General Summary . Education

EDUCATION

California’s system of publie education is composed of : elementary,
high school and unified school districts, the community colleges (for-
merly junior colleges), the California State Colleges, the University
of Cahforma the Cahfornla Maritime Academy and the state operated
schools for handleapped children. Support for education is derived
from a variety of sources including the State School Fund, local prop-
erty taxes, State General Fund appropriations and programs of fed-
eral aid.

SUMMARY OF STATE EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION

In 1970-71, as in recent years, state expenditures for education will
continue to account for the largest share of the budget dollar. Budget
-summaries indigate that in 1970-71 more thap: $2.4 billion will be
spent by the State of California for all facets of education. These
expenditures represent 39.5 percent of the General Fund dollars that
will be expended during the budget year and include (1) eontinuing
support for the University of California, the California State Colleges,
the public school system and state speeial schools, (2) support for
special programs such as the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Aect, com-
pensatory edueation, vocational education, debt service on public
school bonds and (3) eapital outlay expense for the University,
the state colleges and the state-operated schools for handicapped chil-
dren. Table 1 shows total state operational expenditures from the
General Fund for the past fiscal year, estimated expenditures for
the current year and the amounts proposed for 1970-71 for state opera-
tions associated with education.

Table 1

Expendltures for State Educational Operations
(in thousands)

Actual  Estimated Proposed Change from 1969-10

1968-69 1969-70 197071 Amount Percent
State Operations .
Department of Edu-
edtion __——______ $7,813 $9,857 $8,377  $—1,480 —15.0%
Special schools ____ 7,040 7,830 7,994 +164 +21
University of Cali-
L fornia —_________ 290,545 329,679 333,000 +3,321 +1.0
California State Col-
leges o ___ 237,549 288,116 314,000 +25,884 +9.0
Other _________ _ 11,038 16,605 27,398 +10,793 +65.0
Totals, State
Operations ____ $558,985 $652,087  $690,769 $438,628 +-5.9%

- Table 2 shows capital outlay expenditures for the three-year period.
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Table 2
Educational Capital Outlay Expenditures
(in thousands)
Actual  Estimated  Proposed  Change from 1969-70-
1968-69 1969-76 1970-71 Amount Percent
Capital Outlay ' .
University of California : ) :
General Fund ___ $28,408 $32,131 $10,850 $21,281 —66.2
Bond Fund —____ —_— — — -
Tideland oil :
revenue - ______ 17,355 6,329 5,270 —1,059 —16.7

State Colleges o
General Fund ___ 24,592 24,048 23,277 —T766 —3.1
Bond Fund _.___ — — _— — —
Tideland oil .
) revenue ___.._.__ 20,323 4,699 11,515 6,816 +245.0
Community Colleges
General Fund ___ - 26,914 19,064 7,850 —29.1
Bond Fund ____ 17,234 2,393 — —2,993 —100.0
Special Schools .
General Fund —__ 37 147 128 —19 —129
Totals, Capital
Outlay _____ $107,949 $96,656 $70,104 $—26,552 —27.4
_ General Fund - 53,037 83,235 53,319 —29,916 —35.9
Bond Fund ___ 17,234 2,393 - —2398 —100.0
Tideland oil :
revenue. —___ 37,678 11,028 16,785 + 5,757 +52.2

The final élement of state support for educational purposes consists
of subventions, i.e., local assistance programs shown in Table 3.

Table 3

State Subventions for Education
(in thousands)

Actual Estimated  Proposed Change from~1,96'9—7\0-

, o 1968-69  1969-70  1970-71  Amount Percent
Local Assistance )
Public school support $1,315,158 $1,449,759 $1,434,702 $—14,047 —0.9
Instructional televi-
sion o ________ 726 850 875 +25 +2.9
Assistance to new
junior colleges ___ 4,269 — _— — —
Special reading .
program _____.__._ 15,340 23,974 18,000 —597¢ 249
Mathematics improve-
ment program ___ 863 925 925 — —
Compensatory educa-
tion ____________ 10,482 11,000 11,000 ‘ - —
.Children’s centers __ 138,952 17,447 19,400 +1,953 +111

Teachers’ retirement 71,500 79,000 91,000 +12,000 -+4+152
Grants to teachers of

the hapdicapped - 125 150 150 — —
Debt serivee _o_____ 48,452 49,077 53,531 +4,454 +8.3
Free textbooks _____ 19,632 22,989 21,300 —1,689 —73
Assistance to public

libraries __——_____ 1,160 1,252 1,000 —252 =201
Voeational education 875 1,330 1,330 — _—

Totals; Local .
Assistance ——__ $1,502,534 $1,657,743 $1,654213 —$3,530  —0.29%
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Summary information in Table 4 indicates that a total expenditure
of $2,415,086 is estimated for the budget year, which is an increase of
$8,599 over the current year.

Table 4 )
Total State Expenditures for Education
(in thousands)
Actual Estimated  Proposed  Change from 1969-70

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
State operations ____ $553,985 $652,087 $690,769 $4-38,682 +5.9
Capital outlay —______ 107,949 96,656 70,104 —26,552 —274
Local assistance —_.———_ 1,502,083 1,657,743 1,654,213 —3,530 —0.2
Grand Totals ______ $2,164,017 $2,406,486 $2,415,086 $4-8,600 +0.3
General Fund ______ 2,109,105 2,393,065 2,398,301 45,236 +0.2
Bond Fund ____—__ 17,234 2,393 _ —2,392 —100.0

Tideland oil revenue. 37,678 11,028 16,785, - +5,767 +52.2

: Summary- of Federal Support to Education
In the 1970-71 budget year it is anticipated that California will
receive a total of $284 million in federal assistance for education for
grades K-14 and for adult education. Table 5 outlines the major pro-
grams and subprograms of federal assistance and indicates the antic-
ipated amount of funds California will receive under each.

. “Table 5
Bydget Estimate of Federal Aid for Public Schools in CE
California 1970-71

Program California’s Federal Aid
Elementary and Secondary Edueation Act (Estimate) -
Title I Compensatory Education $78,954,564
Bduecation of Migrant Children___: 6,000,000
Title II School Library Resources . 4,166,500
Title IIT Supplemental Educational Centers_______________ 8,544,780
Title IV Educational Laboratories : 4,000,000
Title V Department of Education : 2,000,000
Title VI Special Education 2,277,633
Title VIII Dropout Prevention _ 500,000
Followthrough Program - 841,617
National Defense Education Act
Title III Improvement of Instruction 5,335,635
Title V Guidance and Counseling 1,324,875
Education Professions Development Act 996,363
Vocational Edueation Aect . 17,000,000
Adult Basic Education Act 1,690,787
Manpower Development and Training Act 12,900,000
Unruh Preschool Program 9,721,000
Economic Opportunity Act
Operation Head Start - 25,000,000
Public Law 874 70,000,000
Public Law 815 10,000,000
Child Nutrition Program ) 22,736,435
Total Federal Assistance to California $283,990,189
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Significant Issues in Federal Support to Education
Consolidated Application Form

We recommend that legislation be introduced to require the Depart-
ment of Education to develop a consolidated application form for the
disbursement of federal categorical aid funds in 1971-72. »

We recommend that the Department of Education be instructed to
submit a progress report on the development of a consolidated appli-
cation form for federal categorical aid funds to the Joint Legzslatwe
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.

In the Analysis of the Budget lel 1969-70 we recommended that the
Legislature ‘‘encourage the establishment of a broad base working
committee composed of appropriate. state level control agencies in the
Department of Education that shall be made responsible for develop-
ing a consolidated federal application form and for the development
of improved procedures for the application for and disbursement of
federal categorical aid funds.”’

‘We pointed out at that time that distriets wishing to receive federal
funds under any of the instructional improvement programs such as
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act are required
to submit applications for specific projects or programs to the depart-
ment. These are subsequently reviewed by the State Board of Edueca-
tion before approval is granted. The application process, or ‘‘grant-
manship’’ as it is called by some, is complicated and time consuming
for both school districts and the Department of Education. The appli-
cations for each program must generally contain a description of the
proposed project, a detailed budget, a deseription of the school distriet
administration responsible for administering the program and assur-
ance that the proposal meets the requirements of the particular law..
The complexity of the application process is indicated by the fact that
school district administrators are required to have a working famili-
arity with 450 pages of federal and state directions and guidelines
and over 125 pages of application forms for the programs that are
listed in Table 5. In the smaller school districts in the state the variety
of applications procedures places a substantial burden on limited
staff time while in larger districts the separate application procedure
for each program does not encourage effective planning and coordina-
tion.

It was our understanding that the United States Office of Education
was encouraging, on a limited scale, state departments of education to
design consolidated program applications for federal funds. The ob-
jective of such consolidated applications was to encourage effective
planning and coordination of all federal programs at both the school
district and state department level, to streamline federal application
procedures and to encourage a more effective evaluation of the impact
of such programs on the quality of education.

This recommendation was formalized in ACR 127, Resolutions Chap-
ter 385, which requested the Superintendent of Public Instruction to
establish the proposed working committee and develop a consolidated
application form with the cooperation of the Department of Finance,
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Office of the Auditor General, Office of the Legislative Analyst and

representatives of the Senate and Assembly Committees on Education.
To date the requested proposal has not been submitted to the Legis-

lature nor have the appropriate control agencies been consulted re- .

garding such a proposal. We believe that there is substantial merit in
the establishment of a consolidated application form. We, therefore,
recommend that because the request of the Legislature has not been
honored, legislation to mandate the development of such a procedure
should be enacted.

Title l1l—Elementary and Secondary Education Act

The Title III program called PACE (Projects to Advance Creativity
in Education) is designed to develop imaginative solutions to educa-
tional problems, to utilize more effectively research findings, and to
create, design and make use of supplementary education centers. The

primary objectives of Title III are to translate the latest knowledge

about teaching and learning into widespread educational practice and
to create an awareness of new programs and services of hlgh quality
~which can be incorporated into school programs.

‘The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was substan-
tially amended by Congress in 1967. Two important changes were
inecorporated in the amendment. First, the administration of Title IIT
projects would become the responsibility of the state after a state plan
was prepared for Title IIT projects and the plan was approved by
the United States Office of Education for funding. Second, the state
educational agency was made responsible for the dissemination of in-
formation concerning project results.

The responsibility for the administration of Title TIT projects was
transferred in two stages. In 1968-69 the state administered
75 percent of the state-allotted funds. During the 1969-70 fiscal
year the state would administer 100 percent of the funds allocated
for Title 11T upon approval by the United States Office of Education
(USOE) of the California State Plan.

Even though California has administrative control over the Title III
programs, the state is obligated to fund 12 USOE carryover projects
for an expenditure of $3,306,505 which is approximately 36 percent
of the estimated 1969-70 funding level. All of the: USOE projects
should be completed during the fiscal year 1971-72. .

" As of February 1, 1970 the State of California cannot be certain
of the level of federal funding for 1970-71. F has been estimated that
the funding will be $9,006,455 which is 36.5 percent less than the
$14,169,583 of the previous year. Since the 1965-66 fiseal year, $57,-
350,473 has been expended in California for Title III projects. Table 6
indicates the expenditures in California sinece the enactment of
Title III.

Table 6
~ 1965-66 196667 1967-68 - 1968-69 1969-70-
$6,145,697 $11,579,697 $16,449,794 $14,169,583 $9,006,455 *

1 Estimated.
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An accurate assessment of the benefits of Title TIT programs in
California is not available due to a lack of objective evaluation data.
The lack of evaluation has been due largely to the fact that Title III
has been administered in the past by the U.S. Office of Education.
Now. that the state has acquired the administration of this program
a major weakness has been removed and current regulations require
the state to make a written report of project evaluations to the State
Board of Education and the U.S. Office of Education. '

Legislative Title 111 Requirements

.The 1968 Legislature, distressed by the lack of progress and evalua-
tion of Title IIT programs, enacted Chapter 1442, Statutes of 1968,
The legislation established an Educational Innovation Advisory Com-
mission composed of representatives from the Legislature, the Super-
intendent of Public Instruction and 11 members appointed by the State
Board of Education.

Projects are initiated by the local educational agency, reviewed for
program form and content by the Bureau of Program Planning and
Development and presented to the Educational Innovation Advisory
Commission for approval. PI'OJeCtS are then recommended to the State
Board of Education for inclusion in the state plan funded by the U.S.
Office of Education.

The legislation which established the Edueational Innovation Ad-
visory Commission also established policy guidelines regarding the allo-
-eation of Title IIT funds, as well as the types of projects which are to
be emphasized.

Additional legislation has been enacted which restricts the amount of
funds available for regular Title ITI projects. Table 7 lists the legisla-
tion and the amount of funds which will be required by legislative
authorization through the 1971-72 fiscal year.

Table 7

Legislation Affecting ESEA Title 111 Funding
196@—70 1970-71 C 1971-72
I. AB 1865 (1968) oo $9,006,455 1 $8,105,809 2 $8,105,809
II. AB 920 (1968) __________ — 50,000 —
II1. AB 1610 (1968) _______. ._ 828,000 364,000 . —
IV. AB 1035 (1969) _________ 512,000 2,284,000 4,459,000
V. AB 887 (1969) ______—__ _— 125,000 125,000
Total Required Funds _____ $9,846,455 $10,928,809 $12,689,809
Available ESEA III Funds 9,006,455 9,006,455 9,006,455
Difference ____________ $(>840,0’00) $(1,922,354) $(3,683,354)

1 Represents the total allocation in the approved California State Plan for 1969-70, and reconciles the com-
prehensive mandates of state law (AB 1865) with the federal contlnuation obhgatwns required by the
U.8. Commissioner of Education; it includes $38,976 as provided for in the ““More Effective Schools Act”,
SB 40, 1968 (one district only)

2 Does not include an unknown amount that might yet be awarded to a second district allowed in SB 40.

If the fundmg level for Title IIT remains the same as the 1969-70
amount (ecolumn 1, Table 7) of $9,006,455, there will be insufficient
available funds to finance the mandated projects. The available funds
deficit is based upon the mandated amount contained in each Bill
listed in Table 7. The deficit will amount to $840,000 for 1969-70,

$1,922,354 for 1970-71 and $3,683,354 for 1971-72.
178 ‘




General Summary ' J : Education

Summary of State Expenditures for Education—Continued

Currently, Title IIT has 154 active projects throughout the state.

