60.000.

Educational fees at Hastings are traditionally applied .as offsets to the
General Fund support budget. By adding approximately $140,000 to the
budget each year the Legislature has allowed Hastings to defer education-
al fees for students with financial need. These deferrals are loans to be
repaid after the student graduates. Repayments of approximately $30,000
have been received but are not reported in the budget. During the re-
mainder of the current year and during the budget year we estimate a
total of $30,000 more will be received for a total of $60,000. In accordance
with the traditional policy of applying all educational fees as support
budget offsets, our recommendation would require identification of these
deferred educational fees and their inclusion in the budget as a General
Fund reimbursement, -

Il. INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM

The instructional support program is composed of the library and law
journal elements. The library element reflects normal cost increases,
whereas the law journal element more than doubles.

New Law Journal Established

In addition to the traditional Hasbngs Law ]ouma] a new professional
publication was initiated with private grant funds. This new journal, 7he
Hastings Constitutional Law Quarter]x will allow some 80 additional stu-
dents to participate in a law review experience and to publish legal re-
search. Proposed funding includes $15,000 from subscription
reimbursements as shown in Table 2 and $41,229 in General Fund support.
A 0.8 clerical position is added for related increased workload.
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lll. STUDENT SERVICE PROGRAM

The student service program is composed of student health services,
student financial aid and student placement elements. Student health
services is budgeted at the current year level and student placement
receives minor cost increases. Substantial change is reflected in the stu-
dent aid element.

Table 3 shows current and proposed student aid programs at Hastings.
Changes of special interest are the (1) augmentation of the Legal Educa-

Table 3
Hastings Student Financial Aid Summary
197475 1975-76
Number Amount Number Amount
Scholarships and Grants )
Educational opportunity granks............. 140 $109,000 140 $126,670
Regis\ration fee offset grants.......oeee. 157 51,650 157 51,650
Hastings scholarships ® .......ccooeeovresrminnns 130 62,250 130 62,250
Graduate Fellowships ....ovinmssonneneee 2 1,200 2 " 1,200
New student grants ... — — 173 . 147,000
Loans
* Educational fee deferrals .......cocrneirns 343 140,000 393 140,000
National direct student loans... 500 . 600,000 500 600,000
Federal insured 10ans......u.vmmmen 630 1,435,582 620 1,247,000
Employment Aid ’
- Work-study on-Campus ....eceemsreeccas 22 64,830 22 64,830
Work-study off-campus® .....ccorevrnsvrnans . 8 1700 . 6 17,000
TOLRS correerscrersrssss s b seamislz B $2,457,660

* Student aid funds not included in the budget.
b Students are not totaled because each student usually receives more than one form of aid.

tional Opportunity Program which would provide an average grant award
of $850 in 1975-76, and (2) establishment of a new student aid program.
Legal Educatlonal Opportunity Program {LEOP) Underfunded

We recommend an increased cost-of-living augmentation of $20,000 for
the Legal Educational Opportunity Program (LEOP) to be funded from
subsequently identified savings. .

Every year Hastings enrolls 70 new LEQP students under special admis-
sions criteria. These are students who show considerable promise for suc-
cess in the legal educational program but who could not qualify for
admission under normal selection processes. Many are disadvantaged mi-

' nority students from low income families.

The Legislature has consistently supported full funding of the LEOP
program. Last year, based on a special study conducted by Hastings at the
request of the Legislature, it was determined that to maintain a funding
level comparable to that provided in 1971-72, an average grant of $850
would be required. The Legislature augmented the Governor’s Budget to
provide an $850 average grant but the augmentation was vetoed. The
proposed 1975-76 budget would now allow the $850 level but fails to
reflect that inflation has been higher in the current year than anticipated
and that cost increases should be provided also for the budget year. Our
augmentation of $20,000 assumes the $850 level was appropriate for 1974-
75 and provides the 11 percent cost-of-living augmentation which the
budget includes for other similar, state-funded, student aid programs. The
average grant would be $945 for 210 LEOP students under Our recommen-
dation.
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New Student Aid Program

We recommend elimination of the proposed new student aid program
for a General Fund savings of $147,000.

The new student aid program proposed for next year suggests there are
students enrolled under normal procedures (non-LEOP) who also have
financial need. However, this is the case in every other graduate or profes-
sional school and we believe all of the other existing aid programs shown
in Table 3 are designed to serve such students. For example, because of
the caliber of Hastings students and the earnings potential for its gradu-
ates, loans are generally considered an acceptable form of student aid.
However, loans and other traditional forms of aid are not as available to
LEOP students.

As a result, we believe new student aid programs should be carefully
reviewed in the context of all other programs of financial assistance. For
this reason, the Legislature has directed the State Scholarship and Loan
Commission, in coordination with the Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion, to develop a master plan for the administration and coordination of
all publicly funded student aid to include recommendations for new pro-
grams to fill unmet needs. A report is due June 30, 1975. Therefore, we
believe this new program should not be initiated until its need and priority
for funding have been clearly established.

In addition, we note that the college indicated only ten percent of its
enrollment, excluding those admitted through LEQP, are currently disad-
vantaged. Based on an average enrollment of 1,500 minus 210 LEQOPF
students, the maximum number of disadvantaged students would be 129,
while the proposed program would provide for 173. We also note that the
proposed program would duplicate the state Graduate Fellowship pro-
gram which was specifically changed last year to accommodate law stu-
dents and for which the Governor’s Budget proposes doubling award
funds to $2 million. For all these reasons we recommend the new program
not be initiated and that savings from this recommendation first be ap-
plied to fund the LEOP cost-of-living deficiency previously noted.

IV. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM

The institutional support program is composed of the executive man-
agement, general administrative services, facilities operation and commu-
nity relations elements. No changes other than normal cost increases are
included for the executive management and community relations ele-
ment. The budget proposes addition of an accountant and accounting
technician in the administrative services element to correct deficiencies
in student financial aid controls, procedures and records as reported by an
outside consultant and the Audits Division of the Department of Finance.
The facilities operation element includes the conversion of 4.5 student
assistant positions into regular employee positions and the addition of two
new janitor positions for workload.

It should be noted that the business manager of the coﬂege passed the
mandatory retirement age creating the necessity to transfer funds from
personnel services to contract services in order to continue the functions
of this important position. A replacement has not been employed. We
believe the use of a contract for the prolonged retention of an employee
beyond mandatory retirement age is not good personnel policy.




744 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 345-347
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES—Continued

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
Item 345-347 * from the General _ .
Fund : - Budget p. 931

* Item 347 provides for salary increases and is discussed on page 149 of the Ana]ys:s The amounts are not
included in these totals,

Requested 1975-T8 ... visrrseensnaniins errrerreeern et renes $499,082,747

Estimated' LOTATE oo e srane s .. 487,213,528
ACtUAl 19T3-T4 ...t s s e besa s e s b srsnens 428,919,019
Requested increase $11,869,219 (2.4 percent) '
Total recommended reduction ... $2,622,643

1875-76 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE
Item Deseription Fund ' Amount
345  Support : o . $496,731,499
346 . Innovative Projects : 1,401,248
1974-75 Special Appropriation 950,000
(Chapter 1541, Statutes of 1974) :
carry-over
$499,082,747
Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Faculty Promotions. Augment $659,147. Recommend ad- 760
ditional General Fund support for faculty promotion.

2. Innovative Projects. ‘Recommend technical adjustment 762

_ to reduce Budget Item 346 (innovative projects) by $289,-
- 751 and augment Budget Item 345 (support) by an equiva-
lent amount. '

3. Innovative Projects. Recommend $174,429 be transferred 762

- from Budget Item 345 (support) to Budget Item 346 (in-
novative projects).

4. International Program. Augment $778,007. Recommend 764
General Fund support for the International program be
continued. .

5. San Diego Educational Television. Becommend Chancel— 766
lor’s office develop formulas for funding the academic
needs of the Department of Telecommunications and Film
and Instructional Television and report to the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee by November 1, 1975. :

6. Teacher Credentialing Programs. Reduce $3449587. Rec- 767

. ommend increased state support for practice teaching be
deleted.

1. Volume Acquisition. Reduce $2,308542. Recommend 773
number of library volumes acquired by the CSUC system
be reduced to 413,000 annually. :

8. Bakersfield Library. Reduce $142.950. Recommend ac- 774
quisition needs of Bakersfield Library be accommodated
from within the volumes authorized for the entire system.

9. Library Transactors. Recommend Chancellor’s office 775
submit a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
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by November 13, 1976 which details the savings associated °

with the installation of library transactors on each campus.

This report should contain estimates of (a) the adjustments.

required in the library staffing formula due to the in-

creased labor productivity, and (b) the yearly savings

which will accrue due to the reduced book loss rate. '

10. Inadequate Equipment Support. Augment by $506,280. T

‘ Recommend additional funds to provide communications -

and computing equipment essential to the instructional

program.

11. Insufficient Personnel Augment by $16'.3 6'7.9 “Recom- 778
mend 19 specified technical personnel be added to the
computer support program, ,

12. Computer Support Formulas. Recommend Chancellor’s 779
office in conjunction with Department of Finance examine
feasibility of developing formulas to provide a basis for
both equipment allocations and staffing levels.

13. Instructionally Related Activities. Reduce $3,152,229 781
Recommend General Fund support for 1nstruct10nally '
related activities be eliminated. :

14. Student Services Fee. Recommend proposed budget pol- - 782
icy of no General Fund support for student services or
instructional supplies and services, traditionally_funded
through students fees, be fully implemented. This requires

_ technical adjustment to reduce Budget Item 347 (salary
increase) by $2.8 million.

15. Financial Aid Requests. Augment $50000 Becommend 785

- alternative computer systems for the awarding of financial
aid be tested and evaluated.

16. Financial Aid Billing. Augment $125,000. Recommend pi-. 786
lot project in contracting for student loan collections be ‘
continued.

17. Educationdl Opportunity Program. Recommend Chan- 787
cellor’s office evaluate the probable impact of federal '
BEOG’s support and report to the fiscal committees during
the budget hearings.

“18. Fullerton Pilot Project. Reduce $85,621. Recommend 789
General Fund support for the Fullerton pilot project be
climinated.

19, OASDI Rate. Augment $1,129,566. Recommend funds be 792

- provided to cover the QASDI rate increase.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

In accordance with the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Eduation, 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 collegiate education. Instruc-
tion in teacher education, both for undergraduate students and graduate
students through the master’s degree, is also mandated. In addition, the
doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the University of California
or private institutions. Faculty research, using facilities prowded for and
consistent with the instructional functlon of the CSUC, is authorized.
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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. The 16 additional members are appointed
by the Governor subject to Senate confirmation and serve 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 1975-76 fiscal year full—tlme equivalent enroll-
ment of 229,630.

Admissions

In accordance with the master plan of 1960, admission of incoming
freshmen is limited to those graduating in the highest third of their high
school class as determined by overall grade point averages and college
entrance examination test scores. An exception rule permits admission of
certain otherwise unqualified students, but they may not exceed 4 percent
of the incoming freshman class. 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 accredited four-year institution. However, individual programs may
designate more restrictive standards.

Enroliment

Enrollment in the CSUC system is measured in full-time equivalent
(FTE) students. One FTE equals 15 course-units. Thus, one FTE could
represent one student carrying 15 course-units, three students each carry-
ing five course-units, five students each carrying three course-units, or any
other student/course-unit combinations the product of which equals 15
course-units.

In 1975-76 enrollment is projected to reach 229,630 FTE students. This

.represents a 1 percent increase over the revised estimate of 227,312 for

1974-75. Table 1 gives the anticipated distribution of this enrollment
among the 19 campuses. Table 1 also indicates that the 1975-76 enrollment
is .7 percent less than 231,295 FTE students originally budgeted for 1974-
75. Part of this variance is explained by the elimination of the International -
Program from the 1975-76 Budget, which we discuss elsewhere. But most
of the variance results because the CSUC system, after experiencing very
rapid growth throughout the 60’s, is only now fully recognizing that enroll-
ment is stabilizing and is expected to dip during the 1980’s. As Table 2
indicates, since 1970 CSUC has continually revised downward its estimates

. of enrollment growth. In 1970 CSUC was projecting 354,630 FTE students

in 1980-81, but by 1974 this had been reduced to 247,100. The most recent
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projection shows enrollment peaking in 1982-83 and dropping slightly the
following year. Although, to date, actual enrollment growth has been
dropping even faster than the revised CSUC estimate, the most recent
projection of 1 percent growth for 1975-76 should be more accurate than
previous estimates. Table 3 shows the current long-range estimate of en-
rollment growth by campus through 1983-84.

SN ‘ Table 1
Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE)
Reported Budgeted
Institution 1971/72 1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975776 .
Academic Year
Hayward ... csmmmmnnins 9,702 *9,597 8905 8,550 8,000

Pomona ............ 8,755 9,079 8,747 . 9,400 © 9400
San Luis Obispo ... 11,437 11,566 12,499 13,000 13,800
ChiC0um e eisisensreisesrsssaisrsease 10,036 11,112 11,455 11,800 11,900
Fresno 12,666 13,169 13,135 13,500 13,000
Humboldt ......oovevovmmreremrrassrissenn: 5,428 5,955 6,458 6,600 6,700
Bakersfield... 1,495 1,941 2,996 2,900 2,400
Long Beach. 19,954 20,086 20,632 21,400 21,400
Los Angeles. 15,254 15,282 14,903 15,400 14,800
Fullerton ......... 11,406 12,649 13,327 14,000 14,500
Dominguez Hills 2,941 3,314 3,847 4400 4,900
Sacramento ......... 14,146 14,670 15,002 15,700 15,400
San Bernardine .. 2,151 2,268 2,592 2,800 3,100
San Diego ....... 20,184 21,758 22517 22,500 23,200
Northridge........ 18,065 18,281 17,990 18,400 18,100
San Franeisco .. e 14,152 . 15,848 16,228 16000 16,500
San Jose ....... e 19,283 20,177 20,197 20,600 19,100
Sonoma..... 4,712 4,580 5,150 5,150 5,300
SEATISIANS ©ooooveerisrrs 2,357 2,342 2175 . 2,600 2,400
International Programs ......... 340 313 308 325 -

Totals—Academic Year ...... 204,564 214 987 218,383 235,025 293,900

Summer Quarter
Hayward .......ccommmmnrinmcsarserann 1,199 1,173 1,090 1,070 1,030

Pomona .......... 841 963 862 930 830
San Luis Obispo.. 1,043 1,119 1,013 1,100 1,170
Los Angeles...... . — 3,718 3,087 - 3,112 3,170 2,700
Totals—Summer Quarter .. 6,801 6,202 6,077 6,270 5730
Grand Totals .ceeecissinns 211,365 220,579 224 460 231,295 229,630
Change - ‘ _
NUMDBES .ovvvvvssreemmsosecencerrasirassaes 7,286 9214 3881 6,835 —1,665

Percent.......cuuin st . 36 44 1.8 3.0 =07

Self-Support Enrollments

Additional enrollments occur in extension and summer session pro-
grams as shown in Table 4. These programs are entirely self-supporting.
No General Fund support is provided.




Year HReported

196869
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75 B
- 1975.76
1976-T7
1977-78
1978-79
1978-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83

162,438
181,254
197,454

204,224

213,974

Table 2
Annual Revisions In FTE Allocations To 1980°
Date of Projection
3 Mar 70 GAug 7l 19May 72 BMar73 MNov73 Jun 74
195,140
212,980 919,980
- 232,680 297,440 290,920
250,980 245,300 230,260 296,200 219,750
270,830 262,500 242 560 231,350 296,200 293 450
287,900 276,950 254,930 239,600 232,800 227,750°
302,900 989,150 266,410 247,700 238,900 232,200
317,760 299,800 276,650 255,400 245,100 236,600
331,220 308,600 284,750 262,800 251,100 240,400
342 830 315,500 290,800 269,600 256 400 244,100
354,630 321,300 206,000 276,000 261,000 247,100
249,300
231,100
249,400

198384

2 Excludes Summer Quarter and International Program

® Does not reflect the additional downward revisions incorporated in the 1975-76 trustees amended budget request

\
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Table 3
ENROLLMENT ALLOCATIONS ANNUAL FTE PROJECTED TO 1983/84"
PROJECTED
Reported :

Campus 1973/74  1974/75 1975/76  1976/77 I977/78  1978/79  1979/80 1980/81 1981/82 1988/83  1983/84

Bakersfield 2,596 2,900 2400 3300 3,600 3800 4000 4,100 4,200 4,300 4,200
Chico 11,455 11,800 11,900 12,600 13,000 13,300 13,600 - 13,900 14,000 14,000 14,000
Dominguez Hills 3,847 4400 4900 5,000 5,300 5600 5800 6,000 B200 - 6300 6,200
Fresno 13,135 - 13,500 13,000 13,600 13,700 13,800 13,900 14,000 14,100 14,200 14,100
Fullerton 13327 14000 14500 14600 15000 15400 15700 16000 16300 16500 16,300
Hayward 8,905 8,550 8,000 8,600 8,600 8,600 8,600 8600 - 8600 8600 8,600
Humboldt 6,458 6,600 6,700 6,800 6,900 7,000 7,100 7,200 7,300 7400 - 7,500
Long Beach 20,632 21,400 21,400 22,500 23,000 23500 23,900 24,300 24,700 25,000 25,000
Los Angeles 14993 15400 14800 - 15200 15200 15200 15200 15200 15200 15200 15,000
Northridge : 17,990 18,400 18,100 18200 . - 18200 18,200 18,200 18,200 . 18,200 18,200 18,100
Pomona - B4T 9,400 8,400 9,400 9,500 9,600 9,700 9,800 9,900 10,000 9,900
Sacramento 15,002 15,700 15,400 16,500 16,900 17,300 17,700 18,100 18,300 18,500 18,300
San Bernardino 2,592 2,800 3,100 - 3,200 3,400 3,500 3,600 3,700 3,500 3900 - 3,800
San Diego? 29 517 29,500 23,200 23,300 24,000 24400 25000 . 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
San Francisco 16,228 16,000 16,500 17000 - 17,300 17600 . 17,900 18,200 18,400 18,600 18,400
San Jose 20,197 20,600 19,100 20,800 21,000 21,200 21,400 21,600 21,3060 22,000 21,800
San Luis Obispo 12426 13000 13800 135800 © 14100 14400 14700 15000 15000 15000 15,000
Sonoma 5,150 5,150 3,300 3,400 5,500 5,600 5,700 5,800 5,900 6,000 5,900
Stanislaus 2,175 2,600 2,400 2,400 2400 . 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,300
Total, Academic YEar .....comrmrmrrrrmmerrner 218,075 224700 223,900 232200 236,600 244100 247100 249300 251,100 240,400

! Summer Session and International Program not included.
2 Calexico Center data included as part of San Diego State University.

Note: Long range FTE allocations were last revised in July, 1974. Allocations for 1975/76 were made in November, 1974. Long-range allocations will be rewsed in 1975 -

to reflect enrollment expenence embodied in the current 1975/76 allocatmns

240,400
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Table 4
Summer Session and Extension Program Enrollments
Nat Enrollment Annual FT E
. Summer " Summer
Year Extension Session Extension Session
1966-67 . 43,758 72,663 4718, 11,578
196768 50,768 74,357 5492 11,294
1968-69 56,680 76,744 6,381 11,567
1969-70 67,608 754684 7,084 12,331
1970-71 . 76881 - 72,947 7,724 11,768
1971-72 79,800 69,554 7,930 11,303
1972-73 81,025 63,132 7,043 10,056
1973-74 79,588% 60,276 6,951 9,105
1974-75 (Estimated) .oesrnmssesseranns . 88972 63,148 7,844 9,539

1975-76 (Projected) ..ommmsssmicesinscsomstsssenns 102,483 61,995 9,035 9,365
* Estimated :

Student Workiload

The average student workload in the CSUC system has been slowly
declining. This simply means that the average student is taking less course
units per academic year than in the past. Table 5 provides an estimate of
the decline as a systemwide average for all CSUC students. For under-
graduate students the average unit course load is always higher than the
systemwide average, while for graduate students it is always lower. As a
result of this decline, each year the number of students (head count)
.attending the CSUC has increased more than the number of full-time
equivalent (FTE) students. :

Although several explanations, 1ncludmg an increasing percentage of
part-time students, have been advanced to account for the declining stu-
dent workload, it is not altogether understood. More importantly, the
Chancellor’s office is unable to predict whether the trend will continue.
Because head count students and full-time equivalent (FTE) students are
crucial determinants of the level of General Fund support, the relation-
ship between these two variables should be closely monitored.

Table 5

* Average Student Workload
1970-71 to 1973-74

Average Student
Workload*
Academic Year _ : L (course units)
LOTO-T] ttitincecmstiastisssmssonsenssasssiss s secsssnsssrags i bbsmseser s AR bbb et AR a0 11.35
1971-72 ; 10.99
JOTZRT st s sass s sas e rassamt s b s RS e R A SRR e 10.97
1973-74 . 10.88

" computed as (Total FTE students X 15 units) = total students (head count)

1975-76 Budget Overview

The 1975-76 Governor’s Budget proposes an appropriation from the
General Fund of $499,082,747 for support of the CSUC system. An addi-
tional General Fund appropriation of $38,930,000 is proposed for 1975-76
salary increases, generating a total General Fund request of $538,012,747.
The CSUC salary increase request is discussed on page 149 for the Analysis.

The total General Fund request is contained w:thm the following
Budget Act items:
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Budget
Act Item Activity : 1975-76 Amount
M5 General Support ' $496,731,499
346 Innovative Projects 1,401,248
M7 . SAlATY TNICTEASE oo vorrssoeeesseemsseemsasmresseessenecessasssssasssses s st bt s 5be b e cenentbanmtes 38,930,000
— 197475 Special Approprialion CAITY-OVET wwumummmimmmmssmssssssssssss e 950,000
Total : : $538,012,747 -

Table 6 reflects the total 1975-76 Budget by program and source of
funds, while Table 7 provides a budget summary by program for the past,
current and budget years.