Table 8 is an informational table designed to illustrate the general-

categories of projects and the accompanying cost.

Table 8
Title NI Projects

1968-69
New Supplementary. Education Centers _ . - ______.__ 21 $1,931,010
Continuation of Centers Projects : 14 1,268,254
New USOE Projects 2 . 495,000
Continuation USOE Projects 10 2,811,505
New General and Handicapped Projects (State)______ 33 1,339,986
Continuation—General and Handicapped Projects —._. 74 5,355,714
Total Projects . 154 $13,201,469
Administration of Title ITI ' 989,496

$14,182,781

Title Ill—Administrative Funds

We recommend that legislation be enacted to provide guidelines for
the expenditure of funds ollotted for the administration of Title III.
Such guidelines should control expenditures for personnel, travel, equip-
ment, contractual agreements, independent studies and consulting serv-
ices. Federal regulations specify that the cost of administering Title IIT
projects within a state cannot exceed 74 percent of the state allotment.
The cost of administration in California for 1968-69 was $968,114
which is $21,382 less than the maximum permissible.

Although there was an ¢verall budget surplus there was a budget .

deficit for one particular item of $339,181. The overexpenditure was
listed under the ecategory of consulting services. However, a review
of this item indicates that the cost was not for consulting services but
for funds expended for the development of the Educational In-
formation Service. No approval letters or authorization for the ex-
penditure of Title III funds were made by the Bureau of Program
Planning and Development or the Educational Innovation Advisory
Commission. It should be noted for comparison purposes that the cost

of administering Title III, ESEA is $968,114 for a $14,182,781 pro--

gram, while the cost to administer Title I, ESEA is $764,079 for a
$79,762,839 program. _

During  the current year a total of 35 positions are filled in
the Bureau of Program Planning and Development and are paid from
Title III funds allocated for administration. Of the 35 employees, six
are paid (at least in part), by the Bureau of Program Planning and
Development, but work in other divisions or bureaus within the De-
partment of Education. It is understandable that some costs will be
incurred by other departments as a direct result of the administration
of Title III projects. However, there is no record available to indicate
the amount of time or cost actually chargeable to Title III.
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Title [ll—Dissemination of Results

We recommend that legislotion be enacted to establish objectwes for
the dissemination of results of Title III ESEA-to insure that informa-
tion on project findings are directed toward the adoption of promising
educational practices. The success of Title IIT, ESEA is largely depend-
ent upon the extent to which innovations demonstrated through Title
IIT projects.are adopted by school distriets. Toward this end, the most
promising projects must be identified, evaluated and disseminated with-
in the state educational framework. , )

Among other changes, the 1967 amendments to Title IIT, ESEA
transferred responsibility for dissemination to state educational agen-
cies and provided funds for this purpose, Federal guidelines on dissem-
ination restricet local educational agencies from expending funds or
developing dissemination programs aimed outside of the local educa-
tional agency.

The state educational agency is required to build a program di-
rected toward the-dissemination of the results of project evaluation
which would lead to adoption of promising educational practices.

The Bureau of Program Planning and Development has made the
decision - that dissemination should be through the media of printed
materials and television programs. From July 1 to December 31, 1969,
an estimated minimum of $27,643 was expended on dissemination
excluding the bureau’s staff salary and expenses. The expenditure for
printed material was $9,293 and for television productions $18,350.

- For the period January 1, 1970 to June 30, 1970, the estimated cost

will be $65,804. The expenditure for printed material is $26,544 and for
television productions $39,260. A total cost for the fiseal year of
1969-70 is estimated to be $93,447. It should be noted that these are
minimum costs because some of the programs are still in the planning
stage. We believe it is difficult to justify this type of expenditure when
viewed from the federal guidelines and state legislative intent.

Overlap Among Three Commissions

We recommend that legislation be enacted to redefine the objectives
and functions of the commissions and committees outlined in Chapter
1442, Statutes of 1968 (AB 1865), Chapter 1493, Statutes of 1969
(AB 1035) and Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606) in order to

eliminate duplication of effort and functional conflicts. Three commis-

sions have been established during the 1968 and 1969 Regular Sessions
of the Legislature which have overlapping and conflicting functions.

1. The Educational Innovation Advisory Commission..

Chapter 1442, Statutes of 1968 (AB 1865) established this com-
mission to administer the State Plan for Innovative Educational
Programs under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
Title III. The commission is required by federal law. It is re-
quired to advise the State Board of Education on policy matters,
determine ecriteria for approval of applications, review, and
evaluate innovative edueatlonal prograins.
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2. The Educational Besearch Commission.

Chapter 1493, Statutes of 1969 (AB 1035) established this body
to administer the Innovative Sehools Program and provided it to
be funded from Title IIT, ESEA funds. The commission can hire
personnel, receive and expend funds, operate innovative schools
and determine the program of instruction.

8. The Advisory Committee on Program and Cost-Effectiveness.

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606) established a special com-
mittee to evaluate and advise the State School Board of Education
on projects to be approved for Titles I and IIL of ESEA, the
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act.

Of the three commissions, the first is federally mandated and latter
two are state mandated. Table 9 shows the source:of funding, each com-
mission’s function, basic program and 1llustrates the duplication of
policy and evaluation.

The purpose of the ESEA, Title ITI (AB 1865) program is to find
innovative solutions to educational problems by programs within o dis-
trict. The purpose of the Educational Research Commission (AB 1035)
is to find innovative solutions to educational problems within a desig-
nated innovative school. Both commissions are attempting to perform
essentially the- same funetion. What distinguishes these two commis-
sions is that one (the AB 1865 commission) reports to the State Board
of Education while the other commission (AB 1035) reports to the
. Legislature. Bach commission is required to evaluate projects for pro-
gram achievement and cost-effectiveness and to make recommendations
on programs to be funded or expanded.

The Advisory Committee on Program and Cost-Effectiveness has a
function that cuts across the programs and has functional character-
istics of the AB 1865 and the AB 1035 commissions. In fact, the AB
606 commission evaluates, on a cost-effective basis, projects that have
already been evaluated on a program basis, and may make recommenda-
tions on programs which may be in direct conflict with recommenda-

tions of the other commissions.
Table 9

Duplication Among Commissions
(Policy, Evaluation and Program)

Educational Innovation
Advisory Commission
(ESEA Title ITI—
Federal)
Funding
Federal : ESEA Title III
Commission’s Function
A. Advises the State

Board of Education

on:

1. Policies and guide-
lines for approving
experimental or in-
novative projects.

Advisory Committee on
Program and Cost-
Effectiveness
(AB 6‘06—State)

Funding

State: AB 606 (1969)-
Committee’s Function
A. Advises the State

Board of Education

on:

1. Policies and guide-
lines for approving
experimental or in-
novative projects.
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Educational Research
Commission

(AB 1035—Siate)
Funding
Federal : ESEA Title IT1
Commission’s Function
A. Reports to the Legis-
lature on:

1., Policies and guide-
lines for approving
innovative and expe-
rimental programs
for the Innovative
Schools Program.
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Table 9—Continued

Duplication Among Commissions
(Policy, Evaluation and Program)

Educational Innovation
Advisory Commission

(ESEA Title I1I—

_ Federal)

Funding ’

Federal : ESEA Title ITI
Commission’s Function

B. Advises the State

Board of Education

on: :

2. Reviews and evalu-
ates innovative or
experimental pro;-
ects.

3. Makes a determina-

tion of the degree.

of program achieve-
ment and cost-ef-
 fectiveness.

4. Prepares and sub-
‘mits a report of ac-
tivities, retommen-
dations and evalua-
tions.

Programs

Research, experimenta-
tion, and innovation to
solve educational prob-
lems . with an emphasis
on reading and math.

Advisory Committee on
Program and Cost-
Effectiveness
(AB 606—State)
Funding
State: AB 606 (1969)

Committee’s Function

B. Advises the State
Board of Education
on:

2. Reviews and evalu-
ates innovative or
experimental proj-
ects,

3. Makes a determina-
tion of the degree
of program achieve-
‘ment and cost-ef-
fectiveness.

4. Prepares- and sub-
mits a report of ac-
tivities, recommen-
dations and evalua-
tions.

Programs

Not applicable

Educational Research
Commission

(AB 1035—State)
Funding
Federal : ESEA Title III
Commission’s Function

B. Reports to the Legis-
lature on:

2. Reviews and evalu-
ates innovative or
experimental proj-
ects.

3. Makes a determina-
tion of the degree
of program achieve-
ment.

4, Prepares and sub-
mits a report of ac-
tivities, recommen-
dations and evalua-
tions.

Programs

Research, experimenta-
tion, and innovation to’
solve educational prob-
lems with an emphasis
on reading and math.

Title V—Elementary and Secondary Education Act

Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aet authorizes
a system of grants from the federal government to ‘‘stimulate and as-
sist states in strengthening the leadership resources of their educa-
tional agencies, and to assist those agencies in the establishment and
improvement of programs to identify and meet the educational needs
of the states.”” The federal legislation places few restrictions on the
utilization of Title V funds but indicates that appropriate expendi-
tures' might include educational planning, data collection, dissemina-
tion of information, research and demonstration, publication, teacher
training and consultative services. Projects which are 100 percent fed-
erally funded are initiated, reviewed and approved by the State Board
“of BEduecation on the advice of the Department of Education. In 1968
Title V. was amended to provide that each state shall include in its
application for federal support a plan for dlstmbutmg ‘in an equita-
ble manner on the basis of need among local agencies 10 percent of the
total amount approprlated to the state.’

Table 10 reviews the projects and expendltures of. Tlﬂe V through-
‘out the five years of its operation in California.
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Table 10

Title V ESEA Funding

Expenditures, fiscal years 1965-66 through 1968-69

Abbreviated Title of Project
(Funded Since Program Inception)

A. D. Little Survey
Committee of Seven-

Program Planning Unit._

Advanced Placement

English Framework

Social Seciences Framework

Science Framework

Bill of Rights._
State Comm. Pub., Education

School Bus. Admin. Workshops

Transportation Supervision

School Planning

.Test Kitchen

J. C. Advisory Panel '

Data Processing Educational Info Systems.______._

Innovation Exchange

Mexican American Children

Teacher Supply-Demand

Instructional TV

Arts and Humanities

Staff Inservice Training
Intergroup Relations

Study of Desegregation

" Junior High Schools

Review Bducation Code

Elconomics Education

Hditor Services Project Talent

Adult Spanish Surnames
Conservation Educatior

Teacher Records

Strengthening Admin. Services

Health Instruction Guidelines

Reading Grades 1 & 2

1st Grade Reading Test Analysis
Textbook Evaluation Study

Progress, Physically Underdeveloped____ .

Special Edueation Data Collection

State Board Clerical Assistance

NDEA III Strengthening Crit. Subjeets . _____

NDEA X Imp. Stat. Services

Departmental Reorganization
Acecreditation Workshop

Curriculum Mentally Gifted

Adult Education Adv. Committee

Continuation Education Worksheps

Curriculum Abstracts

Hducation Prof. Development Act Admin
P. B. Framework

Model Inservice Programs

Drug Abuse Education Program

Reading Workshops

Foreign Language Framework

Civie Hduecation

Distribution to LEA’s

Totals
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Education
1965-66 196667
Hzpenditures Expenditures
$202,770 $5,749
4,571 =
83,919 153,817
12,285 61,750
4,030 34,207
31,772 79,947
9,704 27,147
48,481 ) 64,614
44,763 .- 188,190
2,639 24407
855 —
15,430 36,245 -
7,000 17,005
19,403 63,756
70,835 110,821
1,651 4,645
15,061 74,986
53,040 473
4,376 28,177
3,458 26,047
1,074 30,084
2,674 —
1,162 5,481
12,607 29,781
44,822 —
16,407 25,0711
10,472 -
9,399 20,828
8,117 1,593
148,033 28,025
—_— 34,065
_— 32,000
_— 27,000
_— 8,100
_— 25,408
_— 18,000
_— 40,000
$885,810 $1,327,419
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Table 10—Continued
Title V ESEA Funding
Expenditures, fiscal years 196566 through 1968-69

Abbreviated Title of Project 1967-68 _ 1968-69

. (Funded Since Program Inception) " Expenditures Bxpenditures
A. D. Little Survey —
Committee of Seven