The 1975-76 CSUC budget increase {exclusive of salary increases) over
the 1974-75 budgeted support level is $11,869,219. As detailed in Table 8,
this increase is primarily attributable to (1) price increases and (2) non-
enrollment related workload increases. Budgeted enrollment dropped by
1,315 FTE students, reducing the support requirement by $1,207,290, arid
two programs, the International and external degree programs, were
dropped, reducing the support requirement an additional $936,726."
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES—Continued

Table &

SOURCE OF FUNDS BY SUBPROGRAM
{(1975/76 GOVERNOR'S BUDGET)

Genersl Fund Special Funds—Continuing Ed

Net Total
General General Summer . .
Program Fund  Heimbursement  Fund Seswon Extension Total
Introduction
Regular Instruction ‘ $IB023836  S16M06306  §332.050202 — — -
Special Session Instruction ... - - C e $5,580,405 - $5580,405
Extension [nstruction (for eredit} — — - —  $4,195.850 4,185,850
Total Instruction UGB $16026306 32050212 $5500405 4,195,850 9,776,255 -
Research - . . . .
individual or Project Research . .u eommnresicsn — 142,972 142922 - -_ : -
Total Researcl . - sl $142922 - - -
Public Service )
Campus C ity Service : - 6,793,509 6,793,809 - — -
Total Public Service ..o —  M793809  #5,793,809 — — -
* Aesdernic Support . .
Libraries 32,206,953 319,357 32,586,310 24,849 — 4848 .
Audiovisual Service 6,211,095 549,790 6,762,836 24,178 8614 3279
Computing Support 6,437,985 - §437,985 2413 14748 oAl
Ancillary Support 2,584,940 - 2,584,940 - - -
Academic Admin, & P | Develap. 10,082,120 . — 10,082,120 — — —
Total Academie Support $57545,004 $920,147 458,474,241 §13.400 $23,362 $96,762
Student Service
Social and Cultural Development ..o...eemeromeeneer — 2186207 2185207 — — —
Supplementary Education Services 114958 — 114,858 — - -
G ling and Career Guid 1,919,754 10,470,408 12,390,172 13,838 — 13,938 :
Financial Ald 5390725 32,159,266 37,549,961 - — -
|
Student Support - 11,695,707 11,625,707 21,531 - 21,531 i
Total Student Service ..o §TAZSHT  $56,441568 $60,867,005 $35.469 — 335,469 !
Institutional Support - !
Executive M sent. 14,018,104 1263543 15,281,649 12186719 1,710,507 2929,186 |
|
Financial Operations ... 5681540 1899726 7581275 124108 14119 265,304 :
General Administrative Services 19,625,533 4,731,800 24,357,333 TI8T 83,757 161,514 ‘
. : |
Logistical Servi 20,154,282 — o) 196,984 189,003 267,987 i
Physical Plant Operation ... 53,373,452 294055 53667507 SHML o5 51034 ‘
Faculty and Staff Services ... 3458012 — 3458012 — - —
> ity Relati LTTTAS - 210963 3,017,406 135,620 93,213 298,533
Tatal Institutional SUPPOTE ...ocmemmscssisscorsmernses $118,088,370 38420004  $126517464  $1805549  $2218360 $4.023,018
Independent Operations )
Institutional Operation: —  TRI9EE  TAI98 - - -
Total Independent Operations —  $I819888  §78198%8 - _ —

GRAND TOTAL UHMBLTAT  $96508H  WOSEESNOL | TABEN SG4TSR $13.002404
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Special Funds Auxiliary Or Foundsti
Total " Specid
Special ) T Educational Grand
Dormitory  Parking Funds (Aetivity) (Activity)  (Activity) Tota! Projects Totals
- - - ' - - - - — 3332050212
- —  $5580405 - - - - - 5,580,405
- — 419585 - — — - - 4,165,850
- - BTIe - - - — — Bl As6487
— — - - - — - - 14292
- - - - - - - - 114292
_ _ - _ - — B0  ILARAN
- —_ — - — - —  ¥25,100,000 $31,893,509
— - 24849 - —_— — — — — 32,611,159
—_ - 32,192 - - - - - 64815,678
- — 3121 (Agriculture) — - A - 6471106
— — - 1,756,000 - = 1,796,000 - 4330840
— - - - —- - - ~ 10082120
- — $96,762 $1,796,000 - —  $1,79,000 — $60,367,003
' (§tudent o
Activities)
— - — 7,014,000 — - 7,014,000 —_ 9.200:207
- — — — - - - — 114,558
- - 13,938 - - - - - 12,404,110
- — —~  (Bookstore) (Food  (Housing) - - 3754991
Serviee)
1,835,552 — 1,857,083 26,120,000 15,525,000 2,520,000 44,165,000 - 57647,
1,835,552 — $LETEO2) §33,134,000 $15525,000  $2520,000 351,178,000 $116917,056
— —_ 2,529,186 {Specia - — —_ —_ — 18210835
Projects
! Admin.) .
31,14 282 835 879,283 1,450,400 - — 1,490,400 - 9,950,958
- - 161514 {Special - - - - 4518907
Projects
Admin.)
1,118,434 Lrigse 1,223,348 993,600 - — 593,600 - 24,371,230
4/335,828 674,008 5260900 - - - - - 38,928,408
_ _ — — — — - - 3458,012
- — 228,833 —_ - - - - , 2246239
5905407 32673800 412683125 42,484,000 - — 2454000 — 3141684589
(Cther)
- — - 2,250,000 — — 2,250,000 — 10,069,888
- —_ - $2.250,000 —_ —  $2,250,000 — $10,0600,588
$24,427,163 - — —  $5708000 425100000 72901754

42,673,500




Summary of program requirements®

Primary Programs:

L. Instruction

IL Research.....

III. Public Service......
Support Programs:

IV. Academic SUPPOT.. e rernssesseernsons

V. Student Service

VI. Institution Support

VII. Independent Operations ...

Totals, Programs

Salary Increases, 197576

Totals .

Totals, including 1975-76 salary increase ...

Reimbursements
Federal
Other ..

Net totals, programs
General Fund

General Fund including 1975-76 salary and em-

playee benefit increase
Continuing Education Revenue Fund
Dormitory Reventte Fund.... oo
Parking Revenue Fund
* Foundations—Federal
Foundations—Other
Audliary Organizations

Table 7

CSUC Budget Summary 1973-74 to 1975-76

(1]
b=

[

5
(=]

-

E

>

Personnel Actual Estimated Proposed® Change o0
197374~ I97L75 197576 1973-74 197475 197576 Amount  Percent ;
_|

183029 179824 178769  $200940941  $338,753,833  $341,826,487  $2,129.654 06 ™M
34 187 87 52,950 278,876 142,920 —~135954  —488 g
5314 4459 556.7 33,625,968 30,973,444 31,893,809 920,365 302
m

26242 2,895.2 2,093.2 50,545,588 56,951,283 60,367,003 3,415,720 60 2
1,872.8 2,104.2 20010 103596962 113,140,742 116,817,056 3,776,314 33 5
6,947.1 7.406.0 75232 117583320 134494760 141684589 7,189,829 53 =<
383.9 470 5054 8,652,777 8,641,560 10,069,888 1,428,328 165 >
30,6657 81,2204 314161  $613,990,555  $683.234408  §702,901,754  $18717,.256 27 O
' . {38,930,000) 8

$613.990555  $683,234498  $702001,754  $18,717.256 27 £

{741,831,754) m
&

: ‘ T —$22.806622  —$27.456316  —$20,192461  —$1.736,145 —63 @
—0187 —9116 —1,091.8 36667806 —64004936 —673%0383  —3.205447 —5.1‘|.,
297470 303178 30,3243  $534516,007  $592,613,.246  $606,318910  $13,685,664 23 8
$493919019  $4E7.213508 499082747 810919219 22 2

=

, (538,012,747} 2

18133815 13065424 13935404 863,950 66

6596135 7939785 7,820,959 581,174 80

5123804 - 2455509 2673,600 218291 &9

18970222 18200000 18200000 — —

8358865 4,900,000 5,900,000 — —

ST415177 56,606,000 57,709,000 1185000 19

8 Includes expenditures but not peréonnel man-years for auxiliary operations and foundations—special projects.

Does not include employee benefits.
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Table 8
Proposed Budget Increases
1975-76
Cost Total
1. Base line adjustments ) ’ : B

1. Student service fee-related expenditures....coivmmnn: —$§2,500,000

9. International program - —630,866

3. External degree program —305,860

4, Salary adjustments 4,518,381

5. Full-year funding ' 3,058,661

6. OASDI ; R —1,643,337

7. Retirement 970,925

8. Teacher retirement 217,864

9. Health and welfare . - —213,729

10. Industrial disability _ —~ 582,690,

11. Workmen's compensation. ] - 368,000

12. Unemployment compensation . 75,000

13. Non-recurring items —1,593,377

14, Price increase 7923238 - :

Total base line adjustments : $9,362,.210
II. Program maintenance proposals . _

15. Practice teaching . $344,978

16. Sabbatical leaves . 231,624

17. Faculty promotions : 254,599

18. Campus libraries 347,010

19. Campus computing resources 457,246

20. State educational opportunity Erants ... ’ 344,657

21. Physical plant operations , 800,484

22. Communications 586,716

23. General reimbursements . ~1,181,435

24, Other campus items coren 100,657

95. Chancellor’s Office . : 298,447

26. Information systemns : . —16,656
27, Trustees” audit . —2,295 .

28. Statewide Academic Senate 1,384

29, Library Development | —235,841

30. Systemwide provisions 1,291,619

J1. Enrollment —1,207,290 .

Total program maintenance proposals : 42,415,973
III. Program change proposals .
32. Faculty development $59,205 )
33. Compubing resources . ; 31,831
+ Total program change proposals $91,036

Grand Total , ; ] $11,869,219
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Budget Pressntation

Following the format developed by the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), the CSUC budget is sepa-
rated into seven program classifications, The first three, Instruction, Or-
ganized Research, and Public Service, encompass the primary higher
education functions. The remaining four, Academic Support, Student
Services, Institutional Support and Independent Operations, provide the
support services essential to the three primary programs.

. INSTRUCTION

The instruction program includes all formal instructional activities in
which students earn credits toward degrees. The program is composed of
three subprograms (1) regular instruction, (2} summer session instruction
and (3) extension instruction. Proposed expenditures for the 1975-76 in-
struction program are shown in Table 8.

Regular Instruction

The regular instruction subprogram includes all state-funded expendi-
tures for the normal classroom, laboratory and independent study activi-
ties. Instructional administration is also included in this item.

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 specifi¢ 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. Collegewide ad-
ministration above the dean of school level is reported under institutional
support.

1975-76 Faculty Staffing

Thé 1975-76 Budget proposed a reduction of 72.7 faculty positions from
the estimated 1974-T75 level of 12,973.3. This reduction reflects the an-
ticipated drop in enrollment from the 1974-75 budgeted figure diseussed
earlier. The 1975-76 faculty position count, 12,900.6, maintains the 1974-75
student-faculty ratio of 17.8:1. Table 10 depicts the annual estimated and
actual faculty positions and the budgeted and actual student-faculty ratios.



A
Table 9
Instruction Program Expenditures
1973/74 to 1975/76
- Personnel : Expenditures : Change
Instruction 1973/74¢ 1974/75 1975/76 1973/74 - 1974775 1975/76 Amount Percent
Program Elements
A. Regular Instriactor ..o vuesmmsenssnsssensssssissans 17,5284 17,1675 17,057.6 291,091,561 330,301,790 332,050,232 1,748,442 0.5
B. Special Session Instruction ........ 5421 522.9 4918 5,935,194 5,890,876 5,580,405 —310471 —53
C. Extension Instruction for Credit........co..... 232.4 202.0 3275 2,923,186 3,511,167 4,195,850 684,683 195
Total Program Costs - 18,3029 17,982.4 17,876.9 200,049,941 339,703,833 341,826,487 2,122,654 0.6
CGeneral Fund 175854 IT167.5 17,057.6 275,329,751 313,934,738 316,023,836 2,009.098 o7
Reimbursements —_ —_ _ 15761810 16,367,052 18,026,539 —340,6565 —2.1
Continuing Education Revenue Fund............ 7745 8149 819.3 8858350 9408,043 Q776,255 374212 40

LFPE—SPhe S|
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TABLE 10
Student-Faculty Ratios
Faculty ) Student-faculty ratio

Year Estimated  Actual Budgeted Actual
1967-68 88429 : 85458 16.38:1 17210 ~
1868-69. 10,001.3 9,592.7 16.21:1 17.35:1
1969-70 11,3330 11,176.1 15.98:1 16.67:1
1970-71 12,3435 11,7450 16.26:1 17.34:1
1971-72., 12,0813 11,785.3 18.95:1 17.91:1
197273 12,698.8 12,415.7 17.94:1 17.74:1 .
1973-74 13,068.1 12,8460 17.82:1 17.45:1
197475 (estimated) .......oernrrecnirenen. 12,973.3 - 17.80:1 -
1975-T6 (proposed) ...ecicsmmmsn - 12,9006 - 17.80:1 -

1974-75 Faculty Staffing Method

The 1975-76 Budget continues the use of a budgeting techmque de-
signed to provide (a) a programatic (output) oriented expression of re-
sources requirements and (b) academic flexibility—permitting campuses
to determine class size, mode of instruction, ete. The budgeting technique
is based upon the 1970—71, 1971-72 and 1972—73 student credit units (SCU)
per full-time-equivalent faculty (FTEF) position (the SCU/FTEF ratio)
with some adjustments based on 1973-74 experience. Table 11 summarizes
the systemwide calculations by discipline category for 1971-72 through
1973-74, while Table 12 outlines faculty characteristics and workload in-
dices. Table 13 gives the estimated SCU/FTEF ratio by campus for 1973-
74 and the estimated ratios for 1974-75 and 1975-76.

Table 11

System Average Productivity Measure
Student Credit qut per Full-Time-Equivalent Faculty

SCU/FTEF
Discipline Category 1971-72  1972-73 1973-74 3 ¥rAve
Agriculture and Natural Resources 295 231 243 213
Architecture and Environmental Design ... ccecrecerrerensas 177 165 166 169
Area Studies ' ; 316 419 342 379
Biological Sciences - 258 268 257 261
Business and Management 320 325 3% 323
Communications ’ 254 294 253 204
Computer and Information Science 252 234 209 236
Education . 232 228 219 226
Physical Education 200 212 229 214
Industrial Education . 228 231 219 296
Engineering ; 169 172 170 170
Fine and Applied Arts 290 223 219 221
Foreign Languages . 296 234 23 21
Health Professions 322 312 296 310
Nursing 109 109 114 111
Home Economics ‘ 298 300 291 296
Letters 285 280 285
Library Science 251 . 159 281
Mathematics 267 269 967
Physical Sciences 241 242 239
Psychology M6 a3l 342

323 294 302
339 324 338
271 257 276

Public Affairs and Services
Social Sciences
Interdlsmplmary SEUAIES .ovverreronersesssssemssamnrssssesssessessanens

g SHBZRRRE

A]l Categories 269 . 263 267
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Table 12 ) )
Faculty Workload Indicators ®

Fall 1971 Fall 1978 Fall 1973 Change

Faculty FTE b jo— 11,3360 11,851.1 12,323.9 4728
" Percent of regular faculty with Ph.D..........0vcneiee. 62 - 63 65.9 26
Enrollment FTE 2082680 2175740 2232590 5,685.0
Regular instruction section load per FTE faculty .. a7 37 a7 0.0
Lecture and lab contact hours per faculty FTE...... 125 125 124 -0l
Independent study contact hours per faculty FTE 44 45 46 01
Total contact hours per faculty FTE....eeviissen 169 17.0 17.0 0.0
Average class size — 284 86 23.3 -03 °
Lecture and lab WTU per faculty FTE ... 111 110 . 109 -01
Independent study WTU per faculty FTE . L7 18 18 0.0
Total WTU per faculty FTE .....cccermmnrenn: . . 12.8 128 127 —0.1
SCU per WTU ¢ 21.57 21.62 2133 03
SCU per faculty FTE 276.0 276.0 2017 —43

“ Based on data reported in the Academic Planning Data Base. ]
b Full-time-equivalent (FTE) faculty, the sum of instructional positions reported used.

€ Full-time-equivalent {(FTE) student equals 15 student credit units.

9 Student credit units per reported weighted teaching units.

Table 13

California State University and Colleges
Faculty Productivity’ by Campus

1973-74—1975-76
SCU/FTEF
Actual . Estimated® Estimated®
Campuses ' 1973-74 197475 1975-76

Bakersfield ..... 206 243 247
Chico 269 274 . 276
Dominguez Hills 259 o276 274
Fresno 262 265 265
Fullerton ......... W 270 286 287
Hayward ; 256 282 280
Humboldt 247 256 257
Long Beach 265 284 285
Los ANEIES .oormmmreemmrmrcenssrinisson 260 269 270
NOIHRFAZE ....covvrrecrererrmsmesmsssssssssissssessssessssessansusassmsessssssnssss 2714 286 287
Pomona 247 268 268
Sacramento 275 207 278
San Bernardino ..... 279 260 261
San Diego . ; 275 215 - 77
San Francisco......... . . 268 260 261
San Jose : 265 21 274
San Luis Obispo 262 268 - 268
Sonoma 274 259 258
Stanislaus....... . 21 g 248

Average’ 263 273 2713

* Average number of student credit units generated by each full-time equivalent faculty.
b Reflects the deduction of a 2 percent salary savings from approved budget.

Faculty Exchange

Based on a study by the Statewide Academic Senate, the trustees re-
quested that a faculty exchange program be instituted on a pilot basis. The
program would attempt to match CSUC faculty interested in teaching a
year in another institution, with institutions interested in making tempo-
rary instructional appointments. The major objectives of this program,
according to the Chancellor’s office, are “to provide an opportunity for
faculty participants to review and adopt methods of another institution -
and to provide temporary relief from overstaffed or understaffed situa-
tions at given campuses in given disciplines™. '



760 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 345-347

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES—Continued

The 1975-76 Budget provides $59,205 to support this program for one
year, largely for extraordinary moving expense. This should enable be-
tween 200 and 260 faculty to participate. We find the program a useful
experiment and recommend approval

Faculty Prornot:on Policy

Historically, faculty promotions in the CSUC system have been gov-
erned by a 60-40 policy which limited to 60 percent the number of faculty
which could be employed at the upper two academic ranks (professor and
associate professor). The base from which the 60-40 distribution was deter-
mined included all full-time equivalent faculty in the CSUC system identi-
fied as “instructional faculty” in the annual budget. As a result of a 1966
agreement between the Department of Finance and the CSUC system,
the 60-40 distribution was considered to be a systemwide limitation, not
a binding constraint on individual campuses. Also, it should be noted that
while promotional policy is set by the CSUC Board of Trustees, ‘each
‘campus determines who among the eligible faculty is to be promoted.
Table 14 shows the percentage of faculty in the upper two ranks on each
campus and systemwide for the period 1971-72 through 1973-74.

The origin of the 60-40 policy is obscure, but the concept of limiting the

“ percentage of faculty in the upper two ranks existed prior to the formation
of the CSUC system in 1961. Apparently, the policy evolved from an

understanding between the Department of Finance and the Department

of Education which then administered the college system.
In 1974 the Legislature adopted ACR 70 which resolved

“That the faculty of the California State University and Colleges
should be promoted on the basis of merit and ability and should not
be denied promotion on the basis of arbitrary quotas for the rank of
associate or full professor.”

This resolution was opposed by the Department of Finance. Originally, it
was also opposed by the CSUC Board of Trustees, but in September, 1973

they reversed themselves and passed a resolution in support of ACR 70,

then pending in the Assembly.
1975-76 Faculty Promotion Funds

We recommend that the General Fund be augmented by $659,147 for
faculty promotions.
Although it is an essential element of the annual CSUC budget request,
it is very difficult for the trustees to estimate accurately the amount of
" faculty promotion money required. The trustees have stated that all meri-
torious faculty should be promoted, but actual promotion decisions are
made in the spring by faculty evaluation groups in consultation with cam-
pus administrators. The budget request, however, must be prepared.in the
spring and the fall of the previous year—almost a full year in advance of
the actual decisions. As a result, the Chancellor’s office must rely on cer-
tain indicators to determine the amount of money to request. The onIy
alternative would be an open-ended appropriation. This would require

approximately three times more General Fund support than the Chancel-

_ lor’s office estimate.
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Tahle 14

California State University and Colleges, Percentage of

Faculty in Upper Ranks, 1971-72 to 1973-74

R 7/ S 1972-73

Bakersfield 56.6%
Chico . R 52.8

Dominguez Hills.......coovurveonn: ST SOTIN 78
Fresno e . 56.2
Fullerton : 434
Hayward 457
Humboldt 46.5
Long Beach 52.5
Los Angeles 48.8
Northridge ....... - ; 4.1
* Pomona...... 34.0
Sacramento ..... : ; g 60.0
San Bernarding KEN
San Diego 520
San Francisco . : . 644
San Jose 634
San Luis Obispo 54.1
Sonoma ......... 41.0
Stanislaus ... . 486

CSUC Total 53.8%

81971-72 data did not include summer quarter.

§50.3%
541
386
519
50.4
47.7
472
574
53.0
4“0
56.7
609
387
572
64.3
59.2
55.2
30.5
508 .
54.5%

197374

56.3%
56.0
45.6
573
519
5.5
514
58.6
50.6
485
54.9
61.8
404
54.3
613 -
62.2
53.3
59.3
598

55.4%

The 1975-76 Trustee’s Budget requested $954,222 for the promotion of
1,184 faculty. The basis for the trustee’s request for faculty promotion
funds is a campus by campus analysis of a number of key variables, includ-
ing the number of faculty at each step and past promotion trends as well

as any special factor unique to individual campuses. -

Table 15 shows the 1975-76 request and the actual cost for each of the
three previous years. In each of the past three years the Department of
Finance has provided the full amount of faculty promotion funds request-
ed by the trustees. This year, however, although the estimated cost is only
2.6 percent higher than the actual cost in 1974-75, the Department of
Finance reduced the request by 74 percent (the 1975-76 Budget provides
$250,000). No explanation for the reduction is contained in the budget.

Table 15
First Yoear Cost of Faculty Promotion
Year
LT T3 et rrreesrere s e resss e s s e e st ere st sanesen e et aerasanasaen
L1OT3T4 ..t rcterreccre it rre s raserass e rsnarns s e saeareesbeis
L9745 e eeeeeerecr e ree e s e e e st sases e s es e sae s srenrnerasarene
TOTBTB ... ettt

® Trustee's estimate, . .

!

Cost
$877,626
829,902

We feel the $250,000 contained in the 1975-76 Budget for faculty proimo-
tions substantially understates the actual needs of the CSUC system. The
only available comparative information we have suggests that the length
of time spent in each of the four ranks by CSUC faculty is comparable to
their UC counterparts. The Department of Finance provided the full

2687059
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amount of faculty promotion money requested by the UC system.

The only portion of the faculty promotion request we cannot support
is the 55 positions to be allocated by the Chancellor’s office “on the basis
of special justification.” Budgets must be predicated on the best available
estirnates, campus by campus, of the resources required. If the budgeted
request was carefully developed it should be sufficient to meet the needs
of the 19 campuses. We recommend augmentation of $659,147 for faculty
promotion.

Technical Adjustment to Budget Item 346 (Innovative Projects)

We recommend that $289,751 be transferred from Budget Item 346
(innovative projects) to Budget Item 345 (support).