Program Planning Unit $178,323 —
Advances Placement 78,282 $31,273
English  Framework 60,650 99,742
Social Sciences Framework 79,917 . 29,195
Science Framework 85,808 28,586
Bill of Rights R 42,325 —
State Comm. Pub. Education 92,850 ——
School Bus. Admin. Workshops N 13,625 24,263
Transportation Supervision _.__._ 2,433 . 7,223
School Planning ——— 37,153 92,436
Test Kitchen — -
J. C. Advisory Panel 56,334 - _
Data Processing Edueational Info. System___________ 174,264 151,383
Innovation Exchange 1,645 1,770
Mexican American Children _ %2,694 85,851
Teacher Supply-Demand —— —
Instructional TV 31,894 37,065
Arts and Humanities 54,927 66,566
Staff Inservice Training 37,574 72,168
Intergroup Relations : _— -
Study of Desegregation . 27,321 25,168
Junior High Schools : _— —
Review : Edueation Code : — —
Eeconomics HEdueation 32,974 13,980
Editor Services Project Talent — -
Adult Spanish Surnames 27,850 19,575
Conservation Edueation 22,309 33,086
Teacher Records __ - o
Strengthening Admin. Services - 56,773 75,720
Health Instruction : 41,000 —
Reading Grades 1 & 2 _— _—
1st Grade Reading Test Analysis — -
Textbook Evaluation Study — -
Progress Physically Underdeveloped 5,000 ) -
Special Bducation Data Collection —— —
State Board Clerical Assistancé 6,394 120,115
NDEA III Strengthening Crit. Subjects— . 195,891 " 178,535
NDEA X Imp. Stat. Services 27,338 82,669
Departmental Reorganization 10,963 38,164
Accreditation Workshop 2,452 : 3,030
Curriculum Mentally Gifted 79,702
Adult Education Advisory Committee. . ______ 15,989 45, 586
Continuation Education Workshonﬁ 10,000 21,059
Curriculum Abstracts 2,644 1&592
Education Prof. Development Act Aﬂmin 10,481 12,384
P. BE. Framework 1,544 13,297
Model Inservice Programs — ‘ —
Drug Abuse Educational Program 3,500 _—
Reading Workshops 54,016 —
Foreign Language Framework . 21,820 _—
. Civic Eduecation . 33,000 -
Distribution to LEA’s — 198,080
Coord. State Fed. Preschool Program — 24,629
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Table 10—Continued
Title V ESEA Funding
Expenditures, fiscal years 1967-68 and 1968-63—Continued

Abbreviated Title of Project . 1967-68 1968-69
(Funded Since Program Inception) Ezpenditures Eapendztm‘es
. Selection of Test Instruments. -— 66,058
Bulletin Laws Except Child _— 5,000
Departmental Administration _— —
Blind/Multihandicapped — 20
Common Data Base _— 51,546
Think-In on Gifted - 3,520
Role Ethnic Minorities.__ —_ - 10,000
Student Couneils __ —~ 10
Tests for Certification_ — 29,655
Test Bilingualism - 24,000
Analysis State Test Results. — 14,000
Totaly . $1,739,654 $1,699,999

In reviewing Table 10 it should be noted that (1) individual Title V
projects involve a small portion of the state’s total allocation, (2) once
established, projects are seldom terminated and (3) there is no particu-

lar emphasis on central direction to the projects. Table 11 reviews proj- -

ects by division and demonstrates that the trends established in the
past have continued in the current year.

Table 11
ESEA Title V Estimated Expenditures 1969-70
Departmental Activities by Divisions

Man- Bquip-
~years Balaries Contracts  ment Other Total
Departmental Administration )
State Board Clerical ___ 3.0 $19,600 0 $100  $7,300  $27,000
Innovative Exchange __._ 0 0  $1,500 0 3,500 5,000
Management Information
System _____________ 16.0 154,509 0 0 20491 175,000
Departmental
Reorganization ______ 2.0 28,200 1,200 0 5,600 35,000
Strengthening Adm.
Services o 10.0 79,535 0 22812 - 15,6583 118,000
Staff Inservice
Training . ____ 40 40,428 16,000 1,930 31,642 90,000
Subtotal ___._________ 35.0 $322,272 $18,700 $24,872 $84,186 $450,000

Public School Administration
Improving Statistical

Services ____________ 2.8 $26,73¢  $4,221 0 $14,045  $45,000
Textbook TUtilization __._ 1.5 20,375 0 $1,017 6,608 28,000
Business Adm. Workshops 2.0 25,766 . 1,440 0 4794 32,000
School Planning Services 4.7 64,810 11,055 260 31 875 108,000

Subtotal ________ ____ 11.0 $137,685 $16,716  $1,277 $57,322 $213,000

Compensatory Education )
State/Federal Preschool
Coord. . __________ 5.0 $55,260 $2,000 $65 $17,675 $75,000

Int.:ergroup Tensions .. 1.5 20,218 800 0 5,982 27,000
Subtotal __________ 65 $75,478  $2,800 $65 $23,657 $102,000
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Table 11—Continued
ESEA Title V Estimated Expenditures 1969-70
Departmental Activities by Divisions
Man- _ Equip- '
years Sclaries Contracts ment Other Total

Instruction :
Title V Admin. Unit____ 2.0 $27,223  $4,211 $493 - $9,130  $41,057
Adult Edue. Advisory

Comm. ______________ 225 25897 2,313 0 12,733 50,943
Student Councils ______ 0 0 3,000 0 2,000 5,000
Critical Subjects Super-

vision ______________ 9.0 7,714 77,977 0 28,809 - 178,500
Mexican American Educa- ’

tion Research _______ 5.0 67,165 6,788 380 - 25,667 100,000
Adult Spanish Surnames 1.0 8,206 7,000 0 8,794 24,000
Instructional TV ______ 2.0 25,671 5,107 200 9,022 40,000
Curriculum Abstracts . 0 0 0 0 7,000 7,000
Health Guidelines _____ 0 0 5,800 0 9,200 15,000
P E Framework . ______ 0 0 . 22500 -0 500 23,000 .
P E Flexible Schedules. 1.5 18,405 1,669 1,135 6,791 28,000
Physical Performance .

Test 0 0 25,000 0 0, 25,000
Advanced Placement ___ .3 2,200 18,750 0 9,050 30,000 .,
Arts and Humanities __ 2.1 26,167 . 44,689 0 24,144 95,000
Conservation Education_ 2.0 24,714 2,800 0 7,486 35,000 .
Continuation Bducation. 2.0 24,548 500 0 6,952 82,000
Economics Education -_ = .3 4,936 2,630 0 2,434 10,000
English Framework ____ 2.0 25,401 37,469 600 11,530 - 75,000
Foreign Language .

Framework _________ 2 1,78¢ 15497 405 4,314 22,000
Model In Service ._._.___ 0 0 15,000 0 : 0 15,000
Science Curriculum ____ 1.0 6,514 8,200 0 15286 80,000
Social Sciences ——______ 2 1,080 22,115 0 10,905 34,100
© Subtotal .. __ 33.05 $362,885 $341,715 ~ $3,213 $207,787 $915,600

DEPARTMENTAL
TOTAL ____ . ___ 85.55 $909,446 $356,307 $29,014 $376,733 $1,671,500

Distribution to Local Education Agencies 200,000

Development of Educational Objectives . 30,000

Total ESEA Title V Application $1,910,600

In general, the quality and results of Title V projects vary greatly.
Although some have contributed to strengthening the Department of
Education, others are of extremely questionable value. The following
excerpts from projects reviewed in the state’s Annual Report. for Fiscal
Year 196869, Title V. ESEA, California demonstrate this point.

$25,000—State Board Clerical. These funds were expended for
clerical assistance to the special assistant to the State Board of Edueca-
tion, most of which was utilized to answer public correspondence to
the board.

85,000—Innovative Exchange. This was not a single project but a
number of activities which included (1) the development of Guidelines
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for Moral Instruction in California Schools, (2) the travel expenses of
one staff member to ‘‘Stuttgart, Germany to attend the 39th Inter-
national Congress of Americanists and extend to (that) body an official
invitation to meet in California in 1970’ and (3) consultant services
to develop ‘‘a recommendation outlining the responsibilities of school
district teaching ‘Family Life and Sex Education.” ”’ v

$80,986—Inservice Training Program. Included in this project was
driver. training for approximately 500 departmental employees, new
employee orientation and speakers.

Many Title V projects, however, do deal with areas of public educa-
tion in which the state could provide significant leadership but, because
of the limited scope and lack of priorities, the impact is negligible. For
the most part projects involve the employment of departmental con-
sultants and clerical assistants. Further, many of the projects are dupli-
cative in nature with little or no interrelationship. In the current year
there are two projects involving Mexican-American education, four
projects involving health and physical education and elght progects in
the development of instructional frameworks.

We recommend that legislation be enacted to provide guidelines for
the Department of Education in the allocation of Title V funds. Such
guideline should include (1) state priorities for the allocation of funds,
(2) a formalized system of project approval and (3) annual reporting
to'the Legislature on project funds and results achieved. We believe
that many of the weaknesses in Title V ESEA projects can be di-
rectly traced to the departmental system of approving projects. Pro-
posals are generally conceived at the bureau level and submitted to the
department’s cabinet by the operating head of the division involved.
There is little in the way of project planning or budget development
and no formal application procedure.

It is important to note that a proposal under Title V is an indieation
of weakness in an area of the department’s operation. This could be a
damaging admission for a divisional administrator to make to the policy
body of the department. This has resulted in the large number of
projects of questionable value. When, however, an area is identified,
the need to distribute funds throughoyt the department compounded by
the lack of comprehensive assessment of the magnitude of the problem

dilutes the funds for the project.

" This situation is further complicated by the general inability to
terminate projects once they are initiated. In the eurrent year over one-
half of the projects established in 1965-66 are still in operation. This
results- from the fact that the termination of a project involves an
indication that the problem no longer exists. Pressure for the con-
tinuance of projects is also created by the departmental practice of
hiring staff for these activities. In the current year, for example, de-
partmental salaries amount to approximately 54 percent of the project
expense. ‘ )
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Further substantiation for the conclusion that Title V lacks direction

and in the annual unexpended balances effective supervision can be
found in Title V funds as can be seen in Table 12

Table 12

Unexpended Balances of ESEA Title V
1965-66—1968-69

1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69

Total Allocation —_—____ $1,005,831  $1,487553  $1,895,749  $1,908448
Total Expenditure —_______ 885,810 1,327,419 1,739,654 1,699,999
Amount Unexpended _____  $120,021 $110,134 - $156,095 $208,449

These figures demonstrate that during the four-year period the de-
partment has received Title V funds, over $500,000 has reverted to the
federal government in unexpended balances. This represents approxi-
mately 10 percent per year.

We believe that policy direction and program priorities are reqmred
for more effective utilization of Title V funds and recommend that
legislation be enacted to provide this direction. In past years the Leg-
islature has provided similar direction to both Title I and Title III of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the Education
Professions Development Act. Such legislation should instruct the De-
partment of Education to report annually on the activities funded and
results achieved through Title V.,

STATE AND LOCAL SUPPORT TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS

While state contributions to public education represent a significant
portion of the state budget they constitute a much smaller portion of
the total expenditures for education within the state. The other major
source of support is the local property tax. It has been suggested that
because of frequent changes in state contribution to the total cost of
education, a standard measure of state responsibility should be estab-
lished. The most frequent proposal recommends that the state contribute
50 percent of the total cost of education.

Recommendations of this type usually define the relationship between
state and local expense in the narrow sense, i.e., as the percentage rela-
tionship of State School Fund apportionments to state and local gen-
eral fund revenues for public sehool purposes. Table 13 reviews this re-
lationship since 1930-31.
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Table 13

General Fund Revenues of School Districts From
State School Fund and Local Sources
1930-31 to 1968-69 (est.)

Total
General Fund revenues . Percent
of school districts State School  State School
Fiscal year (State and local) 12 Fund 3 Fund to total’

1930-31 $151,657,836 $27,037,158 17.89%
1931-32 . 159,025,563 28,339,273 17.8
1932-33 : 149,550,938 28,339,273 189
1933-34 . 125,778,387 69,947,572 55.6
1934-35 124,117,780 69,947,572 - 564
1935-36 127,668,111 71,619,718 56.1
1936-37.._ 133,374,081 71,619,718 53.7
1937-38 152,191,508 72,332,130 475
1938-39 - 162,386,349 72,332,130 - 445
1939-40. 174,177,972 77,189,539 44.3
1940-41 178,075,151 77,189,539 43.3
194142 177,539,061 79,821,811 45.0
1942-43 185,969,184 79,821,811 42.9
1943-44 178,730,077 97,813,910 54.7
194445 192,726,916 97,813,910 50.8
194546 213,408,592 96,157,108 45.1
194647 238,627,746 101,436,961 42.5
194748 3 294,729,778 173,521,609 58.9"
1948-49 385,647,879 185,787,370 48.2°
1949-50 470,420,684 199,418,284 424
1950-51 531,116,387 215,255,637 40.5
1951-52 656,308,835 223,961,450 34.1
1952-53 i i 759,625,678 270,638,000 35.6
1953-54 738,493,801 367,182,801 49.7
1954-55 _ 804,345,803 - 395,622,803 49.2
1955-56 882,855,804 428,482,804 485
1956-57 1,017,748,160 461,232,160 45.8
1957-68 1,150,157,621 498,630,621 43.4
1958-59 1,304,831,800 575,224 800 44.0
1959-60 : 1,447,958,245 638,401,245 44,0
1960-61 1,590,411,682 680,331,682 42,8 .
1961-62 ) 1,741,834,480 717,427,480 412
1962-63 1,886,167,364 762,964,364 405
1963-64 2,193,337,453 839,340,587 38.3
1964-65 - 2,433,975,602 937,400,245 385

. 1965-66 2,663,827,775 997,288,275 374
1966-67 2,973,706,781 1,049,793,833 35.3
1967-68 . 3,403,000,431 1,271,933,477 374
1968-69 (est.) - _________ -8,590, 030 068 1,315,158,004 36.6

1 Based on expenditures for period 1930-31 through 1952~53 and hased on revenues from 1953-54 to present

2From Controller’s reports: ‘Financial Transactions concerning School Districts of California, and state budget
documents, 1930 to present.

3 Excludes many items funded outside State School Fund (ie ., free textbooks, child care centers, state school
building aid, ete.).

These figures indicate that only seven times in the 39-year period
did the state contribute 50 percent or more and the most recent occur-
rence was in 1947-48. This relationship, however, is an inaccurate
picture of the state’s effort regarding publie education because it does

. not reflect other educational expenditures appropriated through budget
action. Table 14 reviews all state expenditures for education and indi-
cates that the state has assumed a greater share of. total educational
expenditures than the former, more narrowly defiried, relationship -
“would indicate.
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Table 14

Revenues for Public School Support from State and Local Sources

’

State Subventions for Public Schools®  1963-64

1963-64 through 1968-69 (est.)‘

196465 . 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69

State School Fund Apportionment._. $889,340,587  $937,400,245 $997,288,275 $1,049,793.833 $1,271,933,477 $1,315.158,004
Teachers’ Retirement .. ___________ 47,239,000 52,513,029 59,750,000 61,000,000 61,500,000 71,500,000
Free Textbooks i 10,906,962 11,980,511 7,253,421 17,525,648 19,145,555 19,631,786
Debt. Service School Biiilding Bonds® 385,689,535 45,411,436 50,110,455 62,156,543 53,175,487 48,452,390
Children’s Centers _______________ 5,792,605 6,413,688 7,274,679 7,576,415 14,467,732 13,90%,7_64
Vocational Education ____________ ~ . 230,271 230,271 230,271 980,161 917 ,904 875,216
Assistance to New Junior Colleges__. 12,785,493 420,377 : . 3,154,398 1,774,486 4,260,149
Assistance to Public Libraries _____ " 800,000 798,509 800,073 988,043 800,000 1,159,694
Grants to Teachers of Physically . : )

‘Handicapped Minors ___________ i 54,229 —_ 127,090 125,627 125,081
Financial Assistance to Public

Schools? ______ : I 58,307 2 — . — J— —
Compensatory Eduecation __________ — . 904,065 12,193,329 8,887,008 10,481,611
Instructional. Television ____._____ — o A 544,805 647,018 726,239
Miller-Unruh Basie Reading !

Program — — —— 2,021,074 7,649,621 15,340,769
Cooperative Improvement Program_ — — — ‘ I 100,000 —
Mathematics Improvement Program_ — — — . — R 862,563
Preschool Compensatory Bducation o — 1,149,536 2,359,442 3,888,516 2,434,058
Total State - Subventions _____.___ $942,784,453. $1,055,280,602 $1,124,760,775 $1,220,420,781. $1,441,512,481 $1,504,968,324
Total General Fund Revenues of

‘School Districts from Local '

Sources? ___ $1,250,553,000 $1,378,695,000 $1,539,067,000 $1,753,286,000 $1,961,488,000 $2,085,061,744 (est.)

Total General Fund Revenues of
School Districts (State Subven-
‘tions plus Local Sourees)_.______ $2,193,337,453

Percent of State School Funds Ap-
portionments to Total State and

Loecal _. : 38,27%
Percent of State Subventions to
Total State and Local___.____ 42989,

*Reported in-Governor’s Budget under Local Assistance, Excludes additiorial
Department ‘of Education, $7.0 million in 196869 to Special Schoels
by the Departments of Corrections, Youth Authority, Rehabilitation,

$2,433,975,602 $2,663,827,775 $2,973,706,781 $3,403,000,431 $3,590,030,068 (est.)

37449, 35.30% 37.389% 36.63% (est.)

43.369, 42.339% 41.049%, 42.36% 41.929, (est.)

state support for public schools through related state activities, e.g., $7.8 million in 1968-69 to the State
for the Handicapped, and an undetermined amount for direct and indirect educational services administered
Social Welfare and Mental Hygiene.

38,519

2 Resulted from emergency- legislation for districts proclaimed disaster areas by the Governor because of storms and floods.

8 Includes income from Iocal and county sources (Controller’s Report).
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Basic Reform in the System of Public School Finance

Under the existing system of publie school support vital tax resources
are not being utilized in the most efficient manner. This stems basically
from the fact that school districts are completely dependent upon the
property tax to produce local revenue. Not only do school districts rely
heavily on the property tax, but it is also an important source of rev-
enue to all elements of local government. Table 15 compares school
distriet property tax revenue. to other major segments of local govern-
ment,

Table 15
Property Tax Revenues for Local Government
1968-69
- Revenues
Purpose ‘ (In Millions) Percent of Total
School districts $2,449 53.6%
* Counties 1,317 28.8
Cities 522 114
Special distriets 282 6.2
Total $4,570 100.09%

Although school districts are not the only element of local govern-
ment which is dependent upon the property tax, they do collect more
" revenues from this source than all other segments combined. Further,
total property tax rates have increased largely as a result of inereases
in school distriet levies. For example, in 1955-56, school levies totaling
$554 million constituted 43 percent of the total levies while all other
segments of local government imposed levies of $708 million or 56.6
percent, This situation was eompletely reversed by 1968—69 when the
school levies of $2.4 billion constituted 53 percent while other levies

of $2.1 billion were 47 percent.

" We believe that there is a lack of efficiency and equity in the current
system which the state should correct. Under present conditions ex-
penditures differ markedly from dlStI‘lct to distriet as demonstrated
by Table 16.

Table 16
Range of School District Expenditures per Pupil 1967-68
District level Low High Average
Elementary $364 $951 $536
High School 552 1,851 766
Unified 454 1,739 631
Junior College 568 1,220 727

This difference in expenditure level is basically due to the fragmenta-
tion of the tax base by the existence of large numbers of school districts
of different levels and widely differing sizes and property values. Table
17 compares the numbers of school districts at each level to the pupil
population served.
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Table 17
Number of School Districts—1968-69

ADA Elementary - High school Unified Total

0 4 S — 4
1-100 192 — 1 193
101-500 o 229 20 21 270
501-1,000 .. ______________ 85 23 18 - . 126
1,001-5,000 o ________ 158 46 88 292
5,001-10,000 __ . .. 46 17 41 104
Qver 10,000 __ ______________ 24 15 66 105
Totals . oo 738 121 235 1,094

As a result of this situation there is wide variation in distriet ability
to support educational programs. Table 18 shows the wide differences
in tax base that exists among school distriets.

- Table 18
Assessed Valuation per ADA
1968-69
Elementary High school Junior college
level level level
Low ' $125 $10,350 $48,761
Median 12,835 35,347 141,999
High .- : - 1,156,872 339,362 377,737

The variety of combinations of expenditure per pupil and tax base
produces a significant variation in the tax rate which property owners
are required to bear. Table 19 reviews this range of tax rates.

Table 19
Range of Total Tax Rates for Public School Districts 1968-69
District level Low High Average
Elementary $0.32 $6.75 $2.15
High school 0.92 3.13 1.99
Unified 1.23 6.77 412
Junior college 0.35 0.94 0.61

In some cases districts with low expenditure levels have correspond-
ingly low tax rates. In many more cases, however, quite the opposite
is true; districts with unusually low expenditures have unusually high
tax rates owing to their limited tax base. Table 20 demonstrates this
situation in several counties. :

Table 20

Comparison of Selected Tax Rate and Expenditure Levels in Selected Counties”
Assessed value . Eapenditure
ADA per ADA Taz Rate per ADA
Alameda
Emery Unified - ._.__.__ 638 $84,778 $2.60 $1,655
Albany Unified __._____ 2,569 9,644 5.64 651
Los Angeles
Beverly Hills __________ 5,514 $50,444 $2.33 $1,110
Baldwin Park __._______ 13,019 3,579 5.23 : 547
Kern
Maricopa Unified ____.__ 443 $40,422 $2.67 $1,196
Tehachapi Unified ... 1,740 14,451 417 694
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The problems associated with these illogical and uneconomiical fea-
tures of public school finance are not new and the Legislature has
taken action in the past in an attempt to improve the situation such as:

1. The Foundation Program: The computational tax is a component
of the state aid apportionment formulas whieh is designed to reduce,
to some degree, the. inequities produced by variations in the tax base.

2. District Organization: A combination of support and penalties to
encourage district unification. This has resulted in a reductich of 389
single purpose districts between 1964-65 and 1968-69.

3. Categorical Aids: A number of special assistance programs defray
the particularly high costs associated with instruction in basic subject
areas or to provide programs for a specific element of the pupil popu-
lation.

These actions, however, have been insufficient in relation to the enor-
mity of the problems associated with publie school finance. We believe
that basic reform is required in the system of public school finance and
recommend the following criteria against which any legislation in the
1970 session should be measured.

1. Greater equalization of school district ability should be provided
through the establishment of a statewide property tax for the support
of schools. In the Analysts of the Budget Bill 196970 we pointed out
that the uneven distribution of taxable wealth among school districts
resulted from the high degree of concentration of business and com-
mercial property. Based on this condition we suggested a split assess-
ment plan, wherein a uniform statewide tax might be imposed on
business property, thereby allowing residential property to determine
the level of educational program for the distriet. '

‘While this proposal is conceptionally sound it would require a con-
stitutional amendment and ereate substantial administrative problems.
Consequently, we believe that a general statewide property tax should
be established. It is important to note that a property tax for equali-
zation is now mandated in those districts of sufficiently low wealth to
receive equalization aid. However, those districts not eligible for such
support, i.e., those with the greatest level of assessed wealth, contribute
nothing to tax equity throughout the state.

We believe the statewide tax for schools should be supplemented by
greater uniformity in local assessment practices. At present, there are
wide variations in the assessment ratios among the counties by type of
property. If these variations are not reduced, a statewide tax for school
purposes could have many inequities. One method of improving assess-
ment practices would be to substitute professionally trained personnel
for the elective assessors. The local boards of supervisors would appoint
such positions from a list of candidates certified by the State Board of
Equalization. - If no action is taken to improve the quality of local
assessors and -their assessment practices, then at some future date the
state may have to absorb the local assessment function in order to in-
sure equity in this school tax and the existing state supported home-
owner and inventory exemptions, Under existing law these property
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tax exemptions will cost the state over $300 million in 1970-71. This
cost could grow substantially if these programs are expanded by the
1970 Legislature. As their magnitudes increase, it becomes imperative
for the state to assure that assessment practices are uniform among
the counties.

2. The number of operating school districts should be reduced for
efficient organization through leyislative mandate. In only four other
‘states do the number of operating school districts exceed the 1,156
districts in California. Through the use of financial incentives and letr-
islative encouragements the number of districts has decreased by 1 891
over the past 33 years. Inequities still exist. There are 738 elementary
districts, 196 or 26.5 percent of which have less than 100 ADA. There
are 121 high school districts, 20 or 16.5 percent of which have less than
500 ADA.

The number of districts has not been reduced in recent years-and we
believe that substantial incentives and much stronger encouragements
would be required for further unification. This is basically due to the
fact that many small districts represent islands of assessed value which
support high cost programs at relatively low tax rates. Therefore, a
program should be instituted to lapse small inefficient districts on an
orderly basis.

3. A more meaningful deﬁmtwn of the foundatwn program should
be provided and existing weaknesses in the system of apportionments
of public schools should be corrected.

The present definition of the foundation program, ‘‘a minimum aec-
ceptable level of school support’’ for publie school pupils financed from
state and local sources, is so vague as to be almost meaningless. This
loose definition expressed in terms of dollars per ADA means that any
foundation program figure once established is subject to criticism, inas-
much as it is neither related to the actual average current expense of
education per pupil nor is it related to any category of current expend-

“itures per pupil. The use of a foundation program figure which is not
related to actual expenditures results in a rather inflexible apportion-
ment system which fails to consider either inflationary pressures or in-
creases in produectivity. These deficiencies in the current foundation
program have made it difficult for the Legislature to evaluate the
adequacy of any given level of state support for the foundation pro-
gram or to evaluate demands for additional state aid. The periodic
legislative increases in state support for the schools, excluding categori-
cal aid programs, have been generally based on revenue considerations
instead of being based upon the adequacy of the current foundation
program.

We believe state support should be based on a category of educational
expenditures deemed eritical to the basic education of every child such
as teacher salaries, the adequacy of which could be periodically eval-
uated to determine the deserved level of state support.

This approach depends upon a foundation program defined in terms
of support for regular classroom teachers’ salaries and support for the
expense of essential operations related to classroom instruction. The
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amount of state support for an individual school district would depend
upon the degree to which the district conformed to specified standards
regarding teachers’ salaries and pupil-teacher ratios. Districts which
adhered to the proposed standards would justify the full apportionment
of state support while districts which failed to meet the standards would
correspondingly obtain a reduction of school apportionments.

The foundation program so defined would represent the cost of class-
room instruction under average econditions. However, where special
situations such as high concentrations of edueationally disadvantaged

. children from low income families resulted in the requirement of a
greater classroom expenditure, the components of this cost such as the
addition of a teacher’s aid or specialized equipment could be identified
as required adjuncts to the base level program. It is interesting to note
that even with the shortecomings of the present foundation program
definition the Office of Compensatory Education has developed informa-
tion which indicates that an additional expenditure of $300 per pupil
is required to produce significant educational results. On a classroom
basis this information could be refined in terms of the most effective
expenditure elements.

Finally, the existing system has two additional shorteomlnrrs First,
since assessed valuation is growing rapidly and school attendance is
growing slowly, the equalization formulas shift support from the state
to the local districts through the computation of district aid. Second,
the foundation levels are established in the Education Code and are
static amounts; therefore, any increases in the cost of education which
result from inflation are not taken into account. We believe these ele-
ments should be corrected in any program which is designed to improve
school finance.

) School District Fiscal Review

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606 Veysey). directed the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee to conduect an independent fiscal review
and analysis of projects funded by Titles I and III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended by P.L. 90-247,
1967), the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 (Chapter 58. 1966
Statutes), Chapter 106 of the 1966 Statutes of the First Extraordinary
Session (as amended by AB 938, Chapter 1596 of the 1969 Statutes),
and the Education Improvement Act (AB 606, Chapter 784 of the
1969 Statutes).