The 1975-76 Budget proposes continued state support for the “Innova-
tive and Improvement Program for Instruction” begun in 1972-73. In
keeping with past practice, innovative funds are contained in a separate
budget item. However, because of an oversight, Budget Item 346 (innova-
tive projects) contains some funds which should be in Budget Item 345
(support). Consequently, we recommend that $289,751 be transferred
from Budget Item 346 {innovative projects) to Budget Item 345 (support).
This transfer will reduce Budget Item 346 (innovative projects) from its
current level of $1,401,248 to the $1,111,497 requested by the trustees.
Conversely, Budget Item 345 (support) will increase from $496,731,499 to
$497.021,250.

1975-76 Budget For Innovative Projects

After technical adjustment, the 1975-76 Budget will provide $1,111,497
for innovative projects, a reduction of $289,751 from the 1974-75 budgeted
level. These funds will be apportioned to subprograms as follows:

1. Program for Implementation of Proved In-

NOVAHONS .oovererecnsieressimsesssississesssrasassrassrsntssnssnses $732.500
. a. Multi-campus and system projects and
programs . (8525,000)
b. Campus-based mini-grant programs...... (207,500)
2. Identification of New Areas for Innovation 128,997
3. Evaluation, dissemination of project results 100,000
4. Credit by Examination. ..o 150,000
Total wveeoveersionrinson - 8111497

Table 16 identifies the 1974-75 funded proposals.

Transfer of Positions

We .recommend that 8174429 be shifted from Budget Item 345 (sup-
port} to Budget Item 346 (innovative projects).

In the 1975-76 Budget six positions related to the administration of the
innovative projects program have been transferred from Budget Item 346
(innovative projects) to the Chancellor’s office, which is part of Budget
Item 345 (support). We oppose this move. These six positions were creat-
ed to assist in the administration of the innovative projects program and
the Chancellor’s office has acknowledged that all six positions “con-
tinue to be needed for their previous function of innovation and they will



Items 345-347 : ' POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 763

be used to carry out this function.” We recommend that the $174,429
required to fund these six positions in 1975-76 be transferred from Budget
Item 345 (support) to Budget Item 346 (innovative pI’O_]eCtS)

Table 16
INNOVATIVE PROJECT GRANTS
1974-75 :
CAMPUS PROJECT AMOUNT TOTAL AMOUNT
Bakersfield L. Academic Advising Models For Innova-
tive Instruction $7,419

2. Innovations,in Introductory Psychology
to Facilitate Integration into Self- = -
Paced COUrSES .mremmmmmnreeeeeeeenssiinsens 10,550 -
Total Bakersfield 317,969

Chico 1. Development of Faculty Cadres For In-

Service TIAMINE ....cccrecniermimsminsnenns 33,808 -
2. Evaluation of Progress Toward Univer-
sity Goals ....... 23,984
3. Interdisciplinary Graphics Computer
Language 4714 —_—
Total Chico 62,506
Dominguez Hills 1. Interdisciplinary Simulations and Games
for Social Science.....eeoveeeeecessicvre 18,865 18,865
Fresno 1. Programmed Self Instruction to Prepare
Students for Classroom, Laboratory
Work in Immunology and Virology 11,840
2. Development of a Self-Guided Geogra- -
phy Field Study of the Southern -
Mother Lode Country ....unesissicss 10,826
3. Project LD.E.A. (Identification, Devel-
opment, Evaluation, and Assign-

ment—for Entering Students) .......... 6,173
4. Project Stop-Out—Student " Re-Entry
Program 11,729 ° e
Total Fresno 40,568
Fullerten 1. University Center for Intemshlps and
Cooperative Education ... ,24,508
2. A Bi-Cultural Approach to Communica-
tion Skills 10,952 —_———
Total Fullerton 35,460
Hayward - 1. Student Peer/Video Instruction for De- o
velopment of Skills in Acting and
Pantomime Courses .............. S— 14,009 14,000
Humboldt 1. Modularized General Education Se-
quence in SCIENCE ..o ccecerresrcrnenes o102 11,192
Long Beach 1. Career and Personal Explorations Course 14,592
2. Experiential Instructional Mode: History 36,589 —
Total Long Beach 51,181
Pomona 1. Computer-Augmented Learning and II-
) lustrating Faeility {CALLF.)........ 27,365 - 27,365
Sacramento 1. Individualized Learning Within A Bloc
Course For The Major ..o, 23,973 23,973
San Diego 1. An Instructional Development Program ‘
for University Professors ..........coco... 40,500
2. Modularizing and Individualizing Pre- : )
Caleulus Mathematios. ... rmmismeons 31,691 . -
_ Total San DIiego ... 72,191

San Francisco L. Major Assessment  Profile—Political
. Science 26,703 26,703
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San Luis Obispo 1. Individualized Large-Group Instruction
1I: Diagnosis/ Prescription—Chemis-

s o T

2. Teaching Mastery of Engmeenng Me-

chanics \.......

Total San Luis Obispo

Sonoma 1. Introductory American Government: An
Auto-Tutorial Self-Paced Approach

to Political Seience ......ccveeerncens

Stanislaus 1. Teaching and Resecarch Roles in Under-

graduate Education—Psychology ...
Systemwide and Inter-Campus
1. An Interdisciplinary Modularized Pro-
gram for Non-Science Majors (3
CAMPUSES) 1rvvrerrrersvserrommsressssssrssnsssmsrsere
9. Assessment of Standardized Examina-
tions in Business Administration (5
CAIMPUSES) 1rvverrerrceeenrerssreresmeessesees emseeees
3. Competency Programming in Special
Education—Distribution of Video
Tapes {SYSEEM) .cmrnivmmmemrsssenerians
4, Development of Comprehensive Exami-
nations—Chemistry and Accounting
(System)
5. Earth Science Cumculum Development
Consortium (3 Campuses) ......omunee
6. Individualized Instruction in Freshmen

English (6 Campuses) ... ,

7. Modularized Instruction/Learning in
Nursing Within the CSUC System
(12 Carnpuses) ... oveeerrecersescsseressesns
8. Development of Computerized Test
Item Data Banks (System) ................
9. Faculty Development (System) ...
Total Systemwide and Inter-Campus
Total
Dissemination of Project Materials and Findings (Above
Projects Also Have Dissemination Components)
San Jose—Art
Northridge—Geology
Systemwide and Campus Workshops, Publications, Reports..
Campus Mini-Grant Program
$7,500-$15,000 Grants to Campuses on Size Basis. 115 Awards
Made to December 1974..... :
Program Administration and Evaluation ...
Total Allocations to December 1874
Pending Allocations and Reserve

Total Available Including Salary Increase Funds and Staff
Benefits ..o

International Program

19,651

1,000

19,801

13,004

68,411

7772

29017

73,623 -

64,044
83,852

8,709

50,172

88,056

3,210
2,000
25,000

207,500
161,338

Items 345-347

20,651

19,801
13,004

$555,656

$1,011,094

$1,410,142
(64.912)

81,475,054

We recommend a General Fund augmentation of §778,007 fo continue

state support for the International program.

The 1975-76 Budget eliminates all General Fund support for the CSUC
International program while continuing to provide General Fund support
to the UC Education Abroad program. No explanation for this action was
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given. The budget, however, substantially overstates the resulting Gen-
eral Fund savings. All students enrolled in the International program are
matriculating students on one of the 19 CSUC campuses. During their year
abroad International program students are not counted as FTE students
on their regular campus and consequently they generate minimal General
Fund expense on that campus, They are counted as FTE students in the
International program only. If the International program is eliminated,
students who would have participated will enroll in courses on regular
CSUC campuses. As a result, FTE students on the 19 campuses will in-
crease by approximately the FTE student decrease in the International
program. For this reason the Chancellor’s office estimates that the $630,-
866 General Fund reduction resulting from elimination of the Internation-
al program would be partially offset by a $390,000 General Fund increase
resulting from higher campus enrollments. As a result of contractual
agreements with participating institutions, an additional expense of $71,-
000 for termination payments would be incurred. The net General Fund
savings would be approximately $170,000, rather than the estimated $630,-
866.

The International program, since its inception in 1963, has provided
qualified GSUC students with an opportunity to study for a year abroad.
Students enrolled in the program have been able to pursue their academic
interests in an institution of higher education in one of a number of foreign
countries, while simultaneocusly earning CSUC credit for their course
work. As a result, they make the same progress towards graduation as
regular CSUC students. Table 17 lists the participating countries and es-
timated enrollments in 1974-75 and 1975-76.

_Table 17

International Program
‘Individual Student Enroliment

197475 1975-76

Denmark . s passrsrssrrninins 12 12 -
France 50 © 50
Germany RS : 30 : 35
Israel : , ; R 10
TERLY oo ' 60 60
Japan 10 ©10
Mesco......... mtetenrermeesnseneres 10 15
New Zealand ... = 35
Republic of China ...... 15 15
Spain—Granada ......... . 10 10
‘ Madrid ... . a0 30
Sweden s 43 48
United Kingdom.. . smssmmsmssmssesssssssssssssssssssen v 30 30
Totals . . 300 360
PROJECTED FTE it csssssisesssisnssmssossmssssssssssessssssssmsssssssssssssssissassssessssesssssesssnsns 325 385

We feel this is a sound program deserving of continued General Fund
support. Applicants are carefully screened to insure that enrollees are
mature students who will benefit academically from a year of study
abroad. As Table 18 indicates, International program students take an
average academic load per semester which is substantially higher than the

CSUC average.
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Table 18
Comparison of Average Semester Units

Average Semester Units

International Program, osue
1971-72 .
Upper division students ..... ' 15.2 127
Graduate students ........ " 119 81
1972-73 _ S
Upper division students : 15.8 L 125
Graduate students . 11.7 7.0

According to the Chancellor’s office, the per student cost of the Interna-
tional program is actually below the average CSUC systemwide cost per
student. Table 19 indicates that in 1974-75 the International program is
estimated to cost $99 less per student than the systemwide average. The
estimated cost of the International program is actually $50 less per student
in 1974-75 than in 1973-74. By contrast, the UC system receives the same

"amount of state support for its Education Abroad students as it does for
its regular students.

Table 19 ‘
Comparlson of International Program and CSUC Systemwuie
Cost per FTE Student

1972-73 1973—74 1974 75¢
International Program . $1,644 $1,904 $1,854

CsUC.... A 1,652 1911 1,953
& Fstimated : . L

One reason costs in the International program are held down is that the
General Fund pays only the costs of administration and instruction. The
student pays all regular fees, including the Materials and Service Fee, as
well as all costs of travel, room and board. While the student costs can be
substantial, sufficient financial aid has been available to enable any
academically qualified student to participate. In 1973-74, 47.7 percent of
the enrolled students received financial aid and the projection for 1974-75
is 49 percent. The Chancellor’s office estimates that in 1974-75 the average
total cost per student in the International program is 20 percent less than
the comparable cost for a regular CSUC student residing in a dormitory.
We recommend that state support for the International program be con-
tinued and the 1975-76 Budget be augmented by the $778,007 in General
Fund support requested by the trustees. The $778,007 includes restoration
of the $630,866 eliminated by the Department of Finance, plus $147,141 for
enrollment related workload increases.

San Disgo Educational Television (ETV)

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office develop furmulas for fund-
ing the academic needs of the Department of Telecommunications and
Film and Instructional Television and report to t})e Joint Legrs]abve
Budget Committee by November 1, 1975,

San Diego is the only CSUC campus licensed to operate an educational
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. television station. Although a major portion of the programming is devot-

ed to public service, ETV has received General Fund support since its
inception in 1966 because it plays an integral role in both the instructional
program and the academic support program. The curriculum in the De-
partment of Telecommunication and Film relies heavily on ETV to afford
students a professional setting in which to learn realistically the require-
ments of a rapidly developing industry. Instructional Television (ITV) has
the potential to increase the effectiveness of classroom education substan-
tially, and the ITV staff-at the San Diego campus make extensive use of
ETV facilities and personnel.

In 1971-72 and subsequent budget years state General Fund support
was reduced by $100,000. The rationale was that sincesthe local community
as well as the University benefitted, $100,000 in additional local support
could be found. According to a 1973 Departrnent of Finance audit report
only a portion of the $100,000 was raised in the 1971-72 budget year and

. the instructional function had to bear a portion of the reduction in
services that resulted from the budget act.”

The 1975-76 Budget has augmented the San Diego ETV budget by
$100,000 as requested in the trustee’s budget. Based on the information we
have received, we feel this augmentation is justified by the instructional
and academic support benefits resulting from the ETV program. Nonethe-
less, we recommend that the Chancellor’s office develop formulas for
funding the academic needs of the Department of Telecommunications
and Film and Instructional Television and report these formulas to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee in time for implementation in the

-1976-77 Budget. Currently, the allocation of expenditures between in-

struction, ITV and public service is highly subjective because all 3 activi-
ties are interrelated. The result, as the 1973 Department of Finance audit
report points out, is ““. . . that any estimated allocations . . . made by the
campus would be highly suspect, because of the obvious desire to maxi-
mize state support.” Good budgeting requires these formulas if we are to
insure that the general public continues to pay for those activities which
benefit the whole community.

Teacher Credentia]ing Programs

We recommend that increased state support for practice teaching be
deleted for a General Fund savings of $344,978.

In order to teach in California public elementary and secondary schools
a person must have a California teaching credential acquired after a
course of study at an accredited University or college, or by passing ex-
emption examinations. Until recently, the Fisher Act, as administered by
the State Department of Education, determined the requirements for a
teaching credential. However, the Fisher Act has now been surplanted by
the Ryan Act, and, as of September 15, 1974, requirements for a teaching
credential are determined by the new Commission on Teacher Prepara-
tion and Licensing which was created by the Bvan Act.

The Ryan Act, as interpreted by the Cornmission on Teacher Prepara-
tion and Licensing, has significantly altered the requirements for a teach-
ing credential. As a result, the CSUC system, which has a teacher
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credentialing program on each of its 19 campuses, estimates that its pro-
gram costs will rise substantially. The Chancellor’s office reports that one
of the primary reasons for the cost increase is the greater emphasis on
student practice teaching mandated by the commission. To finance the
increased enrollments in practice teaching courses, the trustees have re-
quested $344,978 to provide: '

(1) Additional coordinators to supervise the student teachers,

(2) Clerical support for the additional coordinators, and

(3) Funds to pay local school districts for the services of master teachers

in the local schools.
The 1975-76 Budget provides the entire $344, 978 requested.

First, we want to point out that although the UC system also has teacher
credentialing programs, it has not requested any added state support to
fulfill the requirements of the Ryan Act. Apparently, they are able to
comply from within existing resources. We question why the CSUC system
cannot do likewise.

Our main concern, however, revolves around the wisdom of providing
any additional General Fund support into CSUC, or any other, teacher
credentialing programs. As Table 20 indicates, in each year since 1969, the -
number of teaching credentials granted by the CSUC system has in-
creased. Yet, as Table 21 shows, elementary and secondary school enroll-
ment peaked in 1970-71 and is expected to decline each year through at
least 1980-81. In a study issued by our office in 1974 we pointed out that
public and private teacher training institutions are graduating approxi-
mately 20,000 teachers each year into a job market that now exhibits a
turnover rate of less than 10,000 teaching positions.” The actual gap be-
tween supply and demand is even greater because this supply figure did
not include California teachers returning to the profession after an ab-
sence nor did it include the number of teachers who migrate to California
from other states. In 1973-74 approximately 60 percent of the teaching
credentials granted in California were issued by the CSUC system.

We do not think it is sound budget policy to increase state support for
the training of teachers who will be unable to find employment in the
profession. While the Chancellor’s office is requesting $344,978 for teacher
training, it also estimates that to implement fully the intent of the Ryan
Act will require that teacher education support be augmented by $6 mil-
lion annually. This year alone the trustees have requested 4 program
change proposal in excess of $1.8 million, in addition to the $344,978.

Table 20

Elementary and Secondary Credential Candidates Graduated
from Public Teacher Training Institutes

‘ . 1969-70 1970-71 1971-78 197273 197374

University of California 2023 2171 1,673 1,602 1,568
California State University and Colleges.......uiiinn 6913 7813 8072 8817 10459

TOTAL _ 8936 9984 9745 10419 12,027

v
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Table 21

Public Scheool Enrollments
{in thousands)

Gmde Level Change

School Year | . K-8 a1z Total  Amount Percent
1965-66 ; v 3,010 1,110 4,121
1966-67 v 3,087 1,147 4,235 113 2.8%
1967-68 3,145 1,184 4,330 95 22
1968-69 3,186 1,225 4,412 8l 19
1969-70 w3178 1,262 4,440 28 6
1970-T1 U ¥ {21 1,288 4457 16 K]
1971-72...... v 3,107 1,316 4,424 -33 =1
1972-73 3,055 1,320 4376 —47 -11
LHT3-T4 oo resssmnnssrsssnssrssissssens v 3,000 1,328 4,329 —47 —-11
19T4-T5 BEL. oo ecrmm s secnreaessns s semsrnssens 2,967 ©o1,342 4310 © 19 —.4
1975-76 est. w2931 1,353 4,984 —925 ; —8
1976-T7 est. o - 2868 1,360 4,228 —58 =13
1977-78 est. : 2,792 1,355 4,147 -8l -19
1978-79 est. 2,716 1,338 4055 _ 92 —-22
1979-80 est. 2,680 1,300 3,980 -75 —18
1980-81 est. 2,681 1,248 3,930 —50 —1.2

In view of the large oversupply of teachers, we recommend that the
$344,978 for practice teaching be deleted from the budget. We propose
that any required increase in state support for teacher credentialing pro-
grams be accommodated within existing resources. If the cost per teacher
credential candidate increases as a result of the Ryan Act, we recommend
that enrollments be reduced to the level of funds available. In 1971-72, the
Legislature set a precedent for this action when it approved a reduction
in CSUC teacher education enrollments proposed by the Governor.

External Degree Program

In the fall of 1973 the Consortlum of the California State University and
Colleges was established to develop statewide external degree programs.
Prior to the formation of the consortium, a few campuses offered an
external degree program, but no systemwide effort to harness the collec-
tive resources of all 19 campuses had been attempted. The individual
campus programs were entirely self-supporting. No state General Funds
were provided.

In 1973-74, when the Legislature provided state support for the UC
Extended University Pilot Program, the CSUC system received $123,000
to initiate the consortium. A portion of the money was for the develop-
ment of statewide external degree programs and the remainder was for
student fee waivers. In 1974-75 state support was increased to $299,000.

The 1975-76 Budget has eliminated all state support for the consortium.

We support this action. The external degree program was intended to be -

a self-support program, similar to the larger continuing education pro-
gram. It was recognized, however, that developmental costs would be
incurred before any student enrollment could be generated and state
support was provided to cover this expense. But we believe two years is
sufficient developmental time. This is borne out by the fact that after only
one year of state support at least six different external degree programs
are operational on a self-support basis. These include Bachelor’s degrees
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in Business, Administration, Liberal Arts and Humanities and Master’s
degrees in Vocational Education, Public Administration and Humanities.
If additional external degree programs are to be developed, they should
be supported by the Innovative Projects program, which was specifically
funded to promote such novel programs.

. ORGANIZED RESEARCH

The CSUC faculty is authorized to perform research activities consistent
with the primary instructional function. The research is funded by many
groups including business and industry and federal and state agencies. The
entire organized research program is funded by reimbursements. No Gen-
eral Fund support is provided. Table 22 shows the estimated expenditures
for 1975-76. It should be noted that the organized research program con-
tains only those projects awarded direetly to individual campuses. Projects
awarded to foundations are not mcluded

Table 22 .

‘Organized Research Expenditures
1973-74 to 1975-76

Actual FEstimated Proposed . Change
1973-74 1974-T75 197576 Amount Percent
Expenditures .......... $52,990 $278,876 8142922 $-135,954 . 488
Man-Years ....ovcerens 34 187 - 97 9.0 481
Funding:
General Fund...... . — —_ _ _ _
Relmbursements  $55,590 3278876 $142.922 $-135,954 ~488

_lll. PUBLIC SERVICE

The public service program contains all program elements directed
toward the benefit of groups or individuals who are not formally associated
with the CSUC system. This program censists primarily of two major types
of services—continuing education and general public service.

Continuing education includes those activities established to provide an
educational service to members of the community. Examples would be
mini-courses in a variety of general interest subjects and professional
growth classes such as those offered for classroom teachers. Supplemental
and remedial instruction provided for matriculating students is excluded
from continuing instruction, even though it is not part of the degree
curriculum.

General public service involves making available to the community
various resources which exist within the University and colleges. Exam-
ples would be conferences and institutes on subjects such as urban and
international affairs, general advisory services and reference bureaus, and
the San Diego Educational television. Oftentimes, individual events en-
hance the public service program although they are integral parts of the
instructional program. A convocation which is open to the general pubhc
would be an example.
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No General Fund support is provided to the public service program.
Table 23 shows the estimated expenditures for 1975-76.

Table 23

Public Service Expenditures
1973-74 to 1975-76

Actual Estimated Proposed Change
1973-74 1974-75 197576 Amount Percent
Expenditures ... $33,628,968 330,973,444 - $31,893,800 $920,365 - 30%
Man-Years .oeceevercennrvonrn 5314 4459 556.7 110.8 24.9%
Funding:”
Ceneral Fund....... $-149.057 100,000 - 00 -I00%
Reimbursements . . $E4485938 85,973 444 56,783,809 8820365 137%
" Foundation-Federal ...... $18,970,.222 SISE0000  $I8.200,000 aa 00%
Foundation-Other.......... $8,358,865 6,900,000 $6,900.000 o0 00%

Iv. ACADEMIC SUPPORT

The Academic Support Program is composed of those functions which
directly aid and support the primary program of instruction. The budget
identifies five subprograms for academic support (a) libraries, (b) audio-
visual services and television services, (¢) computing support, {d) ancil-
lary support, and (e) academic administration and personnel develop-
ment. Expenditures {or the academic sugport program are shown in Table
A. 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.
The CSUC system maintains 19 libraries, one on each campus.



Table 24

Academic Support Program Expenditures
1973-74 to 1975-76

Personne! Expenditures Change
Academic Support 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1973-74 1974-75 197576 Amount Percent
Program Elements . _
A. Libraries 1,666.4 1,710.8 1,750.3 27,248,971 30,778,991 32,611,159 1,832,168 6.0
B. Audio Visual & Television Services ..o 388.2 390.8 4059 5.916:418 6,332,943 6,815,678 482,735 7.6
C. Computing Support 298.7 2264 250.3 4,893,623 5,851,860 6,477,106 625,246 107
D.  ARCIATY SUPPOIE cooeoeeo e s rssrsns 1283 159.2 161.2 3,643,356 4,237,329 4,380,940 143,611 34
E. - Academic Administration and personnel de- .
VELOPIMENE c.uureressseessssrssimasssnrstissssmsassssmsensessa srsenss 212.6 338.0 353.5 8,843,220 9,750,160 10,082,120 331960 34
- Total Program COStS .corrremcersmeceersmesesmeasmemsssnarens -26242 - 28252 2,923.2 50,545,588 56,951,283 60,367,003 3,415,720 6.0
GONETA! FUN ooeoovevvcvscvneernssssassssssssssssimsssssarssss sosssss 26141 28168 29154 47,935.541 54 157,659 57,545,004 3387455 62
Reimbursemnents — — - 817,398 2456 929147 25,661 a0
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ... 101 84 78 88,078 95,158 96,762 L1604 L7

Auxiliary Organizations. — — —_ L706571 1,796,000 L796,000 — —

NOLLVONAH AMVANODHESISOd / ZLL
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Volume Acquisition

We recommend that the number of library volumes acquired by the
California State University and Co]]eges systern be reduced to 413,000
annually for a General Fund savings of $2,305.542.