Although these programs represent an annual expenditure of approx-
imately $1a() million, and a total expenditure of $582 million since their
inception, there has been no satisfactory assessment of the effectiveness
of the programs. Table 22 which follows identifies the nine programs
involved and summarizés the basic fiscal data.

In order to obtain first hand knowledge of the utilization of the funds
for these programs, we have developed a review team approach. These
teams are now in the field examining .classrooms in operation and are
analyzing the effectiveness of these categorical aid programs.

The brief statements which follow summarize the objectives of the
programs and then express the general observations we can make at this
stage of the review.
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Table 22
Program Included in Fiscal Review
1969-70 . .
estimated 1969-70 R Estimated  Hstimated total
Year number number of Funding source budget expenditures
program  of students participating by percentage 1969-70 since program
Program started participating districts State  Federal fiscal year started 2
ESEA Title I (compensatory education)__ 1965-66 251,311 932 (1968-69) — 100% $75,000,000 $372/988,443
ESEA Title III (innovative education)___ 1965-66 1547 — — 100 9,681,939 ‘58,025,957
Migrant education (part of Title I ESEA) .
(P.L. 89-750, 1966) _ 1966 32,800 184 — 100 6,000,000 6,000,000
Preschool education (AB 1331,
1965 Statutes) 1965-66 16,000 125 25% % 15,300,000 58,086,620
MecAteer Act and Chapter 106,
1966 Statutes
Research in Teacher Eduecation (RATE) 1965 . 14 100 e 1,000,0002 5,623,755
Demonstration programs in reading and
mathematies (SB 28) - _____ 1966 — 14 100 - 3,000,000 11,967,202
Teacher employment _.______________ 1966 — 40 100 — 6,500,000 22,177,993
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1969.__ 1965-66 100,968 313 100 _— 23,974,324 47,964,155
Education Improvement Act of 1969 .
(AB 606) 1969 _— 146 100 — 5,000,000 —

1 Expressed in numbers of projects, not numbers of students.
2 Thege figures include the estimated 1969-70 budget.
3 Does not include $500,000 to fund EPDA (AB 928).
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Program Statements

1. ESEA Title T

Title I provides funds for compensatory education programs for
disadvantaged. children of low-income families. The primary objective
of compensatory education is to break the eycle of poverty by raising
the achievement level of disadvantaged pupils in reading and language
development. v

2. ESEA Title ITI

Title IIT is implemented through program PACE (Projects in Ad-
vance Creativity in Education) which is designed to develop innovative
educational programs. After review for form and eontent, programs
are presented to the Educational Innovation Advisory Commission and
the State Board of Education for approval and inclusion in the Title
IIT state plan.

3. Migrant Education

The California Plan for the Education of Migrant Children  (under
Public Law 89-750) provides supplementary educational services to
migrant children in over 170 school distriets.

The plan also provides support for interstate projects to insure
educational continuity and coordination. Migrant education programs
are limited to the six months or less of the higher impaction of mi-
grants, and to only those services in excess of normal district support.

4. AB 1331—Unruh Preschool (Chapter 1248, 1965 Statutes and
Chapter 1209, 1967 Statutes).

The Unruh Presphool Act provides children aged three to five who
are actually or potentially recipients of AFDC with educational serv-
“ices designed to compensate for possible social, economic, or environ-
mental deprivations.

Administered jointly by the State Departmen‘rs of Eduecation and
Social Welfare, 75 percent of this program’s costs are paid by the
federal government through Title IV of the Social Security Act with
the remainder supplied by state budgetary appropriation.

A maximum pupil-teacher ratio of 15:1, variable pay scales, addi-
tional medical attention and nutritional services are combined for a
cost per child-year of nearly $1,050 for 1967-68.

5. McAteer Aet: Research and Teacher Education (RATE)

The RATE Program is designed to develop innovative teaching tech-
niques by involving higher education institutions with other public and
private institutions and school districts.

Fourteen projects for 1968-70 attempted to find new answers to
significant educational problems, to incorporate these answers into
teacher education programs, and to provide opportunities in teaching
for people from lower socioeconomic levels.
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6. Demonstration Programs in Reading and Mathematws (AB 938/
Chapter 1596, 1969 Statutes).

The reading and math demonstration program experlments with
new approaches in curricula and methodology for disadvantaged chil-
dren in grades 7-9. Fifteen demonstration projects in reading and/or
math were selected by a team of experts from education and private
industry.

7. Special Teacher Employment (AB 938/Chapter 1596, 1969 Stat-
utes).
This program is designed to fund the reduction of class size (pupil-
teacher ratio) in areas of concentrated poverty and social tension to
a ratio of 25:1. Forty districts are participating for 1969-70.

8. Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act (Chapter 1233, 1965 Statutes).

This program funds the employment of reading specialists on a
priority basis to those schools with the greatest number of poor readers
in grades 1-3 in order to diagnose and correct reading deficiencies at
the earliest possible opportunity.

Incentive scholarships and pay are offered to encourage classroom
teachers to become reading specialists. Incentive pay is also provided for
librarians.

The 2,400 reading specialists work with the classroom teacher in
grade one, and use a supplementary pullout program in grades two an
three.

9. Educational Improvement Act

This act requires that all compensatory education programs become
“‘cost-effective’” and directs the Department of Education to discon-
tinue ‘‘. . . any project that, upon evaluation, has been shown to be
of low effectiveness.”’

General Observations

All programs are being reviewed and evaluated within the overall
educational context and at four basic levels of administration: state,
district, school and community. While it is still premature to make
specific recommendations, it is possible to list some general observations
concerning the more commonly shared elements.

1. Funding Cycle

_-The misalighment of the funding cycle between fiscal (July 1 through
June 30) and academic (September through June) years prevents ade-
quate program planning or personnel recruitment. The current aca-
demic year is more than half over, yet funding levels remain undeter-
mined. The uncertainty also encourages the ineffective and hurried
expenditure of remaining year-end balances. Districts are continually
forced to guess at the eventual levels of financial support. We find
cases in which federal and state categorical aid is utilized as simply
an additional source of general revenue in the effort to construct a
district’s annual revenue package.
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2. District Budgeting

We have found that a review of the school district budget is of great
value in analyzing the impact of the program assigned for fiscal review.
The structure of the district budget reveals the actual distriet attitude
towards the various programs. Some budgets, both in structure and
expenditure priorities, emphasize instruction and others emphasize ad-
ministration. Many fail to assess the district’s priority needs. Expendi-
tures which are not directly linked to instruction have ranged from
36 percent to 44 percent of the district’s allocation.

Present distriet expenditures criteria are not expressly based on dis-
trict priorities or program achievements. While current costs of edu-
cation per average daily attendance (ADA) range from $702.31 to
$1,032.42 per ADA there is no significant correlation between program
effectiveness and level of expenditure.

There is a pressing need to educate school administrators and proj-
ect directors in the concepts of cost-effectiveness analyses.

3. Program Administration

In the distriets visited by the review team to date, it appears that
the competency (not to imply size) of the administrative staff has
largely - determined program quality. The review team is currently
analyzing the limited number of training programs for school admin-
istrators and the criteria for recruitment and advancement of admin-
istrative staff. '

Despite many programs being designed as developmental and demon-
strative in nature, little attention has been given to the actual dis-
semination of information and results. There can obviously be little
purpose or utility in funding a demonstration that reaches no audience.

4. Supervision and Evaluation

We have frequently observed cases in which the Department of Edu-
cation has not provided leadership and direction to. local distriets. For
example, the department is admittedly unwilling to suspend payments
in the case of an unsatisfactory project, or file suit for repayment of
illegal or unauthorized expenditures.

In view of this attitude, and in view of departmental approval of
questionable equipment purchases, the review team will examine various
alternative means of providing methods of control.

5. Professional Development

One finding in the local programs which has been consistent in the
districts we have reviewed is that teacher attitudes and techniques
significantly affect. program quality. In order to assess the needs in
this area, the review team.is currently analyzing the many pre- and in-
service training components of ESEA Title I, the AB 920 Professional
Development Centers, the various McAteer Act teacher education proj-
ects, and the teacher training components of the Miller-Unruh Reading
Program and ESEA Title I1I.
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6. California Testing Program

We find a need for a comprehensive statewide system of evaluation.
California tests every pupil in grades 1-3 and grades 6 and 12. These
are the only grades tested on a statewide basis. The state testing pro-
gram is mandated under the Miller-Unruh Basie Readmg Act of 1965,
and the Statewide Testing Program of 1968.

7. Community Involvement

ESEA Title I, preschool and migrant education programs all have
mandatory advisory committees of parents and eommunity repre-
sentatives from within the district. _

Although advisory committees have great potential for effective in-
volvement in the planning, operation and evaluation of compensatory
education programs, little meaningful involvement has thus far been
observed by the review team.

8. Generalizations on Problem Areas

To summarize the problem areas revealed by our preliminary investi-
gations, and to indicate the direction our study will take, we include the
following list of generalizations.

(1) The funding cycle contributes to unsatisfactory program plan-
ning and implementation.

(2) Basic expenditure priorities are usually nonexistent.

(3) Many distriets require more effective statewide leadership to
insure that funds are expended in the most productive manner.

(4) There is widespread ignorance and confusion within the edu-
cation profession concerning current legislative guidelines and in-
tent.

(5) There is no effective system of statewide ecommunication in
education.

(6) There is inadequate consultant service regarding the selection
of tests or evaluation methods available to the districts.

(7) District-supplied information may be unreliable.

(8) There is a distinet unwillingness by the Department of Edu-
cation to adequately control the expenditure of categorical aid funds
for items of questionable utility and/or legality.

Outlook

From the foregoing general observations it can be seen that there are
many areas which are in extreme need of improvement. We believe this
review project can develop information which can be used to increase
both short-range and long-range effectiveness of education in Cali-
fornia. We are preparing a preliminary report of our findings for
submission to the Legislature in March 1970. A more complete report
will be presented to the 1971 Legislature which will include conclusions
and recommendations (1) for legislation and (2) for improving ad-
ministrative procedures which will bring about improved cost-effective
techniques in the categorical aid programs. .

We plan to examine as many of the 932 distriets participating in
Title I funds as possible. We have identified 53 of these districts (rep-
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resenting 59 percent of the expended funds) for priority review and,
of these, 15 districts have been selected as being of highest priority. The
review team will concentrate on this group during the interim.

Property Tax Expenditure Controls in Lacal School Districts
Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606 Veysey) stated that:

“‘The Legislative Analyst shall develop a plan to establish control
over school districts’ use of the property tax, using an expenditure
limitation or such other method as he may recommend. The Legis-
lative Analyst shall present the plan at the 1970 Regular Session
of the Legislature.”’

After a review of possible methods of property tax control our office
submitted to the Legislature a report entitled Property Tox end Ez-
penditure Controls in Local School Districts, dated January 12, 1970.
The major conclusions and recommendations of that report are as
follows.

1. The current limitations on the property tax rates have proven
inadequate and should be eliminated and other more effective controls
on revenues and expenditures should be considered.:

2. In order to insure taxpayer control over property tax increases,
some form of control should be placed on the level of revenues produced
per unit of ADA exclusive of revenues required for repayment of prin-
cipal and interest on bonds.

3. This control, or limitation, should apply to all districts with high
tax rates and high expenditure levels.

4. A cut-off point should be established such as one at which the
districts containing 40 percent of the ADA having the lowest tax rates
and lowest expenditure levels eould raise their tax rates at the local
school board’s discretion.

5. The limit should be expressed-in terms of total revenues per ADA
to account for enrollment increases rather than on the basis of gross
total revenues. .

6. In order to cover annual cost increases, the legal limit each year
should consist of the prior year’s limit plus a certain percentage in-
crease allowed by a determined cost factor such as a weighted combina-
tion of an index of the increases in state employees’ salaries and the
California Consumer Price Index.

7. Any increase in total revenues per ADA beyond the increase al-
lowed by the cost factor must be approved by a vote of the dlStI‘lct S
electorate and, if approved, would become the legal limit.

8. In order to keep pace with inflation and to keep state support of
local school districts at a consistent level, the foundation program
should be increased annually by a percentage equal to the cost factors
selected.

‘We believe that changes recommended would help to alleviate
some of the present inequities. Greater control will be given to the
taxpayers to determine the quality of their educational programs and
the level of their tax rates. Local boards would have greater flexibility
in allocating resources and maintaining program guality, especially in
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low spending and low taxing districts. The provision for an orderly in-
crease in the foundation program and the disparity between program
levels of low wealth and high wealth districts would be reduced.

Study of Superintendents of Schools
Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606 Veysey) stated that:

“‘The Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall conduct a com-
prehensive review and study of the office of county superintendent
of schools. The purpose of the review shall be to develop recom-
mendations to the Legislature relating to the legitimate role of the
intermediate unit in the California educational structure, its basie
organization, its functions, and the methods of ﬁnancmg and ad-
ministering the office.

The Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall conduct the study
and report its findings to the Legislature on or before the 30th
calendar day of the 1971 Regular Session. Such report shall in-
clude its findings and its recommendations concerning any legis-
lation which may be necessary and appropriate to increasing the
effectiveness and efficiency of such operations within the publie
school system.”’

To fulfill the legislative directive and develop recommendations re-
garding the “legltlmate role of the intermediate unit in the California
educational structure,”’ our first responsibility is to determine precisely
the functions currently performed by the county superintendents of
schools. Once these functions have been identified, we will evaluate
them in terms of the following questions.

1. Is the performance of these functions necessary to the educatlonal '
process in California? _

2. Is there a more efficient way these funections can be performed?

3. Is there a more effective way these functions can be performed?

Study Design. In seeklng to determine the role the county superin-
tendents are currently playing in California’s educational structure,
we have divideéd this study into two phases. Phase I is concerned W1th
(a) identifying the relationships between the county superintendents
of schools and the California State Department of Education, and (b)
andlyzmg the financing of the intermediate unit. In studying the fi-
nancing of the county superintendents of schools, we are examining
the sources of income available to the county ofﬁees the procedures
used to allocate state money to the County School Service Fund, the
functions performed by county superintendents which are ﬁnanced
with- state moneys, and the controls exercised over county superin-
tendents to insure fiscal accountability.

Phase II of the study will focus on the relationships between the
county offices and the local school distriets. A primary concern here is
to identify the services the county superintendents are making avail-
able to the local school distriets. From interviews with distriet person-
nel, we will be able to determine the relevance and effectiveness of the
functions performed by the county office as they are interpreted by
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the school districts which receive the services. This procedure will also
enable us to determine the extent to which the activities of the county
offices have an impact on actual classrobms. ]

Two additional topics which are covered in Phase IT of this study are
(a) the relatlonshlps between the county superintendents of schools and
their governing boards, and (b) the regional agreements and inter-
county contracts Whleh are negotiated by the county supermtendents
-of schools,

‘We also plan to compare California’s intermediate unit with those
of other states. A number of states have replaced their ‘county offices
with regional service units while others have eliminated the county
office and operate without an intermediate unit.

Preliminary Observations. While this study has not been underway
long enough to permit us to formulate firm conclusions, we have isolated
a number of problem areas which merit further 1nvest1gat10n Our pre-
liminary observations include the following :

A. The Funding of the Intermediate Unit

1. Budget requests for County School Service Fund moneys are
not being processed within the intent of the provisions in the
Eduecation Code.

2. There is evidence to 1ndlcate that the process by which moneys
are distributed from the State School Fund to the county
school service funds does not conform to good management
practices.

3. There are few evidences, that the Department of Bducation
exercises control over. expenditures from the county school
service funds.

B. The Organization and Administration of the Intermediate Unit

1. The county superintendent of schools has divided authority
and responsibility. He seeks to serve at least three different
agencies: The Department of Education, his governing board
in the county, and the loeal school districts. Given the frag-
mented authority, responsibility and financing that character-
ize his office, it is doubtful that the county superintendent can
serve adequately all' of these agencies at the same time.

2. The electoral process may have serious shortcomings &s a
method for selecting individuals to serve as county superin-
tendents of schools,

C. The Functions of the Intermediate Unit

1. There is extensive functional overlap among the Department
of Education, the offices of -the county superintendent of
schools and the local school districts.

2. Many of the services the county superintendents of schools
provide are of primary benefit to small school distriets. A
number of '1arger school” distriets prefer to provide their own

services and, in general, question the necessity of the county
office,
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State School’Fund Apportionments

The largest portion of state subventions to public education are
the transfers made from the General Fund to the State School
Fund for apportiontent to loecal school districts. It is anticipated
that approximately $1.4 million will be expended for this purpose
in the budget year. The system of apportionment is an automatic
process controlled by constitutional and statutory provisions. This
process is generally considered to have three component parts which
are: (1) derivation—the total amount authorized for transfer from
the General Fund to the State School Fund; (2) distribution—
the total ‘derivation rate divided roughly among the programs sup-
ported from the State School Fund; and (3) apportionment—the allo-
cation of funds to school distriets on the basis of specific formulas.

1. Derivation. The annual amount of money authorized for transfer
from the General Fund to the State School Fund is referred to as the
derivation of the fund. The derivation formulas are based on certain
statutory and constitutional amounts per pupil in average daily attend-
ance in the preceding year. The statutory rate bears no relationship to
the current level of school district expenditures, rather it is simply an
automatic device to facilitate the annual transfer of funds. The ele-
ments of derivation are reviewed for the budget year in Table 23,

Table 23
Summary of Statutory Elements of Derivation
Bducation Code Statutory unit

I'tem section rate ADA factor Total
Statutory minimum ____ 17301(a) $180.00 5,105,000 $918,900,000
Plus additional funds
as needed —________ 17301 (b) 83.14 5,105,000 424,429,700
Subtotal _._.__ $263.14 $1,343,329,700
Budgetary increase ___._ 16.80 85,764,000
Total program._ $279.94 $1,429,093,700
Adjustments ___________ —10,566,700
Reimbursements
Driver training __.____ 17305 17,000,000
Project-connected .

pupils 17307 ' . 175,000

Total State School
Fund Derivation ___ : $1,435,702,000

2. Distribution. After the State School Fund is derived, it is dis-
tributed into various categories for educational programs and activities
specified by statute as eligible for state support. Programs supported
include basic and equalization aid which make up the foundation pro-
gram, the County School Service Fund, and allowance for special
educational programs for exceptional children.

In the current year, for the first time, the distribution rates were
higher than the derivation rate specified in the Education Code. This
resulted from a complicated interrelationship between the Education
Code, the budget and Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, (AB 606). Table
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24 reviews the statutory amounts as compared to the budgetary and
legislative changes effective in the current year.

Table 24
Derivation Rate for 1969-70
(1) (2) (3)
Chapter 784,

. Statutes of
EBducation Code  Budgell Act 1969 (AB 606)

Basic and equalization aid _________ $237.17 $243.62 $249.82
County school service fund direct

services 1.60 0.70 0.70
County school service fund other

purposes ____ 3.06 3.06 3.06
Pupil transportation ______________ 4.00 4.40 440
Special education 12.85 18.20 18.10
Mentally gifted __..________________ 0.96 167 1.67
Bducationally handicapped __._.____ 3.50 -~ 8.29. 8.23
Miller-Unruh basic reading aet ___.__ _— — 1.59 .

Total- $263.14- $279.94 $287.57

As demonstrated by Table 24 the method of determining state appor-
tionments to the public schools was substantially altered in the current
year. In the past increases in General Fund authorization to the State
School Fund were accomplished throvigh amendment to the Education
Code derivation and distribution rates. For the first time the Budget
Act of 1969 prescribed an alternate system of transfers from the Gen-
eral Fund in lieu of the amounts appropriated for transfer by the Edu-
cation Code. This was equal to the $96 million increase in apportion-
ments which was specified in the 1969-70 budget document as a pro-
gram augmentation. ' '

In addition, the Budget Act of 1969 specified in Item 321.5 that an
amount equal to the difference between the ‘‘free surplus’’ for 1968-69
which was stated as $250,400,000 and the comparable free surplus as
computed by the State Controller minus $194,000,000 for cash liquidity
would be appropriated to the State School Fund. The net effect of these
actions was to authorize for school apportionments about $96 million
plus any General Fund surplus which was not anticipated. '

The Legislature further adjusted the distribution rates in Chapter
784, Statutes of 1969, through the addition of $7.63 per ADA. The act
also prescribed a formula for distribution of any funds made available
by Item 3821.5 to provide a supplementary allowance to the Miller-
Unruh Basic Reading Act.

The budget document and Budget Bill Item 258 reflect the intent
of the administration to continue the practice of determining the
amount of General Funds available to the State School Fund through
budgetary action. Table 25 reviews the proposed distribution amounts.
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Table 25

Elements of Distribution Proposed by
Budget Act ltem 258

. Proposed
Item unit rate ADA factor Total

Basie Equalization and . » .

Supplemental Support. _______________ $243.62 5,015,000  $1,243,680,100
County School Service Fund _________ — 3.76 17,194,800
Special education 18.20 92,911,000
Transportation - 4.40 22,462,000
Educationally Handicapped - _____ 8.29 42,320,450
Mentally Gifted 1.67 8,525,350

Subtotal $1,429,093,700
Less Adjustments : -10,566,700
Other Expenditures

Automobile driver training 17,000,000

Project-connected pupils __ 175,000

Total State School Fund Distribution

——  $1,435,702,000

3. Apportionment. The total amount authorized to the State School
Fund is allocated to loeal school districts on the basis of apportionment
formulas. The major component of state support is the foundation pro-
gram which .is designed to guarantee to public school pupils a pre-
scribed level of financial sapport. This amount is determined through
‘a combination of state and locally raised funds but always includes a
basic aid or state guaranteed amount of $125 per ADA.. A district may,
depending on its level of assessed valuation per pupil, receive addi-
tional state support in the form of equalization aid to reach the total
foundation level, ie., guaranteed amount.

The state also provides supplemental support to the lowest wealth
school district’s support for the County School Service Fund, pupil
transportation, special education allowances for the mentally" and
physically handicapped, and assistance for the mentally gifted.

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, authorized increases in state support
to the public schools totaling $133.4 million: The components of this
. increase are shown in Table 26.

Table 26

Increases in Apportionments to Public Schools Included
in Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969

Foundation Programs

Elementary _.______._ $54.1 million
High school _________ 17.3 million
Junior college _..____ 51 million
Adults . ____ 1.1 million
Kindergarten .___._.- 8.1 million
) $80.7 million
Supplemental Aid- 41.2 million
Subtotal $121.9 million
Mentally Gifted 3.5 million
Miller-Unruh Reading Program 8.0 million

Total Increase - $133.4 million
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As reviewed earlier, the Budget Act for 1969-70 in Items 321 and
331.5 authorized the funding for these apportionments. However, for
the full $133.4 million increase a significant surplus under Item 321.5
of about $38.4 million was required. Surplus beyond that level would
first be utilized to fund the newly established Educational Improve-
ment Act and secondly for junior college construction in accordance
with Item 317 of the Budget Bill.

Issues for Legislative Consideration in State Support for the Public Schools

We recommend that Item 258 of the Budget Act be held for special
consideration when mformatwn from the first principal apportionment
of the State School Fund is available.

We recommend that legislation be introduced to amend the Educa-
tion Code to provide for a tramsfer from the General Fund to the State
School Fund, on an ongoing dasis, of an amount which is in conformity
with the funds necessary to promde for the current apportwnment
formulas.

The Budget Act of 1969 along with Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969
(AB 606), extensively revised the statutory formulas for the apportion-
ment of state support to the public sehools. These provisions, however,
are only operative for the current year and without legislative action
the maximum amount will revert to the level prescribed by the Educa-
tion Code or $263.14 per ADA. This is substantially below, the $287.57
rate established by the Legislature in Chapter 784. In addition, substan-
tial legal complications exist since the Education Code is amended to
provide only for the allocation of amounts appropriated by the Budget
Act of 1969. Therefore, the law contains no distribution of funds and
no statutory direction to govern the provision of any deficiency in the
total appropriation at the lower derivation rate. »

Budget Act Item 258 continues the practice of determining the total
amount available for school support by budget action. As proposed, the
amount would be $279.94 or the same amount contained in the Budget
Act of 1969 as signed. The apportionment formulas in the current year
require a rate of $287.57 to support the apportionment formulas. It
may be argued that the growth in assessed valuation or changes in
average daily attendance will offset the difference but accurate infor-
‘mation upon which to project State School Fund apportionments in the
budget year will not be available until February of the current year
when the first prineipal sechool fund apportionment is complete. We
therefore believe that consideration of the amount for school support
should await projections based on the current year apportionments.

We believe that considerations of state support to the public schools
should be included in the Budget Bill so that total fiscal requirements
and resources will be considered at one time. We also believe that the
year-to-year nature of the budgeting process results in financial hard-
ships to, and detracts from the budgetary planning of, local school dis-
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tricts. Historically the school apportionment formulas guaranteed a
base level of state assistance which districts could count on for budget-
ary planning and staffing. Under the current system districts must
await final approval of the budget for assurance of the level of state
support. We believe that this difficulty could be corrected, however, if
legislation were adopted to amend the Education Code to coriform with
the provisions of the Budget Act of 1969. This in essence would divide
the system of school support into two elements. First, through the legis-
lation school districts would be guaranteed continuance of program
levels established by Chapter 784, and second through the budget proc-
ess the Legislature could review, on an annual basis, adjustments in the,
base level which may be requlred to account for the impact of inflation,
the need to improve programs and the desire to offset local tax support

Status of Funds Appropriated by Item 321.5 of The Budget Act
of 1969. As noted earlier, the Budget Act of 1969, Item 321.5, con-
tained the following provisions:

¢321.5—An amount equal to the difference between (a) the ‘free
surplus’ for 1968-69 amount shown on Schedule 1, General
Budget Summary, page A-5, Governor’s Budget, as amended by
the last page of the report of the Director of Finance dated May 26,
1969 to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assem-
bly, subject ‘May Revisions of General Fund Budget,” which
amount was stated as two hundred fifty million four hundred thou-
sand dollars ($250,400,000), and (b) the amount of such compara-
ble ‘free surplus’ as computed (minus $194,000,000 from cash
liguidity) by the State Controller and reported to the Joint Liegis-
lative Budget Committee, no later than November 1, 1969, is hereby
approprioted to the State School Fund for allocation as hereafter
provided by lew. This amount is to be computed as if the Budget
Act of 1969 has been effective July 1, 1969.”’

Therefore, the amount appropriated to the State School Fund by the
item was dependent upon the amount reported to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee which was $537,145,923. This amount less the
amounts designated in the budget language resulted in a totdl amount
available of approximately $92.7 million.