In 1972-73 the Legislature approved a modified CSUC library develop—
ment plan enabling the system to achieve a goal of 40 volumes per FTE
student by 1985. To reach this goal it was estimated that the CSUC system
should acquire 500,000 volumes annually. This estimate was based on a
projected CSUC enrollment of 321,300 FTE students in 1980-81. This pro-
jection, however, has been substantially reduced. The Office of Institu-
tional Research now estimates 247,100 FTE students in 198081 and 249,400
in 1983-84, and even these figures may be further revised downward. If
the annual acquisition rate remains unchanged the CSUC system will
possess over 53 volumes per FTE student in 1985. This is 33 percent more
volumes than authorized by the Legislature.

In light of the revised enrollment projection, it is now possible for the
CSUC system to reach its goal of 40 volumes per FTE student sooner than
1985, while at the same time reducing the annual acquisition rate. Conse-
quently, we recommend that the CSUC system be authorized to reach its
goal of 40 volumes per. FTE student in 1979-80, six years sooner than
originally planned. This accelerated program would require an acquisition
rate of 413,000 volumes annually, a reduction of 87,000 volumes from the
currently budgeted level of 500,000. The reduction would result in a Gen-
eral Fund savings of $2,308,542 in 1975-76. Table 25 shows the current
systemwide holdings by campus.

We should mention that one goal of the CSUC library development plan
is much greater cooperation among the 19 campuses libraries. Two of the
major thrusts towards greater cooperation are (1) elimination of mul-
ticampus purchase of little used volumes and (2) increased utilization of
intercampus borrowing privileges. As these practices are operationalized
and the CSUC library program becomes more efficient, the volume acqui-
sition needs of individual campuses should be reduced and further reduc-
Hons in annual acguisition may be possible.
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] Table 25
California State Univarsity and Colleges Library Holdings

Total Estimated

Holdings 1974-75 Holdings FTE  “Holdings
as of Budgeted as of Enroflments  per
Campus ' 6/30/74 - Acqwsmons - 6/30/78  19H/TS FTE
RETTI D) 1700 SN 656,000 37,569 - © 693,569 29,500 30.8
Long Beach.. ; 600,515 38,926 639,441 21,400 29.9
San Jose ... 649,312 33,255 . 682 567 20,600 33.1
Los Angeles.. w 603,026 33,284 _ 636310 18,570 4.3
Northridge........ 557,003 41,569 598,572 18,400 - 325
San Francisco .. - 508,106 26,055 ' 534,161 16,000 334

Sacramento ...... 484,782 . 36,212- 520,994 . - 15,700 332 .
San Luis Obispo... . 387679 27427 - 415106 - 14,100 294
Fullerton .ovmonnssioecmsrssees 377,305 28,784 406,089 14,000 250
Fresno.. 472,430 33,569 505999 (13500 375
Chico.... 402,847 0,06 - 432916 11,800 367
Pomona 266,758 - 22,356 - 289,114 10,330 28.0
Hayward . 429677 28212 457,889 9620 476
Humboldt oo crassrines 197,337 14,927 212264 6,600 32.2
Sonoma . 202,831 20213 . 223044 5,150 433
Dominquez Hills .....oooocenerven - 136,483 12,785 149,268 4,400 339
Bakersfield 87,311 10,142 97,453 2,900 336

San Bernarding .....mseesernes 168,966 12,499 181,465 2800 . 64.8 .
SLANISIAUS voeerrscrnsnsrssorneesssrrsrmarnes 135,221 12,113 147,334 2,600 56.7
P | OO 7,323,589 " 499,966 7,823,555 230,970 339
Budgeted 1975/76 ......o..omeun —~ — 505,000 — -

Bakersfield Library

We recommend that the supp]ementa[ support for the BakersF eld Li-
brary be deleted for a General Fund savings of $142,950.

The 1975-76 Budget provides funds for the purchase of 500,000 library
volumes. In addition to this allocation for the entire CSUC system, this
budget provides the Bakersfield campus with a-special appropriation of
$142,950 for the purchase and processing of 5,000 volumes. The trustees
had requested 10,000 volumes, claiming that the Bakersfield library was
reaching a crucial stage of its development, We agree with the trustees
that the Bakersfield campus is in need of . . . an expansion of holdings
(volumes) beyond traditional patterns”. However, we feel that the acqui-
sition needs of the Bakersfield Library can be accommodated from within
the 413,000 volumes recommended for the entire system. The Chancel-
lor’s office has complete discretion over the allocation of volumes among
the 19 campuses. This authority was entrusted to the Chancellor’s office
precisely because it was felt the office was in the best position to evaluate
the special academic needs of each ecampus, Therefore, the Chancellor’s
office must weigh the individual campus requests and distribute the sys-
temwide allocation accordmgly
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Library Automation

We withhold recommendation on the $1,254,197 in new funds requested
for Iibrary automation until the Chancellor’s oﬁ‘" fce has prepared a report
on the current status of the Library Development Project for presentation
to the fiscal committees during budget hearings.

The CSUGC system is proceeding with a library improvement plan
recommended by the Department of Finance. The plan, entitled the
Library Development Project, seeks to improve library utilization
through interlibrary cooperation and automation. A total of $1,254,197 in
new funds is provided in the Governor’s Budget.

The project has experienced considerable difficulty coordinating the

activities of the requisite staffs (academic planning, library development
and information systems) and in procuring suitable campus library tran-
sactors which are essential to the process of automating the libraries.

Although we support the concept of an automated library system which
features interlibrary cooperation, we recommend that the Chancellor’s
office prepare a report on the status of the project for presentation to the
fiscal committees at budget hearings. This report should include all an-
ticipated benefits of the project, as well as new and realistic budget projec-
tions and time schedules. With this updated information, we will then be
in a position to make recommendations on the new funds

Transactors ‘
We recommend that the Chancellor’s office submit a report to the

Legislature by November 15, 1976 which details the savings associated

with the installation of library transactors on each campus. This report

‘should contain estimates of the (a) adjustments required in the library

clerieal staffing formula due to the increased labor productivity and (b)

‘yearly savings which will acerue from the reduced book loss rate.

One phase of the Library Development Project recommended by the
Department of Finance calls for the automation of routine library func-
tions such as the logging in and out of books and the placing of holds. To
implement this first phase, a mini-computer, called a “transactor”, is
scheduled for installation on each campus. The first transactor is due to be
installed in the spring of 1976 on the Sacramento campus. Three more
campuses are scheduled to receive transactors in 1977. The CSUC library
plan states that these transactors offer “a potential labor savings of approx-
imately 50 percent for the circulation clerical functions.” Table 26 shows
the Chancellor’s office estimate of the potential staff savings on selected
campuses. Because one of the major justifications for the transactors is that
they would reduce the required clerical support, we réecommend that the
Chancellor’s office submit a report to the Legislature by November 15,
1976 which details how much the formula for library clerical staff should
be adjusted downward to reflect the increased labor productivity.

In addition to the labor savings, the CSUC library plan states that tran-
sactors will significantly reduce the annual loss of books which was “ . . .
over 0.3% . . . in at least one of the CSUC libraries . . .”. The library plan

- estimates that “. . . even reducing the documented annual book loss rate

by half for a library with 500,000 volumes would mean an annual direct




776 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION -  Items 345-347

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES—Continued

dollar savings in excess of $10,000 not including labor for file correction,
cataloging, ordering, processing, etc.” Consequently, we recommend that
the report to the Legislature include an estimate of the systemwide yearly
savings which will accrue from the reduced book loss rate.

“ Table 26

Selected Libraries-Staff Savings
’ . Current Staf¥ with Staff
Library Staff Transactor Savings
Chico 5.0 3 20
Fresno 85 4 4.5
Fullerton 5.0 3 2.0
Hayward ..... . 55 3 25
Long Beach......... 13.0 6 70
Los Angeles. 80 4 40
Sacramento . 75 4 3.5
San Diego ..o 10.0- 3 50
San JOse .veennnrreninren: fevsnen : 9.0 5 4.0
San Luis ObiSPO .oemriverssmnreemssesersssssserssossesseens 75 4 35
41 38.0

Tokal .o rerererns 79.0

Com putmg Support

The CSUC Distributed Computing Network has been developed to
support the instructional and administrative computing fequirements of
all 19 campuses and the Chancellor’s office. In our 1974-75 Analysis we
discussed in considerable detail all elements of this program, described the
evolution of the current network and presented plans for upgrading exist-
ing computer equipment to improve the level of service.

The Governor’s Budget provides approximately $568,052 in new funds

o (1). support 13 additional positions for allocation to selected campus
computing centers which are below minimum staffing levels, (2) permit
the installation of additional equipment to enhance the existing data proc-
essing, capability of certain campus computers and (3) provide for dual
processing during the period when the existing (and obsolete) central
time-sharing computers are replaced with more modern equipment. This
allocation of netv funds is considerably less than the approximately $3
millipn requested by the trustees for computing equipment and operating
expenses.

The Distributed Computmg Network

The existing distributed computing network can best be descrlbed asa
hierarchy of small to medium sized computer systems which are intercon-
nected via leased telephone lines to permit both instructional and ad-
ministrative computing. Terminals on each campus, linked to the central
time-sharing facility located on the Northridge campus, provide for in-
structional computing. A state university data center, located at the Chan-
cellor’s office, and smaller campus computérs provide for administrative
computing. The network approach was developed as an alternative to
each campus acquiring large computers and running these machines inde-
pendent of the rest of the system. Acquisition of computers has been on
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a competitive basis and quality discounts were provided by the successful

vendors because -.of multi-campus procurements.

Coordination and Control

~ The Division of Information Systems within the Chancellor’s office is
responsible for all computing operations. This centralized coordination

‘and control is essential if computer operations are to be cost-effective. We

noted in the 1974-75 Analysis that the CSUC system had the lowest per
student cost for computmg ($17 per student) among 15 comparable insti-
tutions surveyed. Costs in these institutions ranged from $21 to §107 per
student. v

Improved Time Sharing A Necessity

There is 4 documented need to improve the time-sharing capab1hty
within the CSUC system. Last year, we supported the addition of $650,000
to the computing budget to permit the installation of minicomputers on
each campus. These small and relatively inexpensive (but powerful) sys-

"tems, which permit the simultaneous access of up to 32 students, are a

major technologlcal breakthrough. The campus time-sharing systems will
be used primarily in lower division courses where students are gaining a
basic exposure to programming.

The 1975-76 Budget states that funds are available to continue the 1nsta1-
lation of minicomputers during the 1975-76 fiscal year. Although the
budget does not identify the amount provided, we understand that $94,000
more than the $650,000 provided in the current year (and continued in the
budget year) is required to fully implement this program as planned.

The Governor’s Budget also contains $130,836 in new funds to permit
the CSUC system to replace its existing central timé-sharing system with

~ improved equipment. As stated in the feasibility study prepared to justify

this upgrade, the existing central time-sharing system is inflexible, inade-
quate, saturated, unreliable and has a relatively high cost per user as
compared to modern time-sharing systems. In terms of capability, the new
system will support 134 terminals. (with a growth potential to 192 termi-
nals) for student use systemwide as opposed to the current system which
supports 104 termmals ,

Inadequate Support for Equipment . )

We recommend that the budget be augmented by $506,280 to provide
communication support and computing equ:pment essential to the in-
structional program.

The 1975-76 Governor’s Budget has not provided sufficient funds for
communications ‘and computing equipment to support the instruction
program. The central time-sharing system is serviced by a communcia-
tions network of telephone lines provided by the Department of General
Services. The budget has provided $184,000 less than the amount allocated
in 1974-75 to pay for this service in 1975-76. We also find that the $130,836
budgeted to replace the existing central time-sharing system is $122,000
less than required to replace the existing equipment and permit a period
of parallel processing during which the obsolete equipment must be
phased out of operation.
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Similarly, no funds are provided for the acquisition of student terminals
which are to be connected to the local campus time-sharing systems au-
thorized by the Legislature last year. These systems will have the ability
to support 416 terminals located throughout the 19 campus system. With-
out funds for terminal acquisition, student access to the local campus
systems will be sharply curtailed.

We therefore recommend that the budget be increased $184,000 for
communication services, $130,836 for new central time-sharing equipment
-and $200,000 for student computer terminals for a total augmentation of

$506,280.
Insufficient Technical Personnel

We recommend an augmentation of $163,679 to permit the addition of
19 specified technical personnel to the computer support program.

‘The trustees placed a high priority on improved computing support by
requesting a total of 124 new positions for allocation to the campuses, the
state University Data Center, the central time-sharing facility and the
Division of Information Systems. We have examined the documentation
which supports the request and have determined that 19 positions in
addition to the 13 positions authorized in the Governor’s Budget are
necessary to meet minimum stafﬁng requirements,

The 13 new positions authorized in the 1975-76'Budget include com-
puter operators, clerical assistants and one programmer. We recommend
that the following additional personnel be authorized:

1. One programmer II ($14,136)—this position is required to provide

technical support to users of the central hme-sharmg facility.

2. One programmer III ($17, 184) —this position is essential to maintain
standardization in the development and utilization of computer op-
erating systems software.

3. Three equipment technicians ($35,568)—the cost-effective mamte-
nance of computer termihals throughout the 19 campus system has
become a serious problem. The Chancellor’s office has proposed that
technicians be located on each campus to provide maintenance and
assist in the diagnosis of problems associated with the communica-
tions network. We recommend the addition of three positions on a
trail basis to pilot-test the concept of on-site state equipment techni-
cians.

4. Seven data control clerks ($58,291)—these positions are to improve
the reliability of the administrative reports processed on computers.

5. Seven laboratory assistants {($38,500) —these positions, to be filled by
upper division and graduate students, are necessary to monitor and
facilitate the use of computer terminals by students.

The total required to support the recommended personnel is $163,679,
exclusive of staff benefits.
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Formula For Computing Support

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office in 'conjunction with the
Department of Finance examine the feasibility of developing formulas to
provide a basis for both equipment allocations and staffing levels. A report
should be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by No-
vember 15, 1975.

Since 1968, the administration and the Legislature have supported the
trustees’ goal of providing the CSUC system with essential computer serv-
ices. In view of the progress made and the substantial funding now allocat-
ed to computing, we believe that the time has come to establish a series
of formulas to be applied in'the development of budgets for computing
(a) equipment and (b) personnel:

We therefore recommend that the Division of Information Systems, in
conjunction with staff from the Department of Finance, examine the
feasibility of developing formulas to provide a basis for both equipment
allocations and staffing levels. In this connection, research should be done
as to whether other comparable institutions in the United States have
developed such an approach. The application of existing formulas to the
area of computing support should also be examined.

Chico Farm Operations

Four CSUC campuses, Fresno, Pomona, San Luis Obispo and Chico
have extensive agricultural programs. One component of the agricultural
curriculum on all four campuses is the student project which allows indi-
vidual students to actually raise farm products. The funds required to raise
the farm products are advanced to the student by a campus foundation.
No General Fund support is provided on any campus. If the farm product
is sold for a profit, the student receives a share and the remainder is
returned to the foundation’s account. Funds in this account are than used
(a) for the support of additional student projects, (b) to repair and replace
equipment utilized by student projects, and (¢) to cover losses in instances
where the farm product must be sold for less than cost.

Currently, all profits from the sale of farm products on the Chico cam-
pus are remitted to the General Fund rather than returned to the campus
foundation. The 1975-76 Budget proposes that the Chico foundation be
allowed to recycle its profits in the same manner as the other three cam-
pus foundations. The net General Fund impact is estimated to be an
$80,000 reduction in reimbursements. We support this proposal.

V. STUDENT SERVICES SUPPORT PROGRAM

The Student Services Support program is funded partially from reve-
nues generated by the Student Services Fee (formally titled the Material
and Services Fee). Additional dollar support is furnished by reimburse-
ments, auxiliary organizations, and the General Fund. Several elements of
the program are tied to special funds and are wholly supported by reve-
nues produced by those funds. Program services include: social and cul-
tural development, supplementary educational services, counseling and
career guidance, financial aid and student support.

Table 27 displays the expenditures for support of the Student Services
Support program.

e



Student Services

Program elements

Social and cultural development ........
Supplementary educational services ..
Counseling and career guidance ...
Financial Aid
Student SUPPOTL .ovvveesescccvsmsarsessasimsnes
Total program CostS ..vermseserreemaeeeronnns
Ceneral Fund.
Reimbursements
Dormitory Revenue FUNd ..........vvviurensmnns
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ......
Awxdliary organizations ...

MUQ®E P

Table 27

Student Services Program Expenditures
. 1973-74 to 1975-76

Personnel - Expenditures Change

197374 197475 197576 197374 1974-75 1975-76 Amount  Percent
138.6 141.1 140.7 $11,204,073 $10,179,425 . $9,200,207 $-978,218 -9.6%
- 158 233 20.7 150,030 142,117 114958 -27,159 -18.1
750.7 8179 8175 10,525,149 12,169,877 12,404,110 234,233 19
2276 232.2 233.8 29,839,581 35,437,835 37,549,951 2,112,156 6.0
740.1 889.7 7883 51,878,129 55,212,488 STHTTN -~ 2435302 44
18728 . 2,104.2 2,001.0 $103,596,962 $113,140,742 116,917,056 3,776,314 33
1,6488 L8021 L8026 S0I7 773 8123842 7,425,447 698395 58
- — — 42242131 53119953 56441 588 2321 6%5 63
2178 2989 1951 1,614552 1783894 1,835,558 51,658 29
62 a2 a3 98577 J7053 35,469 -1,554 43
- - - 50,623,929 50,076,000 51,175,000 1,103,000 22
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instructionally Related Activities

We recommend that state support for mstructzonal]y related ach vities
be eliminated for a General Fund savings of $3,152,222.

Effective January 1, 1975, Chapter 1541, Statutes of 1974, (AB 3116)
authorized the General Fund,expenditure of $2.6 million for instructional-
ly related activities, which in the past have been funded entirely by stu-
dent fees. This act also authorizes each campus to reduce student fees up
to a maximum of 30 percent. However, the $2.6 million, which is approxi-
mately 50 percent of total student fees in 1973-74, may be expended
whether or not the student fee is reduced.

The distribution of the funds to the 19 campuses has been accomplished
according to formulas developed in the Chancellor’s office. Each campus
received a gross allocation composed of an equal lump-sum share plus an
additional amount per FTE student. Because the funds are only author-
ized for the last half of the 197475 academic year, this gross allocation was
then reduced by the amount of funds spent on mstructlonally related
activities in the first half of the year. The remainder is the authorized
campus allocation.

We have two questions regarding the allocation formulas. First, two

campuses, Bakersfield and Sonoma, currently have no student fees. As a
result, their gross allocation was not reduced because they did not directly
support any instructionally related expenditures during the first half of the
academic year. Consequently, these two campuses received proportion-
ately more support than other campuses with student fees in order to fund
activities which they have not, themselves, supported. Second, although
the funds are only authorized for the second half of the academic year, the
Chancellor’s office has estimated 63 percent ($1,650,000) of the $2.6 mil-
lion will be spent. The remaining $950,000 is carried forward to 1975-76.
We question the allocation of over 50 percent of the appropriation.
. Because state support of instructionally related activities is a significant
new fiscal policy, it deserves careful review. The Chancellor’s office de-
fines instructionally related activities as “. . . activities and laboratory
experience which are sponsored by an academic discipline or department
and integrally related to formal instructional offerings.” Table 28 lists the
six major categories of 1nstruct10nal1y related activities and the percentage
of students fees expended on each in 1972-73.

We have two major concerns with a policy designed to provide General
Fund support for instructionally related activities traditionally funded by
student fees. First, we find it a tenuous argument, at best, to contend that
the majority of these activities are “integrally related to formal instruc-
tional offerings”. A prime example is intercollegiate athletics, which ac-
cording to Chancellor’s office estimates, received approximately 57
percent of the student fee funds used to support instructionally related
activities in 1972-73. Second, we believe it is not sound budget policy to
provide General Fund support without a prior detailing of the specific
activities to be funded. This has not been done. The Chancellor’s office
simply apportioned the $2.6 million among the campuses. Each campus is
free to decide which instructionally related activities to support. Further-
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more, although the Chancellor’s office is riot yet aware of the specific
activities funded for 1974-75 and the amount going to each such activity,
it requested, and- the 1975-76- Budget provides a 51gn1ﬁcant mcrease in
state support ‘

‘In our view instructionally related activities should have a.very low
priority for General Fund support. Considering the tight fiscal condition
predicted for the state in 1975-76, we question the merit of substituting
General Fund revenue for students fees, which are currently no higher
than $20 per academic year on any campus. Accordmgly, we recommend
that state support be eliminated for a General Fund savings of $3,152,222.

‘We should also point out that the increase in funds provided by the
1975-76 Budget is 552,222 over the 1974-75 level of $2 6 million. ThlS is
a one year increase of 21 percent.

Table 28
Instructionally Related Activities
- Percent of Student  Percent of Instructionally
: _ , . Fees (1972-73)  Related Activities (1972-73)
. Intercollegiate athletics...... 23.94% 569%

1

2. Publications _ 550 13.2
3. Music and danee performance ........ceeseersssremrinson 4,57 11.0
4. Drama and musical progductions ;... 151 : kN
5. Forensics 9 2.5
6. Radio, TV and Film .. essssssssimsssesssns 03 . -
T OHRET wovrrrsevnrmmreercerrecermremsssemsassssssmssssasmsssssssissssnssessssssanssssssa 5.31 127

) Subtotal T 42.90% . 100.0%

Non-instructionally refated activibes.......irvmmmmmsmmns ~ 57.80
~ Total ‘ - 100.00%

Student Services Fee

We recommend that the proposed budget policy of no General Fund
support for student services or instructional supplies and services tradi-
tionally funded through student fees be approved. To fully implement this
policy, Item 347 (salary increase) should be reduced $2.8 million.

All students in the CSUC system are assessed a Student Services Fee,
formerly titled Materials and Service Fee. As explained by the Chancel-
lor’s office, “historically this fee has been based upon the total projected
cost of providing certain student services, i.e., counseling, testing, place-
ment, housing, financial aid administration, office of the Dean of Students,
health services, as well as the cost of instructional supplies and services.”