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606), pr0v1ded the method for
distributing such funds as follows:

(millions)

$38.4 State-School Fund Apportlonment Formulas
5.0 HBduecational Improvement Act
26.9 Item 417 of the Budget Act of 1969—Junior College Construection

$70.3 Total

Since the-actual surplus was $92.7 million there is a balance of $22.4
million. The Legislature has not yet provided for the ultimate disposi-
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tion of these funds which by budget act were placed in the State School
Fund and subsequently transferred to the State Construction Program
Fund. If the Legislature desires to comply with original objectives of
Ttem 321.5 of the Budget Act of 1969 and reappropriate the $22.4 mil-
lion for a public educational purpose, there are several options which it
could consider as reviewed below.

a. Increased Apportionments. The Legislature could increase the
State School Fund apportionment formulas. This would result in an
increase in general aid which would be distributed through the equali-
zation formulas This, however, would be a continuing cost creatmg‘
pressure on the General Fund in future years.

b. Increase Categorical Aid. The state maintains a number of cate-
gorical aid programs which are designed to provide special support to
a specific pupil population or to improve instruction in a subject matter
area as reviewed in Table 3. These funds could be utilized to aug-
ment any one or a combination of these programs potentially with sig-
nificant impact statewide. This approach also ereates an ongoing budget
requirement.

c. State School Construction.Program. The funds could be used to
relieve the pressure on the State School Building Program caused by
the state’s inability to market its general obligation bonds due to the 5
percent interest rate limitation. Although a loan from the General Fund
has been promised to complete existing commitments, an additional
category of application approved projeects totaling $156 million in 125
“‘impoverished’’ districts remains unfunded. A loan could be made to
the State School Building Aid Program for this second category based
upon the priority schedule established by the State Allocation Board.
The loan could then be repaid when state bonds are sold again or a
new source of revenue is found.

We recommend that legislation be introduced to simplify the system
of attendance accounting which would not result in an increase in

state support or significant inequities in apportionments to individual .

districts. The Legislature has had a long standing interest in the simpli-
fication of school district attendance aceounting for public sechool appor-
tionment purposes which in past years has requlred day-by-day, class-
by-class reporting.

Chapter 1182, Statutes of 1965, directed the State Department of
Education, in eooperation with the Department of Finance and the
Leglslatlve Analyst, to conduct a study to devise a simplified method
for determining average dally attendance (ADA) for apportionment
purposes. This method was to be based on the mean average of active
enrollment throughout the school year multiplied by a proven per-
centage ratio of enrollment to ADA. This resolution specified that it
was the intent of the Legislature to: (1) relieve classroom teachers of
noneducational tasks, (2) reduce administrative costs and (3) devise a
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method which would yield approximately the same number of ADA
. as would be obtained through the attendance acecounting method.

As a result of the initial work of the participants in the study, the
Legislature adopted Chapter 1660, Statutes of 1967, which shifted the
attendance accounting from a daily basis to a system utilizing the last
day of the school month. The bill also required districts to submit in-
formation on school enrollments so that a factor could be identified
which could eliminate completely the need to collect attendance. The
modification, however, was only a temporary change to be effective
from July 1, 1968, to the 61st day after the adjournment of the 1970
legislative session. This was to insure that a system based on the results
of the school district reports would be established.

The institution of this simplified approach, however, resulted in a
hardship to certain districts because the last day. of the school month
is always the last day of a week (either Friday or the day before a
holiday) when attendance is usually lower than average. This loss of
attendance caused a reduetion in state support in most districts. To
accommodate this situation, the Legislature at its 1969 session adopted
ACR 49 requesting recommendations from the Department of Educa-
tion by May 1, 1969, rather than at its 1970 session and passed Chapter
1494 which permitted apportionment on a daily basis and required the
reporting of attendance and enrollment on the third Wednesday of
each month.

In responding to the Legislature’s request in ACR 49, the Depart-
ment of Education presented summary information from 342 school
districts collected under the requirements of Chapter 1660, Statutes of
1967, which indicated that the average actual attendance is 98.6 per-
cent of enrollment at the elementary level and 97.3 percent at the high
school level, Based on this information the department recommended
that an accounting system be instituted utilizing active enrollment. A
simple shift from attendance to enrollment, however, would result in
an artificial growth in accounting units of 1.4 percent at the elemen-
tary level and 2.7 percent at the high school level which statewide
would result in an additional cost of about $25 million.

To accommodate this problem the Department of Education recom-
mended that the computational units used for input from the General
Fund to the State School Fund be modified by the difference between
ADA and enrollment. This proposal has a number of drawbacks since
the authorization to the State School Fund operates as ‘‘a line of
credit’’ and only the amounts necessary to fund the allocation formu-
las are transferred. To insure that sufficient school support is available,
the maximum authorization has in past years been set higher than the
amount required. The action recommended by the Department of Edu-
cation would reduce the total amount available, however, substantial
financial impaect could still result sinece there would be no modification
in the actual apportionments to school distriets.

We believe that a simplified attendance accounting system of the type
recommended by the Department of Education based on actual enroll-
ment would be of assistance to school districts in relieving teacher and
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administrator time for other activities. We do not believe, however, this
administrative improvement should result in ddditional state cost.

One alternative method which has been suggested which could be util-
ized to simplify the apportionment procedure would be to adjust the
enrollment used in computing apportionments to individual districts.
Although there would be no additional state cost, this approach would
require the modification of enrollment reported by each school district
by the recognized factor. In addition the approach would not affect the
total amount available from the General Fund to the State School
Fund.

We propose that the Legislature eoxmder the following computational
system which would adjust both the authorization to the State School
Fund and the method of distribution. This would be accomplished by:
(1) reducing the total authorization to the State School Fund in the
manner proposed by the Department of Education to control maximum
authorization and (2) adjusting the school fund distribution amounts
to maintain the eurrent level of support to individual districts. This
would insure that the existing balance between the maximum amount
authorized to the State School Fund and the amount distributed from
that fund was retained.

The mechanics of this system would require the Department of Edu-
cation to adjust elementary and high school enrollment by the estab-
lished factors to determine the amounts available to the State School
Fund as follows:

Elementary Enrollment X 98.6 = Elementary ADA
ngh School Enrollment X 97.3 = High School ADA

Tota,l ADA

Seéondly, the computational apportionments would be adjusted as
shown in the following examples of foundation programs:

Elementary Foundation Program  $355 X 98.6 = $350
High School Foundation Program — $488 X 97.3 = $475

Although this proposal would not result in additional state cost it
should be recognized that discrepancies could result between distriets
which vary from the statewide average ratio of enrollment to ADA. A
district which, for example, had a. 99 percent ratio would have a small
loss in funds while a district which has a 96 percent ratio would have
a slight gain. However, losses to distriets could not exceed 1.4 percent
at the elementary level and 2.7 percent at the high school level.

We believe (1) that the simplification of the attendance accounting .

system which could be achieved would more than offset any individual
loss and (2) that an adjustment factor set on the basis of statewide
averages will reflect the condition in the majority of districts. However,
in authorizing the simplified system we believe that the Legislature
should require the Department of Education to reevaluate the factors
utilized on a periodic basis to insure their accuracy.
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CHILD CARE AND PRESCHOOL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
There exists in California a large variety of programs which provide
care and instruction to children. In many cases the services are dupli-
cative in nature. Recent federal amendments to the federal Social Se-
curity Act make it imperative that greater coordination exist.

Historical Development
Children’s Centers Program. One of the first provisions of publie
child care in California oceurred in the 1930’s when the federal govern-
ment established nurseries as part of the Works Project Administration
program. With the beginning of World War II, Congress adopted the
“‘Lanham Act of 1940’’ which authorized the Federal Works Admin-
istration to contribute to the welfare of persons engaged in the national
defense effort. Child care was included among the necessary services
until 1943 when an amendment specifically provided for it.
With the end of the war the program was continued in California on
a one- and two-year basis through special legislative appropriations.
In addition to extending the program, the Legislature made two impor-
tant changes, both of which occurred in 1947. The first was the
introduction of a ‘‘means test’” as a basis for determining the eligibility
of children enrolled in the centers and second, the provision for a
parental fee based on a sliding scale which accounts for the family
income and number of dependents. Both of these changes were designed
to insure that child care centers gave lighest priority to those families
with the greatest financial need. At the 1957 session of the Legislature,
the program’s termination date which had been continuously extended
was deleted and it was made a permanently state-supported program.
Through Chapter 1717, Statutes of 1965, the Legislature renamed the
Child Care Program the ‘‘Children’s Centers Program’’ and stated
that it was the intention of the Legislature that:
¢, .. the programs established in children’s centers provide educa-
tional services for children to aid them in developing the abilities
and skills which will make school achievement more possible. The pol-
icy of the Legislature in enacting this chapter is to continue chil-
dren’s centers to provide supervision and instruction for children
necessitated by the employment of women with children, who must
be employed to achieve economic self-sufficiency for the family and
for children of parents in the public assistance programs. ., .”’

This statement of purpose was particularly significant sinece for the
first time it identified ‘‘instruction’’ as an element rather than simple
supervision of the program and emphasized the participation of fami-
lies which might become dependent on public welfare programs.
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Parent Participation Nursery Schools Program. Another early state
program of child supervision and care was the Parent Participation
Nursery Schools Program. California has had a long established pro-
gram of adult education and it was among the first to develop the
concept of ‘‘parent education.”’ The program basically authorizes any
local school district to operate child observation classes, parent nursery
classes, child development classes and similar programs. Once estab-
lished, these programs can include a preschool class for the children of
the participants.

The first such program was established in 1926 under a grant to the
State Department of Education from the Laura Spilman Rockefeller
Memorial Foundation to provide parent eduecation as an integral part
of the state program of adult education. For the purposes of state
support, the parents of children are regular adult education students
and generate average daily attendance for reimbursement. Additional
support comes from a combination of distriet contributions and paren-
tal fees, the level of which is determined locally.

State Preschool Educational Program (AB 1331). In 1965 the Leg-
islature established the State Preschool Educational Program by amend-
ing the Welfare and Institutions Code to declare ‘‘that preschool pro-
grams with a strong educational component are of great value in
preparing children for success in school and constitute an essential
component of public social services’ . . . and ‘‘that it was the inten-
tion of the Legislature to provide preschool arrangement for the chil-
dren of low-income parents.’”’

To accomplish this objective, the Legislature instructed the State
Department of Social Welfare to contract with the State Department
of Education to provide federal welfare funding to a statewide system
of preschool programs suited to the special educational needs of three-
to five-year-old children from low-income families. The Department of
Social Welfare in cooperation with the Department of Education was
directed to determine the areas of the state in which the establishment
of such programs fulfill the intent of the legislation.

The initial contract hetween the Departments of Social Welfare and
Education was negotiated in January of 1966 and has been renewed
annually since. Through Chapter 1209, Statutes of 1967 (AB 1331),
the Legislature provided that all preschool programs operated by
school districts follow guidelines developed by the Department of
Education which include: (1) the children to be served, (2) joint
funding, (3) standards; (4) program emphasis, (5) parent participa-
tion, (6) special services, (7) food and nutrition, (8) evaluation, and
(9) records and reports.
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During 1968 a federal review team from the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare evaluated the operation of the State Preschool
Program. Based on the findings of that study, the Department of Social
Welfare has been advised that the federal government no longer con-
siders the program temporary but rather it is an ongomg operation
eiligible for federal participation. ,

Head Start Program. At the same time that the state was develop-
ing and implementing the State Preschool Program, the federal gov-
ernment was in the process of developing the Economic Opportunity
Act as part of the ‘““War on Poverty.”” An element of this program
was Project Head Start which was authorized to improve the health
and physical ability of poor children, to develop self-confidence, ability
to relate to others, to increase their perceptible skills, to involve parents
in activities with children, and to provide appropriate social services
for the family in order that the child of poverty may begin his school
career on more nearly equal terms with the more fortunate classmates.

There is no direct state responsibility in the implementation of the

-program. Rather the Office of Economic Opportunity was authorized
to work directly with ‘‘Community Action Agencies’’ which are re-
sponsible for regional supervision of economic opportunity programs.
State authority is limited to project review through the state offices of
economic opportunity which has simple approval or rejection authority.
Individual programs may be operated by both public and private agen-
cies through the Community Action Agency.

In February of 1969 Head Start was officially transferred from the
Federal Office of Eeonomic Opportunity to the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, Initially the direction of the program will
remain the same. However, the transfer may eventually result in
gerater participation in the administration of the program by state
governments.

Compensatory Education Preschool Progmm The Department of
Education administers the Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 through the Office of Compensatory Education.
This program provides federal grants to school districts and other
public agenecies for the establishment of compensatory education pro-
grams for disadvantaged children of low-income families.

The program requires districts to submit plans and applications for
expenditure of their federal entitlement to the Office of Compensatory
Education. Since preschool is one of the programs eligible for funding,
districts have the option of providing this service with such funding.

Current Program Elements.

Table 27 reviews the elements of authorization, eligibility and fund-
ing for each of these programs.
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. Authorization

. Regulatory Agency

. Loecal Operation Agency
. Age of Children Served
. Bligibility

. Hours of Operation
. Funding :

a. Federal

b. State

c. Local

d. Parent Fees

. Program Elements
Hduneational Component
~ Staff Development

Social Services
Health Services

Food (and Nutrition)
Psychological Services
Speech Therapy
Parent Involvement
Use of Volunteers

. Teacher Qualifications

Teacher-Assistants
and aides used

Adult-Child Ratio

Children’s Centers

State Law

SDE

School District

2 to 16 years
Priority to single,
low-income parents
11 hours daily

Indirectly

75 percent
Varies
Sliding Seale

Required
Recommended
Varies

"Varies

Required

Varies

Varies

Minimal

Minimal

Children’s Center
Permit

Varies

1to 10

Table 27
Program Components of Child Care and Preschool Programs

Adult Education

Parent

Participation

State Law

School District
School District
2t0b

Anyone

2 to 5 hours

Minimal

ADA of parents
Varies

Varies

Required
None

None
Varies
Varies
Varies -
Required
Encouraged
Encouraged

Credential
Parents Serve

1tod

- State Preschool
Program

State Law

SDSW and SDE
School District
3toh

‘Welfare or non-
English speaking
2 to 4 hours

75 percent
25 percent
None
None

Reguired
Required
Supportive
Required
Varies
Varies
Encouraged
Encouraged
Encouraged

Credential or Permit

Required

1toh

Head Start
Federal EOA

CAP Agency
School District
3to5

Low Income
4 hours

80 percent
None

None

None

Required

Required

Required

Required

Required

Required
Encouraged
Required
Encouraged
Credential or Permit

Required

1tob

ESEA

Title T
Federal and
State Law
SDE
School Distriet
3tob
Disadvantaged

2 to 4 hours

100 percent\
Some
None
None

Required

Optional

Supportive

Required

Varies

Varies

Encouraged
Encouraged
Encouraged
Credential or Permit

Permitted

1toH
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This table demonstrates the similarity of program components and
the variety of funding sources. Table 28 provides comparative data on

participation for 1968-69.
Table 28

Program Participation 1968-69
Programs Pupils

1. Children’s Centers ____._ 336 19,455
2. Parent Participation Nursery School 161 58,807
3. State Preschool Program N 635 12,960
4. Head Stavt . __ 222 31,685
5. Title I BSEA_____ 55 4,070

Total ____ - 1,409 126,967

Table 29 reviews the expenditures by source for each of these pro-
grams.