‘The trustees’ 1975-76 request is that the state General Fund assume the
cost of “instructional supplies and services”, currently paid by student
fees. To accomplish this transfer over a number of years, the Student
Services Fee would remain constant at $144 per academic year. Each year
the General Fund would provide the difference between the constant
amount of Student Services Fee revenue generated and the costs of all
student services programs and instructional supplies and services. Because
program costs.go up each year and fee revenue would be constant, the
General Fund expenditure would increase annually. This practice would
be followed until the General Fund expense equaled the cost of instruc-
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tional supplies and services. From that time forward the total cost of
instructional supplies and services would be borne by the General Fund
and the cost of all student services would be borne by the Student Services
Fee, which would again be allowed to increase as necessary to meet in-
creased costs.

In Table 29 we illustrate how this would work and what the General
Fund expense would be. If the 1974-75 student services program is main-
tained in 1975-76, the total expenditure is estimated to be $45.4 million.
If the Student Services Fee is maintained at $144, total revenues are
estimated to be $40.1 million, leaving a deficit of $5.3 million which would
be the General Fund expense. In the three succeeding years the projected
deficits are $9.9 million, $12.4 million and $15 million. In the following
year, 1979-80, rather than again paying the deficit, the General Fund
would simply pay the cost of instructional supplies and services and con-
tinue to do so in all subsequent years. The Student Services Fee from
1979-80 onward would only pay for student services. As Table 29 indicates,
the total General Fund expense of this proposal through 1978-79 would be
approximately $42.5 million. In each succeeding year an additional ex-
pense of $§16 million, plus inflationary increases, would be incurred.

The 1975-76 Budget does not incorporate the trustees’ proposal. The
budget reduced the trustees’ request for instructional supplies and serv-
ices by the $2.5 million judged to have been shifted to the General Fund
in 1975-76, We are in agreement with Department of Finance policy that
no General Fund support should be provided for student services or in-
structional supplies and services traditionally funded through student fees.
However, as shown in Table 29, while the 1975-76 General Fund subsidy
is projected to be approximately $5.3 million, the Department of Finance
has deleted only the $2.5 million contained in the support budget (Item
345) To fully implement this policy, we recommend that the $2.8 million
in salary increases (Item 347) be deleted as well.

While no General Fund support should be provided, the trustees, not
the Department of Finance, should determine where program cuts are to
be made. Further, we believe that the trustees should have the option of
raising the Student Services Fee rather than cut programs. Listed under
“current practice”, Table 29 indicates the projected Student Services Fee
necessary to maintain the existing level of instructional supplies and serv-
ices and student services in each of the next four years. In 1975-76, for
instance, a fee of $162 is required. By 1978-79 the fee would increase to
$194 per academic year. For comparison purposes, Table 30 lists the cur-
rent student costs in the CSUC system relative to those in other large
public institutions nationwide for 1974-75.



Expenditures:
{1) Instructional Supplies and Services.........
{2) Student Services

Table 29
Student Services Fee

Projections of Expsnditure and Revenuse, 1975-76 to 1978-79

1975-76

Total Expenditures®

Bevenues and Fees:
Current Practice
Student Fee

Fee Revenue ..

General Fund Expenditure .......oooccocveeeens

Trustee Proposal
Student Fee........

Fee Revenue

General Fund Expenditure e

Cumulative General Fund Expenditure
% Net of Federal reimbursements.

$13,208,865
32,159,503

$45,268,358 ®

162

45,585,320
....... —216,952°

144

40,102,320

....... 5,266,016

1976-77

- $14,529,752
35,429,768

$49,559,520

i 177
' 49,959,520
0

144
40,102,320
9,857,200
15,123,216

b Does not include the trustees Financial Ald Administration program change proposal.

©8216,952 General Fund surplus.

197778

$15,256,240
37,226,256
$52,482,496

185
52,482,596
0

144
40,102,320
12,380,176
27,503,392

1978-79

$16,019,052
39,112,569

$55,131,621

194

55,131,621
0

1
40,102,320
15,029,301
49,532,693
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Table 30
University Tuition and Fees

15 Largest , ' 7L 75

Public Universities ) Turtion and Fees

State U of New York . " . $675

Calif State U & Colleges....... ' ' 175

City U of New York .. 95

" U of-Wisconsin... 485 -

U of California ; 636

State U System of Florida 585

U of North Carolina ... 459

U of Texas ... 388

Indiana U 682

Pennsylvania State 960

U of Minnesota ... 716

U of Mlinois 60

Oregon State System 573 K

U of Maryland 708

U of Missouri . 540
Average . $556

Student Financtal Aid

The financial aid programs available to higher education students are
varied and have grown rapidly in recent years, particularly at the federal
level. Most student aid consists of loans, direct grants, or a combination of
the two. Often students will receive a program “package” consisting of a
loan, a grant, and a part-time job. The concept of the program package has
grown out of the recognition by higher education and governmental offi-
cials that the demand for scholarship and grant funds is greater than the
available supply. Consequently, it is incumbent upon the college adminis-
trations to insure that the existing funds are disseminated as equitably as
possible among the qualified applicants.

The administration of financial aid has two major components (1) the
evaluation of requests and the awarding of financial aid “packages,” and
(2) the monitoring, billing and collection of outstanding loans. Financial
aid offices are located on each of the 19 CSUC campuses.

Evaluation of Financial Aid Requests

We recommend that the budger be augmented by $50,000 to enable the
testing and evaluation of alternative financial aid awarding computer
systems. .

Since the early 1960’s both the number of students applying for financial
aid and the number of financial aid programs available have grown tre-
mendously. The Chancellor’s office reports that the number of students
receiving financial aid has grown from an estimated 2,000 in 1961-62 to
75,053 in 1973-74. Over that same period of time the financial aid awarded
has increased from $1.5 million to $77.7 million in the form of loaxs, schol-

arships, fellowships, grants and employment funded from federal, state

and private sources.

Because the distribution of financial aid has grown more complex and- -

become a major administrative function in most colleges and universities,
a number of computer systems have been developed to assist financial aid
officers. The trustees, in their 1975-76 budget request, asked for $50,000
to test and evaluate some of the available computer systems for their
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usefulness to the CSUC system. We feel this is a sound proposal and we
recommencd it be funded. Computer assistance offers the possibility of an
improved.quality of service at lower cost. Until the results of a feasibility
study are evaluated, we would oppose any increases in financial aid admin-
istration personnel, '

Financial Aid Pilot Project (Billing and Collecting)

We recormnmend that the 1975-76 Budget be augmented by $125,000 to
continue the pilof project in contracting for student loan collections. .

The trustees requested $125,000 for 1974-75 to contract with a commer-
cial firm for the collection of student loans and all record-keeping and
reporting functions associated with the collection. The request was not
approved, but subsequently the Legislature authorized the expenditure of
$50,000 from excess salary savings for partial year implementation. In

February, 1975, after competitive bidding, the firm selected will assume

the loan collection function of the four campuses participating in the pilot
plan.

In their 1975-76 budget request the trustees asked for $125,000 to contin-
ue this pilot contract through 1975-76. We support this proposal. The
concept behind the pilot contract is sound. The CSUC system should
evaluate whether it is cost-effective to contract with a commercial firm for
the collection of student loans. _

No definitive results, however, can be obtained from a four or five
month study, consequently, we believe that the experiment should contin-
ue for at least 18 months before any final evaluation is made. We recom-
mend that $125,000 in General Fund support be prov1ded for this purpose
in 1975-76.

Educational Opportunity Program {EQP) -

The CSUC Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) was established”

by the Legislature during the 1969 session. The program, administered by
the Board of Trustees, is designed to assist economically disadvantaged
students. State supported grants (up to a maximum of $700 per academic
year) are authorized to fund the cost of tuition, books and room and board.
EOP funds can also be used to support program directors, counselors and
advisors.

Grant recipients must be California residents nominated by agenmes
authorized by the trustees. EOP students. are admitted to CSUC on the
basis of special criteria set by the trustees, which permits attendance of
otherwise unqualified high school graduates {up to 4 percent of the incom-
ing freshmen class}. An academic record of each grant recipient is main-
tained by the trustees.

Ethnic Composition
In 1973-74 the ethnic composition of new EOP enrollees was as follows:

American
Indian/  Black/ Chicano/ All Others
Native Afro- Mexican- White/  Not Neo
American American American  Oriental Caucasian Included Response — Total
Number ........ 189 2322 1,715 266 339 211 111 5,053

Percent ... 3.7 440 340 53 . 67 41 2.2 100.0%
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1975-76 EOP Budget

~ We recommend that the Chancellor’s office evaluate the probable im-
pact of federal BEOG's support on the EOP program and report fo the
fiscal committees during the budget hearings.

The 1975-76 Budget provides $6,442,220 to support the EOP program,
an increase of $888,618. The increase results from two factors. First, the
average EOP grant was raised to reflect the Materials and Services Fee
(now called student services fee) adjustment and inflation. Second, the
total number of EOP grants was increased by 11 percent, from 10,943 to
12,139, First-year students increased by 50, based on projected CSUC en-
rollment growth of 1.2 percent. This 50-student increase was not reduced
when CSUC enrollment projections were revised downward. Continuing
students increased by 1,146, based on an 80-percent continuancy rate,
Table 31 details the estimated EOP expenditures for 1975-76.

In 1973-74 the EQOP program had unexpended grant funds totaling
$147,997. According to the Chancellor’s office, this occurred because the
new federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) program pro-.
vided support to many of the students who otherwise would depend
entirely on the EQP program. In 1973-74 BEOG support to CSUC stu-
dents totaled $553,000. This vear, however, it is expected to increase to $4.5
million. As a result, an ever greater amount of EOP grants funds may be
returned unspent in 1974-75. BEOG support for 1975-76 is anticipated to
increase even further and third-year students will be eligible for support
for the first time. In light of this large influx of federal aid we recommend
that the Chancellor’s office evaluate the probable impact of the BEOG
support on the EQP program and report to the fiscal committees during
the budget hearings.

vi. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT

The institutional support program provides systemwide services to the
other programs of instruction, organized research, public service and stu-
dent support. The activities include executive management, financial op-
erations, general administrative services, logistical services, physical plant
operations, faculty and staff services and community relations.

Executive management consists of all systemwide program elements
related to CSUC administration and long-range planning. The subpro-
gram includes legal services, the trustees the Chancellor’s office, and the
senior executive officers.

Financial operations includes the ﬁscal control functions, both for the
Chancellor’s office and the 19 campuses, and investment management.

General administrative services consists of all control management sup-
port functions. Included in the subprogram are adm1n1strat1ve data proc-
essing, student admissions, and record management.

Logistical services provide for the procurement, distribution, mainte-
nance and movement of supplies. Also included are health and safety
elements.

Physical plant operations provides for the maintenance and expansion



Table N
California State University and Collages
Educational Opportunity Program
Awards and Expenditures
1973-74 through 1975-76

Aetual Year ' . Current Year Budget Year
1973-74 ‘ 197475 1975-76
Number Average Total Number Average  Total "~ Number | Average " Total
of grants  doflars/grant  grant dollars of grants  dollars/grant - grant dollars | of grants®  dollars/grant  grant dolfars
R 4920 $462 $1,949,640 4220 $480 $2,095,600 4270 $595 $2,241,750
231 669,438 3376 249 840,624 3,376 275 928,400
240 322,080 2240 258 577,920 2,703 275 743,325
: 240 - 251,760 1,107 258 285,606 1,790 275 492,950
TOHS oo o 953 T $3108918 10,943 : $3,729750 12,139 | $4,405.795
Totals, Admmnstratlon and . - o
Counseling. $1.807,385 $1,823,852 $2 036,495
TOTALS, PROGRAM COSTS ......coooroererennee $5,006,303 ' 33,553,602 $6, 442,220

*The number of EOP grants is based upon a 1.2% growth in first-year eligible students and assurnes an 80% continuance rate.
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of campus grounds and facilities. Included are utilities operations, campus
planning, repairs, grounds and custodial services.

Faculty and staff services include funds budgeted for overtime and
reclassifications.

Community relations_consists of those functions which provide for (1)
maintaining relahonshlps with the general community and the alumni,
and (2) fund raising. The governmental affairs office in Sacramento is also
included.

Table 32 shows the estimated expenditures for 1975-76.

Fullerton Pilot Project

We recommend that state support for the Fullerton pilof project be
eliminated for a 1975-76 General Fund savings of $85,621.

Chapter 1164, Statutes of 1971 (Senate Bill 1239), required the CSUC
system “to initiate a pilot management planning and budgeting system.”
In addition, it mandated that the CSUS consider the concept that “more
efficiency may ensue if more decision making power is decentralized to
the campus and department level.” Finally, the act suggested that “Budg-
eting by standardized formulas may not necessarily be the most effective
way to determine resource needs or their governance.” Central to these
concerns was the need for the development of a management system and
sophisticated cost-benefit data.

In response to this legislation, a management model developed by he
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS),
was selected for pilot implementation on one campus. California State
University, Fullerton was selected as the test campus, and the School of
Business Administration and Economics was selected as the test unit.
Implementation, of this model began on July 1, 1972 and it was operational
by September, 1972.

The Chancellor’s office provided approxxmately $38,000 to initiate the
project during 1972-73. The next year, 1973-74, the Legislature budgeted
approximately $65,000 to continue the project. For 1974-75, $81,842 in state
support was provided.

Because the pilot project was entering its third year of operation, the
1974 Committee on Conference requested that the Chancellor’s office
“critically evaluate the effectiveness of the Fullerton pilot project” and
specifically “determine its applicability systemwide”. The report was to be
submitted to the Legislature by December 1, 1974. At the date of this
writing the report has not been submitted but we have received advanced
drafts of the evaluation report prepared by the Chancellor’s office and
have been fully briefed on its conclusions and recommendations. After a
thorough review of the report we have concluded that the three years of
effort have not produced any tangible results which have “applicability
systemwide”. Further, the report could peint to no specific results which
were forthcoming. Consequently, we recommend that state support for
the Fullerton pilot project be terminated for a 1975-76 General Fund
savings of $85,621.



Table 32

Institutional Support Expenditures

1973-74 to 1975-76

Personnel

Expenditures Change
Institutional Support 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1973-74 | 197475 1975-76 Amount Percent
Program Elements : - '

A. Executive Management ... 7515 786.4 791.7 15,800,560 17,451,978 18,210,835 758,857 4.3%
B. Financial Operations ............ 6749 696.4 - 7015 9,299,749 9,701,470 9,950,958 249,488 2.6
C. General Administrative Services 13469 14481 1,499 19.757.621 23,412,217 94,518,907 1,106,590 47
D. Logistical Services .......oeene 966.0 10015 9949 - 20,876,670 22,945,643 24,371,230 2,121,587 95
E. Physical Plant Operation. 3,195.1 33995 34621 47753 577 54,680975 58,998,408 4247433 78
F. Faculty and Staff Services... . — — — 2,333,048 4,979 956 3458012 -1,521,244 -30.1
G. Community Relations ....ccerremisnns 76.7 74,1 76.1 1,832,004 2,015,221 2,246,239 227,018 11.2
Total Program Costs...cummmmmmnn 6,947.1 7,406.0 7,523.2 117,583,329 134,494,760 141,684,589 7,189,829 3.3
General Fund, : 63227 67554 68519 56,785,208 112,047,309 118,088,370 G041,061 54
Reimbursements . — —_ — 7,905,954 8517,681 8429094 58,787 -10
Parking Revenue Fund ..., 1686 1857 186.0 2123504 2455,509 2673800 218291 89
Dormitory Revenue Fund . 2714 2649 267.1 49815837 5,455,891 5985407 520516 87
Contiming Fducation Revenve Fund...... 1844 2000 2182 3,089,750 3534170 4023918 459,748 139

— — 2,897,000 | 54834000 484000 - -

Aunlisry Organizations . — —
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Chancallor's Office

The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSUC Board of
Trustees. He is responsible for the implementation of all policy enacted
by the board. The chief responsibilities of the Chancellor and his staff
include:

(1) Compilation of the annual budget request,

(2} Fiscal management of the approved budget within gmdehnes es-

tablished by the Legislature and other control agencxes,

(3} Formulation of salary proposals

Table 33 lists the major divisions in the Chancellor’s ofﬁce and breaks
out the 1973-74 and proposed 1974-75 positions and expenditures. There
is a net increase of four General Fund positions.

Table 33

Chancellor's Office Expenditures
Governor's Budget

197475 197576 Change
Positions  Dollars ~ Positions  Dollars ~ Positions  Dollars

Chancellor’s office
Personnel:

Executive office . $337,745 145 $350,193 - $12,448
Legal Affairs..... 4 394,009 16.5 490637 10 26,628
Academic Affairs............ 1,324,120 62.3 1,341,994 10 17,874
Faculty and staff............ 639074 310 706,779 — 67,705
Business affairs ............ y 1845923 1155 1,879,787 2.0 33,864
Physical planning .......... 21.8 499,610 21.8 514.092 — 14,482
Government affairs ...... 80 128,354 80 132,993 — 4,639
Institutional research... 130 274,519 13.0 278,319 — 3800
Public affairs . 103952 40 1253 — 8582
Subtotal vwemssrmsien y 45,547,306 2866 $5,737,328 2.0 $100,022
Operating expense and . ) :
EQUIPINENt .iveirrssicennss — 1,211,145 = 1,599,684 - 387,939
TOtal e 9846 86759051 9866 © §73M0I2 20 $577.961
Audit staff ]
Personnel .....coicinininenn 11.0 $235,098 11.0 $235,840 — 3742
Operating expense and . :
equipment i 73842 — 73360 0 — —482
Total eeeeeervmmrsereriiseens 11.0 $308,940 11.0 $309,200 - $260
Information systems
Personnel ....coomccsnervannnn, 105.0 $1,553,802  108.0 $1,770,244 30 $216,352
Operating expense and
equipment ..o — 3,697,657 = 3,689,193 = —8,464
Total... $5,251,549 1080 $5,450.437 30 $207,888
Grand Total $12319,540 4056  $13,105,649 5.0 $786,100
Funding sources :
General Fund .....ccoovevene 3436  $11249604 3476 $11928275 4.0 $678,671

Reimbursements ... 37.0 1,069,936 58.0 1,177,374 10 107,438

Chancellor's House i

In December of 1972, the trustees took action to accept a gift of a
$300,000 home in Bel Air, California, to be used as the Chancellor’s resi-
dence. An item of $8,000 for groundskeeping expense at the home was
proposed in both the 1973-74 and 1974-75 budgets, but was deleted by the
Legislature on each occasion. Again this year $8,000 is proposed in the
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budget for “exterior upkeep and grounds maintenance” of the Chancel—
lor’s residence. We question whether a state expense for this purpose can
be justified unless it can be shown that the residence would be used
extensively for CSUC functions. We should also point out that in 1974-75
the Leglslature eliminated all state support for the hornes of the UC
president, vice pre51dent and chancellors.

Relocation of the Chancellor’s Office

The 1975-76 Budget provides $233,815 to cover the costs of relocating
the Chancellor’s office in Long Beach. However, the trustees amended
their original request and asked for an additional $257,280, bringing the
total request to $491,095. The amendment was submitted because the
State Board of Control has adopted rules and regulations liberalizing the
benefits available to employees when their headquarters is relocated. The
new benefits include “compensation for brokerage fees, prepayment pen-
alty fees and escrow fees associated with the sale of residences.” Table 34
details the relocation costs contained in the amended trustees’ request.

There is some question as to whether the State Board of Control’s new
rules and regulations are applicable to a relocation move of so short a
distance. If they do apply, however, the additional funds should be allocat-
‘ed from the special statewide budget appropriation for price increases.

Academic Senate

The Academic Senate is the official organization representing the CSUC
faculty. The full-time faculty on each campus selects its representatives,
who total 50 systemwide. The full Academic Senate meets on the average
of five times each year. Selected representatives regularly attend meet- -
ings of the Board of Trustees and are consulted on various matters affect-
ing academic policy.

The 1975-76 Budget provides $309 187 for support of the Academic
Senate. These funds provide primarily for meeting expense and release
time from teaching duties for the senate’s principal officers. Release time
is provided because members of the senate are expected to participate in
administrative matters of the CSUC system and attend numerous Aca-
demic Senate committee meetings each year.

OASDI Rate Change not Budgeted

We recommend that the 1975-76 Budget be augmented by $1,129,566 to
cover increased OASDI expenses.
A change in the level of taxable salaries and wages was instituted by the
" Federal Government after issuance of the Department of Finance Price
Letter. The maximum taxable salaries and wages for QASDI was raised
from $13,200 to $14,100, which in the CSUC system translates to a change
from 4.1 percent to 4.26 percent in the rate applied to all salaries and
wages. This generates a need for $1,129,566 in additional funds. Since good
budgeting practice dictates that sufficient funds be allocated to. meet
anticipated expenditures, we recommend that the budget be augmented
by $1, 129 566 to cover the increased OASDI expenses.
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% Table 34
1975-76 Amended Trustees’ Budget
Chancellor's Office
Costs Associated with Moving to Long Beach
- 1975-76 Amended Budget Annualized
One Time Six Month Six Month
Cost Cost TOTAL Cost
PERSONAL SERVICES ' ]
Salaries and Wages -
Building Service ENgr. (Eff 1/1/76) L0 woooveomssssseosmsessrssssssmasseesmesseeesommsssmmsss s $6,438 $12,876
Salary Savings —163 - —386
Staff Benefits 9538 1,916
Total Personal Services $7,203 37,203 $14,406
OPERATING EXPENSES & EQUIPMENT )
Contractual Services:
EmPlOYes MOVING ........oummsressicsismissssmmssssssssssusssssssssensssssrss st sssstasesiosstrssasssrassss ssssssssesastsmsonsssssasasss $77,700
EmpPloyee REOCALON .......vceeoecescrmmnrssmsaresssnssenrssessssessssssmssssssessssssssssessstontssssessssessssesssssssssssastssssssissssessses 257,280
Office Moving 79,920
Security Contract 31,614 64,000
Grounds Maintenance . 5,550 11,000
COMUTEURCAHONS 1.vverrvurereemsseneeessmssssstsieressssssssssssasssssissssseseseesssssssssssssistssrsssessiesssasensnsssssstasssasmas sossssesssassssaneen 10,600 16,000 32,000
Equipment—Food Service ... 5828
Total OE& E.... v R Er AR R RS RR R R R RS b SRR AR R R At A Rb b SRR RS $430,728 $53,164 $483,892 - §107,000
TOTALS $491,095 $121,406

LFE:—_QPE, sweyy

£6L / NOILLVONAXE AHVINODHASLSOd
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VIl. INDEPENDENT 0PERA1;IOI\IS

The independent operations program contains a variety of auxiliary
organizations and special projects, performed by .college employees for
- private and public agencies, which are not an integral part of the primary
instructional function. Included are dining halls, book stores, college un-
ions and campus foundations. No General Fund support is provided. Table
35 shows the estimated expenditures for 1975-76.

Table 35

Independent Operations Expenditures
1973-74 to 1975-76

Actual Estimated Proposed Change
197374 1974-75 1975-76 Amount Percent
Expenditures......cccon $8.632,777 $8,641,550 $10,069,388 $1,428,398 165%
Man-Year ....ucecrrens 3839 “70 5254 78.4 175%
Funding:
General Fund .......... — - — — —
Reimbarsements ... 6245 100 6,391,560 7819888 1428928 223%
Awdliary Orgamza

HOBS s 2387677 8250000 2250000 00 00%

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY
Item 348 from the General -

Fund Budgef p. 974
Requested 197576 ... $1,663,169
Estimated 1974-T58........c.ciivererererrrnissrsssnsessssessinirssessssresss s ssssssses © 1,450,505
Actual 1973=T4 .ot st rrsa e rsesesene © 1,232,084

Requested increase $212,664 (14.7 percent)

Total recommended reduction ... ieseessessrrreeseesiene $122,320

' Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Budget Format. Recommend workload, special program 797
and policy change data be included.

2. Training Ship. Recommend report on alternatives to cur- 797
rent training ship costs. .

3. Student Housing. Recommend termination of housing of 798
students aboard the training ship.

4. Rent. Reduce $112,320. Recommend increase in student 799
rent to that charged at California State University and Col-
leges.

5. Capital Outlay. Recommend reversion of $6.2 million to al- 799
low proper programming and complete legislative review.

6. Food Services. Reduce $10,000. Recommend elimination of 800
two proposed positions and report on actions taken to
reduce food service costs.
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT a

The California Maritime Academy (CMA) Iocated at Valle_]o was estab-
lished in 1929 and is one of six institutions in the United States providing
a program for students who seek to become licensed officers in the U.S.
Merchant Marine. The academy receives some federal support for this
program. S o

In response to legislation {Chapter 1069, Statutes of 1972) CMA pre-
pared a five-year academic plan designed to expand the curriculum, pro-
vide accredited degrees in marine and maritime sciences and increase the
number of graduates. This plan was reviewed and approved by the Legis-
lature and Governor for its initial year of funding (1974-75) . By 1978-79
{end. of the five-year transition period) the academy will enroll 468 stu-
dents and be on a four-year academic program consisting of approximately
eight regular semesters, three 10-week sea training periods, a two-week
internship and a final four-week seminar to prepare for license board
examinations. A total of 27.5 FTE faculty positions will be required for the
two fully accredited programs of Marine Engineering Technology and
Nautical Industrial Technology.

Sea Training periods are conducted each year aboard a merchant-type
ship loaned California by the federal Maritime Administration (MARAD)Y).
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 receive a bachelor of science degree.

CMA is governed by an independent seven member board of governors
appointed by the Governor to four-year terms. Two members are educa-
tors, three are public members and two represent the maritime industry.
The board sets admission standards and appoints a superintendent who is
the chief administrative officer of the academy.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed 1975-76 budget for the academy is $2,511,749. This in-
cludes $1,663,169 from the General Fund, an increase of $212,664 or 14.7
percent over the current year’s estimated expenditures. Federal funds
and reimbursements comprise the balance of the funding sources as
shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Maritime Academy Budget Summary

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change

Programs 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 Amount  Percent
IRSETUCHOM oeoerereecesrsseeammssmsenmsenees $598,767 $689,894 $700,881 $10,987 1.6%
Academic suppOTt ... " 814,156 365,022 386,333 21,311 58
Student Services .o 437,018 529,983 738,231 208,248 393 -

Institutional SUPPOTt.mmissmmne 501,492 . 565,080 686,304 _ 121,224 215
TOLALS oo eemvreeemrrseeerssiesesssssesnsennes $1,781,433 2,149,979 42,511,749 $361,770 16.8%

Funding Sources .

General Fund. 1,232,084 1,450,505 1,663,169 212,664 147%

Reimbursement 337,651 438978 . 501,880 63,602 145

Federal funds 211,698 261,196 346,700 85,504 T
Totals verrsreeesensssns T $1781,433  $2,149.979 $2,511,749 $361,770 16.8%

Positions, 8.8 95.1 98.6 35 37%
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Enrollment

Table 2 summarizes CMA applications, enrollment and graduates for a
four-year period. It indicates that enrollment is scheduled to increase by.
47 students or 15 percent in 1975-76. ‘

Table 2
CMA Enrollment Statistics

1974-75 - 197576

. 197073 1979-74 (est.) (est.)
Applications 195 230 320 n.a.
Plan enrollment ; n.a. n.a. 313 360

" Budgeted enrollment.......oeeoceeecereeerrerenes 230 240 313 360
Average enrollment e 281 240 300 na
Graduates

. 60 52 61 105
Progress Toward Accreditation

The 1972 Budget Bill Committee on Conference recommended the
“instructional program be redesigned to provide an accredited degree in
marine or maritime sciences or other related academic areas and that
annual reports on progress toward this goal be submitted to the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee.”

This year’s report highlights the achievement of “candidate” status for
the marine engineering technology curriculum by the Engineer’s Council
for Professional Development (ECPD) and initial steps toward accredita-
tion for the nautical industrial technology curriculum by the National
Association for Industrial Technology (NAIT). Granted last year, “candi-
date” status was continued by the Western Association’ of Schools and’
Colleges (WASC). Full regional WASC accreditation is anticipated in the
spring of 1977 immediately followed by ECPD and NAIT accreditation.
The 1975-76 Governor’s Budget continues to support the five-year aca-
demic master plan with the addition of 1.5 new instructor positions.

Student Aid

" Beginning in 1973-74 the Legislature augmented the academy budget
to initiate student aid programs. Table 3 shows the growth of these pro-
grams since that time. Approximately $6,600 in General Fund support is
budgeted for continuing these programs.

Table 3
CMA Student Aid Summary
1973-74 197475 1975-76{est.)

Program Dolfars  Students  Dolfars  Studemts  Dollars  Students
Basic Educational Opportu- -

nity Grant ... $895 3 $12,000 18 $32,000 40
National Direct Student

Loan ...uivemeeeens - 21,270 30 33,425 50 35,000 50 .
College Work Study 1,461 § 13,495 40 15,000 40
Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grant ...... 12,650 22 20,950 30 22,000 30
State Scholarships.........coueveee 1,600 4 5,600 T 10,000 25
Federal Insured Loans ....... 40,310 30 130,000 100 180,000 150
Other Loans 2,000 2 4000 4 6,000 6
Other Scholarships.....vu.cee 0 0 1,000 2 5,000 10

Totals...evccemereecrsseesesseraien $80,186 s $220,470 3 $305,000 #

* Students are not totaled because each student usually receives more than one form of aid.
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Revised Budget Format

It is recommended that future budget formats mc]ude Workfoad spec:a] .
program and policy change data.

A new budget format has been developed and presented for the first
time. The four programs in Table 1 are consistent with the program
classification structure now used by the California State University and
Colleges. However, this format does not provide for adequate supporting
detail. For example, the budget document should reflect changes in num-
bers of students, graduates, drop-outs, tuition, student fees, student aid
and costs per student. In addition, we believe sea training and continuing
education are unique programs which warrant separate identification for
analysis. This recommendation would require future budgets to include
(1) traditional workload related statistics noted above (2) separate ex-
penditure schedules for the sea training and continuing education pro-
grams and (3) proposed policy change summaries.

Past, current and proposed funding support, cost per student and stii-
dent tuition and fee schedules are shown in Table 4.

Table 4 )
CMA Funding, Cost and Tuition Summary

o I9m-7s 197576

1971.72 1972-73 197374 {est) (est.}

Percent feder® suppott . 17.5% . 136% 11.9% '12.1% 13.8%
Percent state support ..... . 626% 69.7% 69.2% 67.5% 66.2%
Percent student support 199% 16.7% 189% 204% - 20.0%

Gross cost/student ... .. $5,602 $6,541 $7.423 $7,167 $6.977°
General Fund cost/student..... . §3507 C§4561  $5,134 $4,835 84,620 °
Tuition and fees (resident) ® ... $1,493 $1,493 31,677 $1,805 na.
Tuition and fees (nontesident) * ... $1,650 $1,650 81,977 $2,180 na.

* Assumes enrollment projection of 360 is met.
b Average per year based on three year-program through 1573-74 and four- ~year program thereafter.

Alternatives to Training Ship

We recommend the academy board investigate alternatives to current
training ship costs and report their findings to the ]otheg}s]ab ve Budget
Committee by December 1, 1975,

Previous budgets identified costs related to maintaining and operating
the academy training ship. These General Fund and student costs approxi-
mate $400,000 annually in addition to federal drydocking expenditures of
about $250,000. The ship is clearly one of the most expensive training aids
maintained in postsecondary education and contributes substantially to
the high costs per student shown in Table 4. We believe the failure of the
federal government to refurbish the ship, modernize its equipment or
increase its financial support warrants an investigation of less costly and
perhaps more effective alternatives. These include (1) having students
intern on commercial ships, (2) leasing a commerecial ship for the required
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cruise, (3) reducing the number of cruises (only two cruises of 12 weeks
or one of six months is required during the four years), (4) sharing a ship
with one or more other maritime academies, (5) seeking partial or full
reimbursement of training ship costs from commercial maritime interests,
the U.S. Merchant Marine, U.S. Coast Guard or marine unions and (6)
shifting the academy’s academic mission to accredited maritime related
degrees without a hcense component thereby el1m1nat1ng the sea training
requirement. :

These alternatives suggest that viable options may exist to the training
ship which is being subsidized increasingly by the General Fund and
student fees. Our recommendation would require the board to undertake
a comprehensive study and report its findings and recommendations to
the Legislature for reducing or eliminating state costs related to the sea
training period required for Coast Guard licensing and the year-round
maintenance of the ship.”

Substandard Student Housung

It is recommended that the academy policy requiring all students to live
on the campus for all four years be changed to eliminate the current
substandard and inequitable housing of students on the training ship.
(Reduce expenditures and offsetting reimbursements by $§218,000.)

Current academy policy requires all students to reside on campus. The
one existing housing facility accommeodates 208 students. The remaining
enrolled students (92} are berthed on the ship in large group compart-
ments without natural light and with inadequate restroom provisions or
heating. Nevertheless, students on the ship are assessed the same housing
fees as those living in the reésidence facility. We believe this to be inequita-
ble. We also understand federal regulations prohibit use of the ship for
housing students.

The residence requirement, like several other restrictions on age, physi-
cal condition, marital status, citizenship and the necessity to agree in
writing to apply for and accept a Naval Reserve commission are based on
federal policies related to licensure in the U.S. Merchant Marine. We are
not certain that such: policies are consistent with legislative desires or
appropriate to the new four-year accredited programs now under devel-
opment at the academy.

For example, in previous years we have suggested the possibility of the
academy site being utilized for contract research and graduate training in
cooperation with or under the cognizance of the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges. If the current mission were expanded, student output
could be increased and cost benefit comparisons with other institutions
improved. Thus, the academy may be unduly restrictive in planning only
for programs tailored to federal training policies. Insofar as required cam-
pus living may be an important component in training students for ship-
board employment, we believe such training could be accomplished with-
in the first year or two at the academy and is certainly unnecessary for four
full years. Given the opportunity, we believe sufficient upperclass stu-
dents would choose to live off campus, thereby eliminating the necessity
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of housing students on the ship. For these reasons we have questioned also
the necessity for building a new residence facility and have recommended
in a subséguent section that funds appropriated last year for these pur-
poses be reverted to the General Fund,

If 360 students are enrolled as scheduled, and only 208 live on campus,
projected reimbursements from the 152 remaining students would be
reduced by $240 each for annual rent and $1,195 each for annual board.
Because charges are now related to costs, expenses would also be reduced
by a similar amount. Thus, our recommendation would require an offset-
ting reduction of $218,000 in both reimbursements and expenses.

Rent Increase Recommended

We recommend the governing board of the academ y Increase student
room fees from $20 per month to $65 for an increase in re:mbursements
of $112,320 and a General Fund sa vings of $112320. ,

The 1974 Budget Bill Committee on Conference recommended the
academy review, change and report on tuition and fee schedules. The
report indicated room rent had been increased from $10.50 to $20.00 per
month. This increase appears to be inadequate in comparison with room
fees at California State University and Colleges (CSUC) campuses which
range from $585 to $780 for an academic year of about nine months. Our
recommendation would set the CMA rent at the lowest CSUC rent of $65
per month. Increased rent reimbursements from the 208 students living
in the housing facility would allow a reduction in General Fund support
expenditures of $112,320.

Revert 1974-75 Capital Qutlay Appropriation

We recornmend reversion of the capital outlay program under ftem 398,
Budget Act of 1974, to allow proper programming and complete review
by the Legisiature.

Last year we expressed concern over the proposal to appropriate the full
$6.2 million for this program without additional project justification or
more definitive project programs. We also noted that three of the projects
totaling $3,419,000 are of the type not normally funded by the state. We
cautioned that even if, on a policy basis, it was desirable to proceed with
the program, it would not be necessary on a timing basis to appropriate
the total $6.2 million in 1974-75. The full request was eventually approved
and we still raise the same concerns.

Of the amount appropriated only $50,000 has been expended. This
amount was used in an attempt to develop more definitive project pro-
grams but this attempt was unsatisfactory because no guidelines or stand-
ards were used. We believe that if these projects are to be constructed,
they should be programmed in accordance with California State Univer-
sity and College guidelines. The current programs do not reflect these
guidelines. Funding in an orderly manner should proceed only after the
programs are developed using these criteria and the individual projects
have been reviewed by the Legislature.

The Governor’s Budget indicates a one-year moratorium should be
placed on major capital expendltures at the academy pendmg review of
the academy’s educational role.” Hence, reversion of the prior appropl'la-
tion will not delay any justified projects.
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Food Services )

We recomumend the elimination of two proposed food service positions

for a General Fund savings of $10,000. We further recommend that a
comprehensive report be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee by December 1, 1975 on actions taken and future alternatives for
reducing food service costs at the academy.
- The Legislature last year asked the academy to report on costs and
potential savings which could result from contracting food services
through a private firm. The report indicates the four private food service
firms which investigated the academy’s operation believed they could
provide better food service at less cost. The academy took no action. be-
cause of a legal opinion that it would be unconstitutional to contract for
services currently performed by civil service employees.

We believe civil service costs should be competitive with the private
sector. However, the report suggests that this is not the case and that a
potential exists for improved efficiency in the academy’s food service
operations. To subsidize this apparent current inefficiency by the addition
of two more temporary food service positions is unwarranted and we have

recommended their elimination from the budget. In addition, we believe
" the academy can and should immediately improve the cost-effectiveness:

of its food service operations. Further, we know of no restrictions prevent-
ing the academy from contracting with a concessionaire to run a cafeteria
where students could purchase their own meals thereby reducing or
eliminating the need for state subsidized food services for students. Qur
recommendation calls for a report to the Legislature on actions taken and
possible alternatives for future reductions in food service costs.

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
'CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Items 349 aﬁd 351 from the

General Fund
Item 350 from the Commu-

nity Colleges Credential Fund Budget p. 978
Requested 1975-T6 ........ccooveeeneirrrnrernimrnrmssuerssessmensessssessseseseneeenss 3004,811,214
Estimated 1974=T5......ccccovmmmininneneesssesssesessesseneenennens - 394,642,069
Actual 1973-T4 2 ... s s snas 7,358,898

Requested increase $50,169,145 (15 percent) '

Total recommended reduction ..., $92.000

* Does not include community college apportionments which were transferred from the Department of
Education to the Board of Governors by Chapter 940, Statutes of 1973, effective July 1, 1974.
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1975-76 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE Analysis
Item Description Fund Amount page
349  Board of Governors General - $1,526,428 803
351  Extended Opportunity Program . General 6,849,255 806
— - Local Apportionments . (statute) General 373,785,400 808
— . New College assistance (statute) General 2,650,131 808
$384,811,214
350. Community Colleges Credentialing Credential 237,357 804
: ‘ " Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Credential Fees. Recommend credential application feesbe 804
reduced to eliminate overcharges.

2. Elimination of Credentials. Recommend legislation to elimi- 804
nate specified credentials for 1nd1v1duals w1th a master’s

. degree.

3. Credentials Processing. Recommend two new positions be 805
approved on a temporary rather than permanent basis.

4. Facilities Planning. Reduce Item 349 by $22,000. Recom- 805
mend workload reduction and elimination of one requested
position.

5. EOP (Item 351). Recommend review and report on 806
changes in the current formula for allocating EOP funds
between student grants and student services.

6. Apportionments. Recommend study and report from Post- 809
secondary Education Commission on alternative funding
procedures for community colleges.

GENERAL i’ROGRAM STATEMENT

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 within the overall strue-
ture of public postsecondary education in California. The board is com-
posed of 15 members appointed by the Governor for four-year terms, The
functions of this board are specifically designed to preserve local autono-
my in the relationship between the board and the 70 governing boards of
California’s 100 community colleges.

The Chancellor’s office is the administrative staff of the board. Small
regional offices working under the occupational education unit are locat-
ed in Los Angeles, Oakland, and Sacramento. The board serves primarily
as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advising and regulating agency. It
directly administers a credentialing program, the state-funded Extended
Opportunity Program (EOP), certain aspects of federally funded occupa-
tional programs and, since July 1, 1974, state apportionments to local com-
munity college districts.

Enroliments

* Table 1 shows enrollment and average daily attendance {(ADA) statis-
tics since 1969. Community colleges are projecting an increase of 26,517
ADA (4.1 percent) for 1975-76. :
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Table 1
Student Enrollment and ADA in Community Colleges

Percent

Total Fall graded students Ungraded Total increase
Year enrollment  Fulltime — Part-time studenis ADA ADA
196970 e T4768 258998 343919 101,851 464,565 10.9%
1970-TL.convvirreriisanensnees 825,129 282,388 269,553 173,188 517,339 11.3
1971-T8... o cenemnes 873,784 295,646 259,590 178,548 952,208 6.7
JLEC o S, 921,953 281,740 429216 210,997 573,593 39
19734 eeerrrerenne 1,010,823 308,070 546,747 158,006 * 609,459 8.3
197475 (e5t.) v L135000 318,000 655,000 162,000 646,758 6.1
197576 (5L v 1295000 325,000 735,000 185000 673275 41

# Major change due to elimination of adult permissive tax (Chapter 209, Statutes of 1973).

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Board of Governors Budget Summary

The board’s total General Fund budget as proposed for 1975-76 is $384 -
811,214. This includes $1,526,428 (Item 349) for the support of the board,
$6,849,255 (Itern 351) for the extended opportunity program which is
administered by the board and $376,435,531 from continuing statutory
authorizations consisting of (a) state apportionments to local districts
($373,785,400) and (b) assistance to new community college districts ($2,-
650,131). In addition to General Fund monies, $237,357 will be transferred
from the community colleges Credentials Fund (Item 350) for support of
the credentialing activity and $1,131,059 will be received from reimburse-
ments. Thus, the combination of all funding sources would provide the
board a total of $386,179,630 for expenditure during 1975-76. Table 2 sets
forth total program expendltures funding sources, positions and proposed
changes.

Table 2 Board of Governors Program Budget Summary
Actual Estimated  Proposed Change

Programs 197374 1974-75 1975-76 Amount  Percent
L. Board of Governors Support )
Executive ..o ' $408,164 $488552 - $527457 338905 - 8.0%

Programs and operations 1,799,655 2,420,685 2,367,387 (53,208) (—2.2)
I Extended Opportunity :

Program.....ccesreean 6,170,500 6,170,500 6,849,255 678,755 11.0
I, Community College Ap-
portionments '
Regular ...rcrvccneronene (281,676,246) * 326,578,774 373,785,400 47,206,626 145
New District.... (326,370) * 549,173 2,650,131 2,100958 3826
TOAIS covvecrrrrereessssmissessemssssrrasees $8,378,319  $336,207,684 $386,179,630  $49.971,946 149%
Funding Sources i
Support Budget Act appro-

3t (310) | OO $1,188,398 $1,343,622 . $1,526,428 $182,806 13.6%
EOP Budget Act appmpna— .

310) 1 PR 6,170,500 6,170,500 6,849,255 678,755 110
Credentials Fund .. . — 254,080 237,357 (16,705) (—6.6}
Reimbursements.... 1,019,421 1,116,010 1,131,059 15,049 1.4
Federal funds ......coveimnnens —_ 195,525 — (195,525) 1000
District apportionment ap- .

- propriations ... (282,002,616)% 327,127,947 376435531 49,307584 151
Totals .coorrcrererrersrssrscessmmssssonis $8,378319 $336,207,684 $386,179,630  $49,971,964 149%
POSIHONS «.oveeerermerrcrressssensnsensorens 944 1123 1133 1.0 0.1%

* Reported under Department of Education in 1973-74. Expenditures shown here for comparison pur-
poses only and not included in totals.
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Table 2 shows one new position being requested for 1975-76. However,
because positions administratively established during the current year are
proposed for continuation, nine new positions are subject to legislative
review for the first time.

I. BOARD OF _G_OVERNORS SUPPORT PROGRAM (ITEM 3439)

Executive

We noted last year that a major reorgamzatlon of the chancellor s office
had resulted in the assignment of three major operational units to one of
two vice chancellors, leaving the legal counsel and director of governmen-
tal affairs reporting to the other vice chancellor. As a result of a special
review by the State Personnel Board, one vice chancellor position was
downgraded to an assistant chancellor. The budget proposes continuation
of this position and the reclassification of another administrator position
to assistant chancellor. We also note that these two assistant chancellor
positions supervise a total of 10 personnel. By contrast, the other three
assistant chancellors supervise up to 30 personnel each. As a result we
believe that a potential for further savings through duty consolidation may
exist.

Programs and Operations

Table 3 summarizes the programs and operations budget w1th its
proposed personnel changes.

Table 3
Programs and Operations Budget Summary
Positions
' Actual FEstimated - Proposed Change
Elements 1973-74 197475 197576 Amount ‘Percent

1. Administrative and - ) )

fiscal services ......... 145 208 . 21.8 10 4.8%
2, Credentials .......cnervee 76 11.0 90 (2.0) (—18.2)
3. Academic affairs........ ' 74 94 - 9.4 0 0
4, Facilities planning ..., S 10 109 - 119 10 C 92
5. Student  personnel

SETVICES e . 68 81 81 0 .0
6. Occupational educa- .

HOM wovrreercemenreemaereges 302 - 335 335 0 0

Total‘s ........................ - T64 93.7 917 0 0
Expenditures . .
General Fund ............. $6,951,053 $7,025,570 47,848,226 $822,656 - 1L7%

" Federal funds........ . — 195,525 — (195,525} (—100.0) -

Credential Fund .. . — 254,080 237,357 (16,723) {—6.6)
Reimbursements .. 1,019,102 1,116,010 1,131,059 15,49 14

Total_s ............................ ~ §7.970,155 $8,591,185 §9,216,642 $625,457 13%
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~ Although Table 3 suggests two new positions are offset by equal reduc-
tions, it should be noted that seven positions administratively established

during 1974-75 are proposed for continuation in 1975-76. Each has been

identified in the element analyses which follow.

1. Admin__istrative and Fiscal Services Element

The budget proposes to add one lirnited term position (to June 30, 1976)
to review and improve attendance accounting practices. $37,510 is also
added for the development and implementation of an apportionments
data processing system. Last year we noted that earlier assurances by the
chancellor’s office that there would be no increased costs in the transfer
of the apportionments function from the Department of Education would
have resulted in manual processing and a reduction in informational serv-
ices. An augmentation was provided to continue the previous level of
automated services during the current year. Expenditures now proposed
under this element will insure that the same level of service provided by
the Department of Fducation will be maintained by the Chancellor’s

* office in the budget year.

2. Credentials Element (Item 350)

We recommend that the Board of Governors review aud adjust the
credential application fee to eliminate overcharges and credential fund
surpiuses. (Reduce Credential Fund revenues $120,000.)

The 1974 Budget Bill Committee on Conference directed the chancel-
lor’s office to “review and adjust the credential application fee to elimi-
nate overcharges and eredential fund surpluses.” However, no adjustment
in the $15 fee was made and it is estimated that $75,000 or $3 per applicant
in excess fees will be collected from the 22,000 applicants during the
current year. The Governor’s Budget indicates further that a surplus of
$189,000 is anticipated for 1975-76 based on the current $15 fee. Howev-
er, the administrative cost for processing each credential is estimated at
slightly less than $10. We believe the chancellor’s office possesses the
flexibility to protect applicants from any excessive overcharges. To insure
that legislative intent is met, our recommendation would reduce Creden-
tial Fund revenues by $120,000 thereby allowing fees to be reduced to $10
for 1975-76. . _

Eliminate Credentials For Holders of Masters Degrees‘

We recommend legislation to elirninate the requirement for individuals
with a master’s degree from an accredited institution to be credentialed
for employment in community colleges as chief administrative officers,
supervisors or instructors.

Currently, applicants who possess a master’s degreeina field other than
education meet all professional and experience requirements for a life-
time instructor (teaching) credential. Applicants who possess a master’s
degree and can also demonstrate two year’s experience in dealing
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predominately with persons who have completed their elementary and
secondary education requirements, meet professional and experience re-
quirements for a lifetime chief admmlstrahve officer and/or supervisory
credential.

Based on past experience, we estimate approximately 53 percent of all
instructor credentials, 97 percent of all supervisor and 100 percent of all
chief administrative officer credentials are granted to applicants possess-
ing the master’s degree. Because the awarding of a credential is virtually
assured in these three classifications for holders of master’s degrees, we
estimate that this unnecessary administrative processing accounts for ap-
proximately 30 percent of this section’s workload.

When we made this recommendation in 1973, corrective legislation was
subsequently introduced (AB 1168). Concurrently, the Board of Gover-
nors directed the chancellor to sponsor legislation to improve the relevan-
cy of credentialing to classroom teaching needs, combine the chief
administrative office and supervisor credential into one administrative
credential and develop an in-service training program.to utilize excess
credential fees.The original legislation based on our recommendation was
subsequently withdrawn from consideration. Since that time legislation
sponsored by the Chancellor’s office to accomplish the board’s objectives
has been unsuccessful.

Further, commumty colleges represent the only segment of hlgher edu-
cation requiring administrative and teaching credentials. This require-
ment appears to have carried over from prior vears when community
colleges were part of public secondary education and administered by the
State Board of Education. Therefore, we suggest the current teaching and
administrative credentialing requirement for holding of the master’s de-
gree (1) is not representative of higher education, (2) limits local autono-
my, (3) is inadequate by itself for local hiring purposes, and (4) is
unnecessarily expensive for applicants.

Workload May Decline

We recommend the proposed two new credeuﬁa]s processing posmons
be approved on a temporary basis until June 30, 1976 and not on a perma-
nent basis as requested,

Given favorable consideration and enactment of our preceding recom-
merndation for eliminating the requirement for certain credentials, we
estimate credential section workload will be reduced by 30 percent. Un-
der these circumstances this recommendation is also supportive of the
preceding recommendation. If legislation is not enacted, these temporary
positions can be resubmitted for permanent approval next year,

3. Academic Affairs Element
The budget proposes no change beyond normal cost increases.

4. Facilities Planning Element

We recommend elimination of the proposed associate construction ana-
lyst position for a General Fund savings of approximately $22,000.

This new position request is based in part on an anticipated increase of
11 percent in the number of construction plans submitted for review.
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Traditionally, construchon requests are based on enrollment projections
two years after estimated occupancy of the building, Although community
college enrollment will continue to rise until 1980, enrollment is projected
subsequently to decline below current levels and not exceed the current
level again until the 1990’s. As a consequence, our community college
construction policy has been to build only for current enrollment needs,
thereby avoiding the excess capacity that would result from a policy of
continuing to build up to the peak 1980 enrollment projections. Based on
this policy we believe the chancellor’s office should discontinue accepting
for review all capital construction projects other than those justified on
current enrollment requirements. This would reduce the facilities plan-
ning workload about 20 percent and make the proposed positiion unneces-
sary.

5. Student Personnel Services Element
The budget proposes no change beyond normal cost in'cr‘eases.

6. Occupational Education Element

In addition to normal cost increases the budget proposes to continue on
a permanent basis three positions that were administratively established
during the current year. Justification for the positions relates to new and
expanded responsibilities resulting from federal program guidelines. This
element is totally reimbursed from federal funds received under an inter-
agency agreement with the:State Department of Education which is the
direct recipient of Vocational Education Act funds. :

Il. EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM {ITEM 351}

‘Last year the Governor’s Budget failed to provide an inflation allowance
for the Extended Opportunity Program (EOP). The Legislature aug-
mented the budget by $468,500 for inflation which the Governor subse-
quently vetoed. This year the budget includes $678,755 which is an 11
~ percent inflation allowance over the current vear. These changes are
summarized in Table 4. : :

Table 4
Extended. Opportunity Program Summary
Annual Students Average
Year ‘ appropriation served  expenditure/student
1969=T0 ..o reenirerisimnsnens s sssssssnisses s sosseseas R, $2.870,000 13,943 $206
1GT0=T] o ceesseeese it ss st s aases senesanss s sares 4,350,000 19,725 221
197172 bbb sna s bbbt 3,350,000 19,459 172
LITZ=TB s ssssssssmsssssssssmssassssssasrisssssssemtmsansess . 4,850,000 19,800 245
1973-74 . 6,170,500 25,083 246
1974-75 (est.) 6,170,500 23,917 258

1975-76 (est.) ... erenrresns s s ssntt e 6,849,255 23917 286

Increased Support for Student Services
We recommend the Chancellor’s office review and. change as deemed

appropriate for 1975-78 its current formula for allocating Extended Op- .
portunity Program (EQP) funds between grants and student services.
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We also recommend the results of this review, changes and future im-
plications be reported to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by De-
cember 1, 1975.

The Governor’s Budget reflects a tradlhonal policy to aIlocate EOP

- funds in the following manner: student grants, 60 percent; student serv-
ices, 30 percent; administration and specizal projects, 10 percent. Table 5

shows recent substantial increases in community college grant aid from
sources other than EQOP.

Table §

Commumty College Grant Finangcial Aid
{Without EOP)

‘ Change
Program 1973-74 197475 Amount - Percent
College opportunity grant®....  $1,672,000 - $2,136,000 $464,000 28%
Basic educational opportunity

-2 72111 S 2,343,000 11,650,000 9,307,000 3972
Grants to veterans. 56,028,000 - 61,000,000 4,972,000 89
Other grants ... 5,590,000 - - 6,158,000 568,000 - 102

TotalS 1vveererreremssicrsrmmesmrcensmmmesenns $65,633,000 $80,944,000 $15,311,000 - 23.3%

2 State funds; other programs shown are federally funded.

Of special note in Table 5 is the large increase in expenditures under

the federally funded Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program

(BEOG). This relatively new basic aid program is intended to assist all
students with substantial need by paying up to one-half of the costs of
attending college. We estimate that virtually all EOP students qualify for
a BEOG which is greater than the average EOP grant. Although the
student may still have unmet financial need, we believe the dramatic
increase in the availability of new federal grant aid warrants a reassess-
ment of the percentages under which EQP aid is allocated.

For example, because of increased grant aid, many more disadvantaged
students are probably entering community colleges. Experience has
shown the need to support these students with special tutorial services,
remedial courses and counseling programs. Because EOP is the only state
program funding such services specifically designed for disadvantaged
students, we believe the dramatic increase in federal grant aid has created
a sitnation whereby increased funding of student services may be required
to.maintain the traditional balance. Qur recommendation would require
the chancellor’s office to review this situation, make appropriate changes
in EOP allocations between grants and services and report to the Legisla-
ture.

EOP Cost Effectiveness Report

Last year the Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference
Relating to the Budget Bill directed: “The Chancellor’s Office submit to
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by December 1, 1974 an im-
plementation report on the procedures established to permit annual
evaluation of the EOP projects and allocation of funds on a cost effectwe

. and priority basis.”

The report, received January 8, 1975, indicates that a cost-effectiveness
formula was employed in the allocatlon of funds during , 1974-75. The
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formula consisted of ratios comparing district and statewide costs, number
of students served, grade point averages and retention rates for EOP
students. In addltlon the Chancellor’s staff will consult with colleges
where extreme cost dewatlons may indicate unique problems or efficien-
cies. A computerized student and program data collection procedure has
been instituted in 1974-75. )

In the current year allocations, cost-effectiveness procedures influenced
only ten percent of the funds. We assume that the improved data base and
system refinements will allow substantial future increases in the applica-
tion of this component.

. COMMUNITY COLLEGE APPORTIONMENTS

As a result of Chapter 940, Statutes of 1973, responsibility for the admin-
istration and preparation of various reports relating to state support of
local community college districts was transferred from the Department of
Education to the Board of Governors. The system of apportionments is
controlled by constitutional and statutory provisions and has three compo-
nents:

1. Dertvation. The amount of money authonzed for annuaI transfer
from the General Fund to the State School Fund for support of community
college districts is referred to as the derivation of the funds. The derivation
formulas are based on certain statutory and constitutional amounts per
pupil in average daily attendance {(ADA) in the preceding year. The
statutory rate bears no relationship to the current level of district expendi-
tures; rather it is simply an automatic device to facilitate the annual trans-
fer of funds.

2. Distribution. After the State School Fund is derived, it is distributed
into varicus categories for educatlonal programs and activities specified by
statute. .

3. Apportionment. The total amount authorized for transfer from the
State School Fund to local community college districts is based on an
apportionment formula. A major component of the formula is the founda-
tion program which is designed to guarantee from state and local funds
a prescribed level of financial support for all public school pupils. It is
important to note that the foundation program does not represent the
total amount spent by school districts for each’ unit of ADA but merely
guarantees a minimal level of support.

The foundation program consists of the following three elements:

(a) Basic Aid. Existing law requires that basic aid of $125 per ADA be
paid from state funds to all districts of the state regardless of their relative
wealth, as measured by assessed valuation. _

(b) District Aid. In each district of the state a computational tax rate
of 80.39 for regular community college students and $0.24 for defined
adults is used to determine the local contribution to the foundation pro-

_gram. It should be noted that- district aid is a measure of the relative

financial ability of a school district and does not represent the total amount
of local support raised by school district taxes. ’
(c) Equalization Aid. The third component of the foundation pro-
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gram is state equalization aid, The amount of state equalization paid to a
school district is determined by subtracting the sum of basic aid plus
district aid from the guaranteed total foundation program. Districts in
which the combined total of basic and district aid exceed the guaranteed
foundation program level do not receive state equahzatlon aid.

Recent Changes

‘Enactment of Chapter 209, Statutes of 1973, prowded for periodic infla-
tion increases in the foundatlgn programs and for tax relief. The regular
foundation program will increase from $1,080 per ADA to $1,143 in 1975-76
and the defined adult foundation program will increase from $595 to $637.
These increases are reflected under regular apportionments in Table 6.
Substantial increases also oceur in assistance to new community colleges.
These expenditures primarily result from voter approved plans for bring-
ing nondistrict territories into existing community college districts. Legis-
lation provides for the eventual inclusion of virtually all nondistrict
territory into districts by September 1975.

) Table 6
Community Colleges Apportionment Summary

Actual Estimated Praposed "~ Change

. 1973-74*% 1974 75 - 197576 Amount  Percent
Regular Apportionments .
Grades 13-14, equaliza-

HOD Al e irrnrens ©$183,602,023  $217,350,400  $254.403,800  $37,053,400 171%
Grades 13-14, basic aid .... 62,015,250 65,737,500 68,437,500 2,700,000 41 .
Defined adults, equaliza-

1310) 1T 1 A 14,529,284 18,799,600 24,378,700 5579100 . 297
Defined adults, basic aid.. 15,412,500 16,732,500 17,437,500 705,000 42

Subtotals i $275,550,057  $318,620,000  $364,657,500  $46,037,500 145%
Special Education )
Physically handieapped.... $1,300,179 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 . '$500,000 25.0%
Mentally retarded.............. 2,336 5600 - §,400 2,800 50.0
Special transportation ...... 2,718 4,500 9,000 4500 1000
Educationally hand- . .

* icapped v 60,390 100,000 150,000 50000 500
Handicapped adults ......... 644,917 1,718674 = 1,823,900 105,226 6.1
Adjustments ............. . — —500,000 — 550,000 =50000 (-10.0)

Subtotals ..eerrerevssreenes $2,010,540 $3,328,774 $3,941,300 §612,526 184%

Special Apportionments

- State teachers’ retirement $4,106,649 $4,630,000 $5,186,600 $556,600 120

Assistance to new commmu-

nity colleges .. ) 326,370 549,173 2,650,131 2100958 3826
Subtotals ... . SA33019 SI79173 §TR6TL 82651558 5L3%
GRAND TOTALS.d....... $082,002616 327127047  §376435531  $49307584  151%

# Previously reported under Department of Education; transferred to Board of Governors effective July
1, 1974 by Chapter 940, Statutes of 1973,

[}
Commumty Coilege Funding Problems Persist
We recommend the California Postsecondary Educahon Comumission
study alternative funding procedures for community colleges and report
its Andings and recommendations to the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee by December 1. 1976,
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Chapter 209 did not change the imposition of traditonal elementary and
secondary school funding procedures on community colleges. As a result,
problems which continue to persist in public grade school funding also
exist in community college funding (e.g., inequities between district fi-
nancial resources). In addition, community colleges perform different
missions (e.g., transfers to baccalaureate degree programs, occupational
programs, apprenticeship programs, community service programs, police
in-service training programs) each of which has different cost factors and
should warrant different types and levels of support. Thus, elementary
and secondary school funding procedures are not very logical for commu-
nity colleges and the complexity of existing formulas is extremely difficult
to understand or control.

We believe alternatives to the ex1$t1ng apportionment process can be
devised that would simplify and improve the funding of local community
colleges. Further, the magnitude of annual General Fund increases ($43
million in 1974-75 and $46 million in 1975-76) suggests that any improve-
ment in the allocation of state funds could bear substantial rewards in
specified program improvements and statewide equity. Our recommen-
dation would have the California Postsecondary Education Commission
study various funding alternatives to the present apportionment process
and report its findings and recommendations for change to the Legislature
by December L, 1976.

STATE SCHOLARSHIP AND LOAN COMMISSION

Items 352 and 353 from the
General Fund. Item 354 from

~ the Guaranteed Loan Fund Budget. p. 992
Requested 1975-T6 .....ccuiiorvniiesreesersssninissssssresesssssssssnssssssssns $55,439,160
EStmated 1974-75.......cccccivrvvieererersnsrsrsssssssrssssnsssesssssssveserasesasssens 46,115,069
ACHUAl 1973=T4 ... rrrtcirsnen i e snsssssassesss e essssaserssstsirraeres 35,591,491

Requested increase $9,324,091 (20.2 percent) - :
Total recommended reductlon etiteeesratebe e beieasast st eaia b b et rnies $50,000
1975-76 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE Analysis
. Item Deseription “Fund - Amount Dage

352  Commission administration General $1,715,123 811

353 Commission awards General 46,717,804 811

354  Guaranteed Loan program Guaranteed Loan 99,927 821

—  Real Estate program Special Deposit 10,000 823

—  Continuing appropriations General 4,216,000 817, 821

—  State Student Incentive C-ra.nt program Federal 2,757,306 813

$55,439,160

A
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Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS pag,)f;

1. Scholarships. Recommend special review of proposed 816
funding changes pending receipt of cost information. ‘ ‘

2. Graduate Fellowships. - Reduce Item 353 by $1,000,000. 817
Recommend maintaining program at current level of fund-
ing. ‘

3. College Opportunity Grants. Recommend corrective 819
legislation to limit award levels in first two years to that -
established for community colleges. ‘

4. College Opportunity Grants. Augment Item 353 by 820

- $950,000. Recommend fully funded maintenance allowance
as provided for under existing law. o

5. Medical Contracts. Recommend special review v of the par- 821
ticipation of Loma Linda University pending receipt of At-
torney General’s opinion .

. 6. Medical Contracts. Recommend $482,400 in unreported 822
savings be (1) reappropriated for other student aid pur-
poses or (2) added to the General Fund Surplus.

7. Clinical Training. Recommend $90,000 in unreported sav- . 822
ings be (1) reappropriated for other student aid purposes or
(2) added to the General Fund Surplus. ‘

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

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, eight more programs have been implemented under
the commission’s administrative cognizance. In addition, a Bilingual
Teacher Development Grant program was established by Chapter 1096,
Statutes of 1973, a California Community Service Fellowship program was
established by Chapter 1471, Statutes of 1974 and a new Tuition Grant
program was established by Chapter 1528, Statutes of 1974. These three
programs have not received any funds. .
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Funding for the commission incorporates the following Budget Bill
items. Iterm 352 funds all administrative and support type expenses. Item
353 funds all student awards and institutional payments. Item 354 appro-
priates funds from interest earned on federal deposits to offset administra-
tive costs of the Guaranteed Loan Program Table 1 dxsplays the source
of funding for all proposed commission expenditures. _

Table 1 Budget Bill and Expenditure Reconciliation

Ttem Funding Source Amount
352 General Fund administration ..... $1,715,123
353 General Fund awards ...... 46,717,804
Continued appropriation, Graduate Fellowship Program ... eeesssvesssesen 1,000,000
Continued appropriation, Medical Contract Program ... 3,216,000 -
Subtotal General Fund expenditures $52,648 997
354 Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund ..........ccooivnnee. - 22997
SPECHAL AEPOSIE FORUAS cocersrvvvssrrvver eevnsrssemsassresersssseesessssssssssssossoss sessssesmsssessmnseseesmssesssbisssssss 10,000
Federal State Student Incentive Grant program. S 2,157,306

Total expenditures, all funds.........ocmmmmrrscsmmsrmienns $55,439,160

il
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It should be noted that Medical Student Contract program awards were
‘funded through the budget process in 1972-73 ($660,000) and in 1973-74
($1,203,600). Administrative support is still funded through the budget
process but awards are now funded until 1977-78 by a continuing appro-
priation contained in Chapter 1112, Statutes of 1973. As shown in the above
schedule, $3,216,000 of the original appropriation of $12,863,400 is sched-
uled for expenditure in 1975-76 providing a carry forward balance of
$10,560,000.

Expenditures mdenhﬁed in the Governor’s Budget as “‘administration
distributed” include only executive and central staff costs. Additional ad-
ministrative costs for each program are not included under this category.
In contrast, the Budget Bill (Item 352} combines all administrative costs
(commission personnel, operating expense and equipment) under one
category.

A summary of expenditures by program, funding sources, personnel
positions and proposed changes is set forth in Table 2. For continuing
operation of the commission and all of its programs, $55,439,160 is budget-
ed for 1975-76. Of this amount $52,648,927 is from General Fund sources.
This represents an increase of $9,318,156 or 21.5 percent over estimated
1974-75 General Fund expenditures.

Table 2
State Scholarship and Loan Commission Budget Summary
i i Change From
; Actual Fstimated  Froposed 197475
Programs 197374 IGTTE 197576 Amount  Percent
1. State scholarship .............. $27496,037  $33498160  $£38,193.918  $4,765,758 143%
2. Graduate fellowship...-... 1,042,746 1,124,955 2,123,509 998,644 8838
3 Co]lege opportunity
- P 5642620 7292902 10669262 3376360 463
4. Occupational training ... . 526983 . 957,898 1,080,246 131,348 13.7
5. Guaranteed loan 14455 21,992 99,927 935 43
6. Peace officers....... 5215 18,354 17,501 {853)" (47)
7. Medical contract, 600,720 °© 2,868,456 3,230.214 370,758 129
8. Clinical training.............. 207,123 293,333 ¢ (293,333)  (100.0)
9. Real estate scholarship .. 0 5,000 10,000 5000 1000
10,  Tuition grant ... 0 - 29,038 0 (29,038)  (100.0)
1L Researph [T 55,602 74,981 73,493 (1,488) (2.0)
Total expenditures ...... $35,501,491  $46,115060  $35430,160  §9,394,091 202%
. Funding Sources :
General Fund .....ooceeemeeerinsreenns 835,577,036 - $43,330,771  $52,648927  $9,318,156 21.5%
-Guaranteed Loan Fund 14455 21,992 29,997 935 43
Real Estate Fund ........... 0 5,000 0~ (5,000) {—100.0)
Special Deposit .. rmarseees 0 0 10,000 10,000 —
Federal State Student Ineen- :
tive Grant funds........o.e... 0 2,757,308 2,757,306 0 0

Total funds we $35,501491 846,115,069  §55,439,160  $9,324,091 202%
POSIHONS «...evorversissssseersassssssnsmssions 91.3 1079 1098 ' 19 18%
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Federal SSIG Allocatlons

For the first time federal funds in the amount of $2, 981 391 were re-

ceived by the commission during the current year under the State Student
Incentive Grant (SSIG) program. However, the Governor’s Budget indi-
cates a receipt of only $2,757,306. The difference of $224,085 results from
a subsequent redistribution of unused SSIG funds from other states. It is

.assumed these current year unreported funds will be applied against a

deficit in the State Scholarship program which is discussed later. The SSIG
program provides federal matching money for new or expanded state
student aid programs. Table 3 shows 1974-75 allocation of these funds. The

. same funding level and allocation is proposed for 1975-76. We anticipate

some increase in SSIG allocatlons may be announced by the time budget

‘hearings begm

Table 3
Allocation of SS1G Funds
State Programs ' © Allocation
State scholarships......... $799,006
College opportunity grants 1,788,700
Occupational training grants ' . 169,600 - .

Total $2,757,306

. ADMINISTRATION

Of 10.4 new positions which were administratively added during the
current year, the proposed budget would discontinue 3.6 positions which
were assigned to (1) special one time BEOG workload and (2) the Tuition
Grant program. The budget proposes to continue the remaining 6.8 posi-
tions and add 5.5 new workload related positions. Two would be added to

the State-Scholarship program and 3.5 added to the College Opportunity.

Grant program.
Il AWARDS AND CONTRACTS

Master Plan for Student Aid and Public Assistance to Private Institutions
Last year the Conference Committee on the Budget Bill requested the

" commission, in coordination with the staff of the Postsecondary Education

Commission, to prepare a master plan for the administration and coordi-
nation of all publicly funded student aid. Supporting detail in the 1974-75
Analysis included these plan components specified and integrated objec-
tives for all state programs, coordinating guidelines for federal, state seg-
mental and institutional programs and recommendations for combining,
eliminating or strengthening existing programs and for new programs to
fill unmet needs. The plan should also develop and recommend standard-
ized reporting and need analysis procedures and prescribe the appropri-
ate levels of administration (i.e., state, regional, segmental or institutions)
staffing and training for all state-funded programs, Inherent in such a plan
would be considerations concerning appropriate levels of state assistance
to students at private uriiversities and colleges.
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An interim progress report received in November 1974 again restates
problems which exist in state and national student aid administration and
requested a minor augmentation ($12,500) to accomplish a final report by
June 30, 1975. However, the interim report provides no guidance for
ongoing student aid fundmg or program decisions and suggests the com-
mission may experience difficulties in developing a comprehenswe
-master plan by June 30. :

Two other recent reports do address the tuition gap and increasing state
subsidies to private universities and colleges which were subjects of discus-
sion last year. In May, 1974 the Association of Independent California
Colleges and Universities (AICCU) published a report titled, “Measures
of California Independent College and University Financial Condition.”
It contains 17 general criteria which tend to suggest some private institu-
tions may be experiencing a deterioration in fiscal capacity. A subsequent
report, “Independent Higher Education in California: Development of
State Policy,” published in November as a staff report to the Joint Legisla-
tive Committee on Postsecondary Education addresses some of the fiscal
issues raised in the AICCU report. The legislative staff report states:

“Future public policy decisions regarding independent higher educa-

tion should be supported and preceded by the development of a
- thoughtful policy foundation. Development of this framework requires

-action on the following sequential steps: (1) legislative determination of

goals regarding state aid to private higher education, (2) delineation of

policies that will serve as guidelines for and means toward accomplish-
ment of determined goals, (3) development of useful criteria for assess-
ing the condition of independent institutions, (4) development of

- comprehensive and verifiable data which indicate the financial condi-
tion of independent institutions, (5) design of programs effective in
approaching goals and shorter range objectives, and (6) determination
of criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of state programs in ap-°
proaching determined goals.”

The report concludes by recommending that the California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission study the areas discussed for purposes of mak-
ing recommendations to the Legislature and Governor and finally that

“no increase in state aid to independent higher education be approved by
the Governor and the Legislature prior to a comprehenswe report by the
commission.”

1. State Scholarship Program

This program was established in 1955 whien the State Scholarship and
Loan Commission was created. Scholarships are granted to academically
able students who are in need of financial assistance to meet their tuition
and fee costs generally at four-year institutions. The commission usually
admijnistratively determines the award levels for each student on the basis
of standardized need assessment formulas and procedures established by
the national College Scholarship Service. Once an initial award is granted,
a student may apply for annual renewal if he maintains academic eligibili-
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ty and continues to meet financial need standards. Awarded schdlarships
are held in reserve for students while they are attending a community
college.

Chapter 1034, Statutes of 1973, 1ncreased the number of new state schol-

arships from 3.5 percent to 4.25 percent of the previous year’s high school

graduates and the maximum award on January 1, 1974 was raised from
$2,200 to $2,500. Table 4 summarizes the history of the program since
1970-71.

Table 4 .
State Scholarship Program Summary

Average award

Year New awards  Total awards  Budgeted Actual
1970-71 6,023 15914 $851 $329
1971-72 9,214 20,201 70 804
1972-73 9,526 23,090 961 940
1973-74 11,193 27,403 1,010 !
1974-75 (est.) ' 13,221 32,185 992¢ 1,056
1975-76 (est.) 13,691 36,347 1,025 " na

. ®Reflects Basic Educational Opportunity Grant related reduction of $42 in average award.

Current Year Deficit

Last year for the first time the budget anticipated that payments to
needy students from the federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant
(BEOG) program would reduce the need for state funds for the scholar-
ship program by $1,350,000 but the actual reduction was only $79,243. As
a result, the final average grant will be more than the budgeted grant and
the commission reports the program will experience a funding deficit of
about $1.5 million. How this will be resolved during the current year is
unclear. Although we addressed this potential deficiency last year, the
commission agreed with the federal BEOG offset estimated by the De-
partment of Finance, and our recommendation for augmentation was
rejected. For the budget year both the commission and finance agree to
a BEOG offset of approximately $100,000 which we believe to be more
realistic.

Increasing Aid to Private Colleges

We have previously questioned the level of state benefits and savings
offered in support of the commission’s policy of continued diversion of
students from public to private institutions, particularly as enrcllment
pressures subside in the public segments leaving underutilized instruc-
tional ¢apacities and physical facilities. Table 5 shows recent levels of
students and award dollars going to private institutions.

Table 5
State Scholarship Program at Independent Institutions

Program Percentage
Number of Percentage Awards as expenditures at of all
September awards at of all percentage of  independents ~ program
of independents awards  Independent FTE (o) expenditures
1972... 10,621 46.0 16.7% $17,743 76.7%
1973 12,605 460 - 194 22,498 787

1974 (est) o 15,159 4.1 223 29,545 803
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It is unclear at this time how the proposed changes in scholarship fund-
ing policy, discussed below, will affect the trends shown in Table 5.

Proposed Change in Scholarship Funding Policy

We recommend special review of proposed funding changes pending
receipt of cost information related to specific policy oplions.
The Governor’s Budget uses $1,025 as the average scholarship award for

funding in 1975-76 rather than the commission’s projected average of

$1,101. However, in the past the Legislature has always supported the
commission’s estirnate of the average award and, with few exceptions, this
policy has also been supported by the Department of Finance and the
Governor. Although the number of awards is a result of legislation and
renewal experience, the average award level depends upon certain crite-
ria used in the administrative process employed by the commission in its
caleulation. That is, by estimating and adjusting for such factors as tuition
and fee increases, student living and personal expenses, student self-help
expectations, and the amount and type of deductions against family and
student income that will be allowed in determining unmet financial need,
the commission administratively calculates an average award level, Based
on an average award of $1,101, the commission estimates it requires $40,-
018,000 or $2,722,000 more than the Governor’s Budget would provide for
1975-76.

However, the Governor’s Budget would base 1975-76 awards on the

dollar level budgeted in 1974-75. This policy fails to recognize (1) the $1.5
million deficit in the current year program base and (2) unavoidable
1975-76 tuition and fee increases at private institutions. Augmentation for
these two components would be required to insure that students do not
receive reductions in the current level of support. In addition, the new
policy ignores components related to the impact of inflation on (1) room
and board, (2) student self-help earnings, (3) personal expenses and (4)
parental income which have been traditionally considered in establishing
a student’s need for financial assistance.

We have requested the commission to cost out the various components
indicated above including several recently adopted changes that would
serve to provide awards to applicants from higher income families. In
addition, the commission is conducting a computer analysis on characteris-
tics of the new applicant pool resulting from substantial increases in the
numbers of applicants (approximately 40 percent). The commission re-
ports this extraordinary growth has resulted from (1) the elimination of
the maximum age restriction, (2) a requirement for all University of
California students requesting financial aid to apply for a state scholarship,
(3} the additional testing dates established for the annual competitive
examination, (4) the publicity on increased potential for students from
higher income families to qualify for an award and (5) the impact of the
recession in terms of lower family resources and limited employment
alternatives for students. Changes in the pool can influence many aspects
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of the program including the numbers that attend private institutions and
projected average award levels. .

2. Graduate Fellowship Program

Financial assistance to graduate students began in 1965 with the estab-
lishment of the Graduate Fellowship program. Chapter 1597, Statutes of
1971, redesigned the program to parallel the objectives of the State Schol-
arship program and to consider critical manpower needs in making stu-
dent awards. This program was changed also by Chapter 451, Statutes of
1974, which requires consideration of (1) parent’s income in determining

financial need and (2) student’s “disadvantaged” characteristics in mak- -

ing awards.

Graduate Aid Should Not Take Priority Over Undergraduate Aid

We recommend the Graduate Fellowship program be maintained at its
traditional funding level for a General Fund savings of $1 million to be
applied to deficiencies in undergraduate student aid programs.

Chapter 451, Statutes of 1974, provided $1 million for “awards for gradu-
ate fellowships in 1975-76 above the 1974-75 level” which is reflected in
the program summary shown in Table 6.

Table 6
Summary of Graduate Fellowship Program

Total Average Award
Year ‘ Applicants  Awards Award FExpenditures
1973-74 . 4072 633 31,507 $961.525
1674-75 {est.) . 4253 578 1,730 1,000,000
1975-76 {est.) - 7000 1,200 1,666 2,000,000

Historically, the Legislature has supported full funding of undergradu- -

ate programs before considering increases in graduate programs. We have
noted in the past that the Graduate Fellowship program was never funded
at the authorized level of two percent of baccalaureate degrees awarded
by California institutions of higher education but has been maintained at
$1 million for awards. We have suggested that this level may be warranted
because graduate students, particularly those beyond the normal two-year
master’s programs, receive considerable special aid such as teaching and
research assistantships. For example, the student financial aid resources
survey (conducted by the commission and published in January, 1975)
reports that in 1973-74, 61.1 percent of all full-time graduate and profes-
sional students at UC, 59.7 percent at CSUC and 43.4 percent at private
colleges received at least one award in the form of either a fellowship,
scholarship or grant; or in the form of a loan or employment aid. By
contrast, approximately 40 percent of full-time undergraduate enrollment
at UC and CSUC, 30 percent at community colleges, and 80 percent at
private institutions received some form of institutionally monitored finan-
cial aid. In addition, Table 7 compares the commission’s report on 1973-74
graduate student aid with undergraduate student aid and shows substan-
tial disparities. The table excludes aid, such as GI benefits, which is not
subject to institutional control or influence.
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Table 7
Comparison of Graduate and Undergraduate Student Aid
[1973-74)

University of California . Graduate Undergraduate
All institutionally controlled or monitored aid .....c.evcsminnes $85,118,792 $54,384,436
Net unduplicated recipients - 19,429 - 32,902
Average award per recipient $4,381 $1,648

California State University and Colleges
All institutionally controlled or monitored aid ..o $11,617 458 $66,052,651
Net unduplicated recipients - 10,142 98,137
Average award per recipient $1,145 $673

California Community Colleges
All institutionally controlled or monitored aid .....coccocemnneeens na. $47,108,015
Net unduplicated recipients na. 93,126
Average award per recipient na. . $505

Frivate Universities and Colleges ‘ -

All institutionally controlled or monitored aid .......ovieersrasenee $47,222,175 $87,817,066
Net unduplicated recipients 11,300 51,607
Average award per recipient $4,178 $1,701

Although the budget would provide an increase of $1 million for the
fellowship program as appropriated by Chapter 451, we question the pol-
icy of increasing graduate aid based on the comparative differences shown
in Table 7 and the underfunding of the College Opportunity Grant pro-
gram which is subsequently discussed.

3. 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 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. Chapter 451, Statutes of 1974
increased the authorization of 2,000 new awards to 3,100 for 1974-75
through 1976-77 and provided for use of an award during a summer term.
Table 8 summarizes COG participation since the program began in 1969.

Table 8
Summary of Coliege Opportunity Grant Program Since 1969

Number of Number of Total Average

Year : applicants  new granfs  grants grant
LGBG=T0.....coscererssrssmmrersnirmnttssssmisssssissniisssmresseemssnamsssans 2,034 1,000 1,000 $833
197071 - 4,002 1,000 1,720 869 |
I3 B 5,026 1,000 2,293 94)
LFT2=T3 o irrrcvesmmsssesess s sssns sesssssssssrssssesssssnasssossesses 8,929 2,000 3,811 1,043

1973-74 o 9,341 2,000 4,762 1,116
: 12,700 3,100 6,676 1,030
..... 15,000 3,100, 8,335 1,223
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Federal BEOG Impact

We previously noted under the scholarship program how an overesti-
mation in the impact of the federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant
{(BEOG) program caused a major potential deficiency in the current year.
Similarly, for the first time last year the Governor’s Budget estimated that
federal BEOG payments to needy students would reduce the state funds

" needed for the COG program by $900,000. The actual offset was approxi-

mately $500,000 but the remaining $400,000 did not result in a deficiency
because the average award level was overbudgeted in 1974-75. For 1975
76 the BEOG impact is estimated at approximately $509, 000 based on
1975-76 experience.

Community College COG Participatio'n

We recommend corrective legislation to limit the first two years of COG
awards to the dollar level authorized for community colleges regardiess
of where the student attends college.

We have questioned for the last three years whether the statutory obJec-
tive of supporting students whose destination is community colleges was
being effectively accomplished. Implementing statutes recognize public
community colleges as the least expensive level of California higher edu-
cation and expressed the intent “that the additional opportunities for
education provided (by the COG program) shall be initiated primarily on
the community college level.”

Subsequent to the establishment of the COG program, Chapter 1516,
Statutes of 1970, changed the program to allow any student awarded an
initial grant on the basis of need and attendance at a community college
to transfer to a four-year college without being eliminated from the pro-
gram. In such cases no adjustment to the initial grant would be made
during the first year although second year renewals would be based on the
higher tuition and fees at the four-year institution. We believe Chapter
1516 was intended to give students greater freedom to attend the college
of their choice. However, in effect it has also provided a financial incentive
for students to maintain or increase their need by enrolling at or transfer-
ring to a more expensive four-year institution for their first two years. By
1972-73 it became necessary to resort to an arbitrary quota system to
insure that at least 51 percent of new award recipients would actually
enroll in a community college. Nevertheless, we do not believe this ad-
ministrative quota system meets the spirit of the legislation or recognizes
the savings inherent in community colleges. In addition, the present quota
system is inequitable because it allows some students to begin their educa-
tion at four-year colleges while restricting others to community colleges.

Our recommendation would serve to preserve freedom of choice, elimi-
nate inequities, and free additional funds which could be used to aid more
students. Beginning with new awards and their subsequent renewal the
second year, students would be limited to an award level based on commu-
nity college need. Exceptions for hardships and special programs allowed
under the original program would be unchanged. Subsequent renewals
during the third and fourth year would continue to be based on need
computed for the four-year institution where the student was enrolled.
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The commission estimates this legislation would result in minor savings
during its first year of implementation with increased savings of about $1.5
million each year thereafter. As a consequence of the recommended legis-
lation we believe increased numbers of students would apply, receive
awards and attend community colleges.

Underfunded Maintenance Allowance

We recommend an augmentation of $950,000 to fund the full student
maintenance allowance of up to $1 100 per year as provided for under
existing law. '

In addition to funding tuition and fees, Section 31265 of the Education
Code states COG grants shall be “for living expenses, transportation, sup-
plies and books, according to the student’s financial needs, and shall not
be in excess of $1,100 per academic year.” Therefore, the proposed 1975-76
average grant of $1,223 consists of two components: (1) full payment of
tuition and fees and (2) the additional maintenance allowance for other
specified expenses. However, the program has been funded since its in- -
ception in 1969 using an arbitrary $900 maintenance allowance ceiling
rather than the $1,100 authorized by statute. Because the $900 ceiling has
not been adjusted for inflation since 1969 and the commission reports
many students have need for more than a $900 maintenance allowance,
we believe funding up to the maximum authorized level is warranted.

Further, we noted during the earlier discussion of the fellowship pro-
gram that the most recent student financial aid survey reported-that a
larger percent of full-time graduate and professional students received aid
than did undergraduate students 4t public institutions and Table 7 showed
the large disparities between the average dollar awards given graduates
and undergraduates in each segment. As a result, we would apply most of
the $1 million in new funds proposed in the Governor’s Budget for the
Graduate Fellowship program to fund the full $1,100 authorized mainte-
nance allowance in this program. For those COG recipients having a
maintenance allowance need in excess of $900, the commission estimates
the projected 1975-76 average award of $1,223 would be increased by $114
and a General Fund augmentation of $950,000 would be required.

4, Gccupational Training Grant Program

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, Grants up to $2, 000 for tuition
and $500 for related training costs may be awarded.

During 1973-74, the first year of the program, 500 grants were awarded
at an average level of $870. Chapter 451, Statutes of 1974 increased the
number of new grants from 500 to 700 beginning with the current year.
It is estimated that 977 new and renewal grants at an average award level
of $867 will be in effect during 1974-75. The Governor’s Budget would
provide for 1,000 new and renewal awards at an average grant level of
$972.
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b, Guaranteed Loan Program {Item 354)

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 collecting outstanding loans. The
federal government has directly administered subsequent student loan
programs.

Funding is from a special appropriation (Item 354) from the State Cuar-
anteed Loan Reserve Fund. The $22,927 proposed for administrative sup-
port in 1974-75 is reimbursed from earned interest generated by federal
funds deposited in the special fund reserve.

6. Depéndents of Deceased or Disabled Peace Officers

This program was authorized by Chapter 1616, Statutes of 1969, The
program goal is to assure a college education for financially needy depend-
ent children of peace officers totally disabled or killed in the line of duty.
The budget includes $15,000 for stipends on the assumption there will be
15 grants averaging $1,000. Three grants were awarded in 1972-73, three
in 1973-74 and eight in 1974-75.

7. 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. Chapter 1112, Statutes of 1973,
provided $12,863,400 to the commission to provide funding based on a
schedule of program growth through 1977-78. The budget indicates 189
students were contracted for in 1974-75 at $10,200 each ($12,000 less $1,800
federal capitation grant) for a total expenditure of $1,927,800. The budget
indicates a balance of $10,560,000 remains for support of the program
between 1975-76 and 1977-78. Table 9 is a surnmary of the program as
funded.

Table 9
Moedical Contract Program Summary of Students Funded

1972-73 1973-7¢ 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78

Loma Linda University . w30 60 90 120 120 120
Stanford University 11 22 3B - M 50 50
University of Southern California.......... s 4 3 66 1 128 14

Totals ......... 85 118 189 268 298 314

LLoma Linda Problem Persists

We recommend special review of the participation of Loma Linda Uni-
versity In the Medical Contract program pending receipt of an Attorne Y
General’s opinion.

We noted last year that prewous allocations for Loma Linda University
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were being held by the commission because of its failure to meet the
legislative mandate that participating schools “have an affirmative action
program approved by the State Fair Employment Practices Commission
(FEPC) for the equitable recruitment of instructors and medical stu-
dents.” The FEPC has not been able to approve the school’s program -
because of preferential employment practlces toward members of the
Seventh-Day Adventist Church.

Special legislation (Chapter 1282, Statutes of 1974) noted that Loma
Linda did take the increased numbers of students in anticipation of reim-
bursement and it authorized the commission to retroactively make pay-
ments for 1972-73 and 1973-74 ($918,000). For the current and future
years this legislation also provided that the affirmative action program
provisions would “not apply to the recruitment of instructors at sectarian
medical schools and colleges.” As of mid-January 1975, the commission has
not made any payments to Loma Linda and has requested an opinion from
the Attorney General on the effects of the previously mentioned legisla-
tion. If the opinion finds that the two objectives of Chapter 1282 (i.e.,
elimination of the FEPC requirement and retroactive contract payments)
cannot be accomplished, we would recommend all funds appropriated for
Loma Linda ($5,940,000) revert to the General Fund.

Federal Capitation Grants

We recommend that $§452,400 of identifiable savings from the appropria-
tion made by Chapter 1112, Statutes of 1973, be (1) reappropriated for
other student aid purposes, or {8) added to the General Fund surpius.

As noted above, Chapter 1112, provided $12,000 per student for the -
number of students scheduled in Table 9. However, the original legislation
requires the $12,000 to be reduced by the amount of any federal capitation
funds. We believe federal capitation grants of approximately $1,800 will be
continued in 1975-76, thereby generating excess funds in the amount of
$482,400 (268 students X $1,800). The budget does not report this $482,400
as savings but would carry it forward to future years. Because these funds
cannot be spent in future years under provisions of the original appropria-
tion, the balance could be reappropriated for other uses in 1975-76. We

suggest these funds be used either to (1) fund the previously discussed
deficiency in the State Scholarship program or (2) be added to the Gen-
eral Fund surplus. :

8. Supervised Clinical Training Program -

We recommend $90,000 of identifiable but unreported savings from
Cbapter 251, Statutes of 1974, be (1) reappropriated to fund deficiencies
in other student aid programs, or (2) be added to the General Fund
Surp!u.s'

This is a follow-on program to an earlier one which was restricted to
students who had attended a medical school in Mexico. This new program
is designed to provide additional clinical training for graduates of any
foreign medical school by giving California medical schools offering an:
approved clinical internship program $10,000 for each special student
trained for one academic year. Funding for the current year ($293,222)
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came from unexpended funds remaining in the original program which
terminated December 31, 1974.

The enabling legislation sets forth a number of administrative require-
ments for the commission including a report to the Legislature by January
1, 1976 on the operation of the program. During the current year, funding
under this program was provided for 20 students at UC Itvine and for one
student for one quarter at Loma Linda University. Three students started
late and will remain in the Irvine program until December 1975. The
comumission estimates current funds are sufficient to carry all enrolled
students through the program, leaving an unexpended balance of $90,000.
Because these funds are indicated as expended in the Governor’s Budget,
they are available for reappropriation for other purposes.

9. Real Estate Scholarship Program

This program was established by Chapter 1171, Statutes of 1973. It pro-
vides that interest earned from an endowment of $200,000 from the Real

HEstate Fund that has been placed in a special deposit account be used for -

“worthy and disadvantaged students enrolled in a real estate career ori-
ented program in institutions in the California State University and Col-
leges.” The commission estimates $10,000 will be avallable for award
during 1975-76.

10. Tuition Grant Program

This program was established by Chapter 1528, Statutes of 1974, Stu-

dents enrolled in private accredited colleges who qualified under the

academic standards of the State Scholarship program and met specified,
but less stringent, financial need criteria would be eligible for grants up
to $900 or one-third of their annual tuition. This leglslatlon was not funded
when enacted.

On November 15, 1974 the Director of Finance, by Executive Order
E 74-89, authorized the expenditure of $29,038 from the Emergency Fund
(Section 98 of the Budget Act) to allow the commission to solicit applica-
tions and obligate award funds up to $1 million for 1975-76. Apparently a
decision was made subsequently not to fund the program in 1975-76.

11. Research Program

The research program includes two permanent and one temporary
position with proposed expenditures of $73,493 in 1975-76. The Legislature
allowed greater flexibility in submitting required research reports but the
program still suffers from excessive delays. For example, the student aid
inventory, due February 15, 1974 was received in January 1975 and the
student resources survey due February 15, 1975 will also be late. We are

* informed that the commission is correcting its problems and that timely

research reports may be anticipated in the future.