Table 29
Expenditures by Source 1968-69

Federal State Local Fees Other Total
Children’s .

Centers $992,000 $18,390,000 $4,711,000 $4,959,000 $744,000 $24,796,000
Parent Par-

ticipation
Nursery

Schools _ —— 1,338,000 N/A N/A —— 1,338,000
State

Preschool

Program 9.721,000 3,240,000 I —— - 12,961,000
Head Start 24,228,900 —— 6,057,200 — ——— 30,286,100
Title T

ESEA _ 3,418,330 — — — — 3,418,330

Totals $3%,360,230 $17,968,000 $10,768,200 $4,959,000 $744,000 $72,799,430

Federal Action Affecting Child Care and
Preschool Education Programs in California

The significance of the multiplicity of programs in California and
the need for coordination was demonstrated by federal action in 1967.
Late in that year, Congress enacted a series of far-reaching amend-
ments to the Social Security Act. Although the Social Security Aect is
commonly thought of as a system of income and insurance for the
elderly, it contains a number of varied provisions. Day care for children
of welfare recipients, to a limited extent, had been part of the act since
1962. However, the 1967 action broadened the authorization for such
service.

The first element of these amendments was the Work Incentive Pro-
gram (WIN) which required states to mount an intensive effort to
place all appropriate adult welfare recipients in jobs or in training
leading to jobs through state employment agencies. Of particular im-
portance was the requirement that states establish adequate child care
arrangements for women enrolled in WIN. To support this program,
the federal government would pay 85 percent of the child care cost
for the first year and 75 percent thereafter. The potential magnitude
of this program in California and the need for child eare services is
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substantial. First priority, however, for referral of welfare recipients
was given by law to unemployed fathers and a much lower priority to
women with young children. Therefore, to date there has been only a
limited impact on the need for ehild ecare.

In a second, more significant aspect of the federal action, it was made
possible for day care to be provided on a large scale basis as a social
service under the welfare system. Substantial confusion has resulted
regarding the mandate contained in this action but the law is worded
so that any state, if it chooses, may provide day care service to nearly
all children from low-income families, The expanded authorization
stems from the addition to the law of ‘‘past and potential’’ welfare
recipients to those eligible for social services delivered under Aid to
Families with Dependent Children. It is generally agreed that this
action, for the first time, will authorize federal support for the provi-
sion of day ecare to all the residents of low-income neighborhoods.
‘Whether or not this authorization is utilized is dependent upon the
individual states. T IR

Programs eligible for support under the 1967 action are to conform
to the Federal Interagency Day Care requirements by July 1, 1969.
These requirements authorize three general types of day care programs: .
(1) family day care homes, (2) group day care homes and (3) day care
centers. However, other standards required that programs: be located
conveniently for low-income parents, conform to safety standards, pro-
vide adequate space, includé educational opportunities under trained .
or experienced staff, provide for social services, provide health and
nutritional services, include in-service training for staff, involve par-
ents, have written personnel policies, be coordinated with other serv-
ices, and be evaluated periodically. N

The state-supported program which most closely conforms to these
provisions is the Children’s Centers Program. Prior to 1967 the chil-
- dren of AFDC recipients who were in children’s centers were paid
only for the parental fee portion of the operating cost. However, based
on the amendments to the Social Security Act, there would be a sub-
stantial increase in the federal participation in the total cost of the
program. For example, prior to 1967 a program operating at the state-
wide average of $0.56 would have received $0.14 per child-hour from
the county welfare department and $0.42 from the state. In the current
year, the federal government will pay 75 percent, or $0.42, and only
25 percent (or $0.14) would be required from state sources. To aceom-
modate this, the Budget Aet of 1968-69 authorized the transfer of
funds as needed from the Children’s Centers item to the Department
of Social Welfare item to serve as the 25 percent matching money.
County welfare departments were to pay children’s centers the full
cost of the program and receive state reimbursement. However, to date
only one county has requested such reimbursement, despite the fact
that over 3,000 eligible children in 56 different programs are eligible.
These figures include only children who are under AFDC, WIN, or
the educational training programs and eould be greatly expanded if
past and potential recipients are considered. The Departments of Social
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Welfare and Education are taking steps to recapture lost federal funds
but the possibility of such action is questionable.

Since 1967, the Legislature has attempted to insure the maximum
utilization of these federal funds but several problems have resulted.
Chapter 1353, Statutes of 1968 (AB 1759), authorized the Department
of Social Welfare and the Department of Eduecation to contract for the
provision of services. The directive in the Education Code included
“‘families receiving public assistance or former or potential recipients.’’
The Welfare and Institutions Code, however, in providing for the utili-
zation of funds transferred from the children’s centers budget, specified
only persons engaged in a work incentive program or approved voca-
tional development program. This was interpreted by the Department
of Social Welfare in the narrow sense of the Welfare and Institutions
Code provisions, overlooking the broader authorization of the federal
law.

In the 1969 session, the Legislature attempted to correect this situa-
tion through the passage of AB 1930, which amended the section to
require the Department of Social Welfare to contract with the De-
partment of Hducation, removing the authority of county welfare
departments, and to expand the authorized participation. This bill,
however, was vetoed by the Governor because the fiscal impact of the
authorization was not clear. _

Based on the foregoing review of the multiplicity of child care and
preschool programs, the overlap and confusion in the lines of authority,
and the piecemeal but uncoordinated attempts to establish an orderly
state pattern in the implementation of the 1967 amendments to the
Social Security Act, we believe comprehensive legislative action should
be taken in this area. We, therefore, propose a series of recommenda-
tions for legislative action to provide an effective basis for California’s
programs under the federal authorization.

Recommendations for Improving Administration of Child Care and
Preschoo! Educational Progratis o

1. We recommend that the Legislature require the Department of
Education’s Office of Compensatory Education, Bureau of Preschool
Education, to prepare a state plan for child care and preschool edu-
cation which would: (1) be developed with the cooperation of the
Department of Social Welfare and the Department of Employment,
(2) implement the authorization of the 1967 amendments to the Social
Security Act and (3) be directed at specific low-income target areas.
At present there is a substantial question regarding implementation
of the 1967 amendments  to the Social Security. Act in California,
particularly with regard to implementing the authorization for ‘‘past
and potential’’ recipients. To participate as a potential recipient in
. this or any other social welfare program requires certification by the
county welfare department. This could result in substantial additional
local cost, staffing shortages and administrative problems.

The state plan should (1) define terms, (2) provide for the imple-
mentation of the 1967 Social Security Act Amendments and (3) assure
the coordination of child care and preschool educational programs.
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We further recommend that this responsibility be given to the State
Department of Education because that is the state agency already
involved with all appropriate programs.

The recommended plan should set out specific target areas in the
state with high concentrations of low income families identified with
the cooperation of the Department of Social Welfare and the Depart-
ment of Employment. The participation of the Department of Employ-
ment is necessary since recent reports regarding the WIN program
indicate that there is an insufficient level of c¢hild care in general and
almost none from the children’s centers available in the areas from
which participants come.

The plan should be actually developed and implemented by the
Department of Edueation’s Office of Compensatory Education since
that office deals specifically with programs for low-income youth.
Further, this office administers the State Preschool Program which
follows provisions similar to those proposed.

2. We recommend that the Legislature require the Department of -
Social Welfare to contract with the Department of Education to fund
child care in children’s centers im accordance with. the state plan.
‘We must conclude from a review of the history of the implementation
of the 1967 federal authorization that the Legislature cannot depend
on the informal working arrangements between departments to insure
orderly implementation. On the contrary, we believe that one agency
must be responsible for the development of the plan. Precedent has been
established for such an arrafbgement in the State Preschool Program
which requires the Department of Social Welfare to contract and
exercise only such authority as required by federal law. We believe a
similar arrangement is recessary under these circumstances to insure
that all eligible children are federally- funded.

3. We recommend that eligibility requirements for children’s centers
be modified to increase the participation of low-income children. The
Education Code generally provides that no child shall be admitted to
a children’s center if the total monthly income in a two-parent family
with both parents working exceeds $684 with one child, plus $84 for
each additional child, or in a one-parent family with the sole parent
working $463, plus $84 for each child beyond the first.

These requirements can be tempered in any of the following instances
if: (1) either parent is attending school more than half-time, (2) it is
a one-parent family, (8) the parent is a teacher, (4) the parent is a
nurse, (5) the parent’s services are required for the ‘‘mobilization
effort,”” (6) the services of the parent are required to meet an emer-
gency in the harvesting of crops, and (7) the parent attends certain
vocational training programs. Under any of these circumstances the
income level is escalated to three times the prescribed amounts.

The number of such children presently participating in centers in
the above seven categories is 924 (or about 5 percent of the total) com-
posed of 335 which are from sole-parent families, 248 are the children
of teachers, 66 are the children of nurses, 273 are the children of
parents working in an industry essential to the mobilization effort, and
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two are of parents involved in processing or harvesting crops. Although
the parents of these children pay the full cost of their participation
and are given lower priority than the children of low-income parents,
the number of participants involved indicates the need for a reevalu-
ation of the current provisions.

4. We recommend that highest priority in the establishment of new
children’s centers be given to target areas identified by the state plan
for child care and preschool education. To insure that the future estab-
lishment of children’s centers will satisfy the expanding needs of
children in the target areas identified by the state plan, we recommend
that highest priority be given these areas in the expansion of the
Children’s Centers Program. The provision of services of the quality
stipulated in the federal interagency requirements will necessitate that
any new state funds be used to mateh federal funds for 1mp1ementdt10n
of the state plan.

As we have seen in the section of this report dealing with the his-
torical development of the Children’s Centers Program, it originated
for quite a different purpose than the priorities of the current situa-
tion dictate, we therefore believe that new centers should be authorized
to satisfy needs of the prescribed target areas.

5. We recommend that the program approval process and super-
viston of the Children’s Centers Program be transferred to the Office
of Compensatory Education, Bureau of Preschool Education, and that
bureaw be directed to coordinate, to the extent the federal requirements
and funds permit, the establishment of centers with preschool programs.
We believe that there has been a long-standing need to consolidate
the administration of child care and preschool programs in state level
administration. In the Analysis of the Budget Bill 1967—68 we recom-
mended that the administration of the Children’s Centers Program be
transferred from the Division of Public School Administration to.the
Office of Compensatory Education. This recommendation, however, was
only partially implemented with the transfer of the program services
portion of that responsibility.

This recommendation was again made by the Governor’s Task Force
on Efficiency and Cost Control which stated that, ‘‘ The responsibilities
of the Bureau of Administrative Services, with respect to children’s
centers, are broader than those of administrative services’’ and should
be transferred to the Office of Compensatory Eduecation. To date, how-
ever, the responsibilities remain divided between program services pro-
V1ded by the Bureau of Preschool Educational Programs and. the ap-
proval and supervision provided by the Bureau of Administrative
Services.

We believe that, from an administrative standpoint, this recom-
mendation is more important in light of the reorganization of the
Department of BEducation authorized by the Legislature which places
the administration under two deputy superintendents of public in-
struction, one for administration, the other for major programs. We
believe that supervision of the Children’s Centers Program should be
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under the deputy for major programs in accordanee with the intent
of the reorganization plan approved by the Legislature. We further
believe that the Bureau of Preschool Education in the Office of Com-
pensatory Hducation should be directed to make every effort to co-
ordinate the establishment of children’s centers with the establishment
of preschool programs to insure high quality programs which take ad-
vantage of all funding sources.

MILLER-UNRUH BASIC READING SCORES

The Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Aect of 1965 authorized additional
state support for school districts to improve the reading ability of
pupils in grades 1-3 through the employment of specialist reading
teachers. One of the act’s major provisions was the requirement that
pupils completing grades 1, 2, and 3, be administered a standard-
1zed reading achievement test. The first reading achievement tests for
grades 1 and 2 were administered in May 1966 and indicated that

California pupils were achieving substantially below the publisher’s

norms. The second series of tests for pupils in grades 1, 2 and 3 in
May 1967 substantiated the poor performance of the preceding year.
The results of the tests for grades 1-3 under the Miller-Unruh Basie.
Reading Act and results of the reading achievement tests under the

statewide testing program for grades 6 and 10 are depicted in Table 30.

The Bureau of Evaluation and Instructional Research in a recent
report to the State Board of Education indicated the following results.

1. Median reading test scores for pupils in grades 1, 2 and 3 in-.

" ereased in 1969 over 1968.
2. The median test score for the three grades is below the pub-
lisher’s national norm.

3. The growth in medlan raw score for each grade was greater from
1968 to 1969 than it was from 1967 to 1968.

4. Test results for grades 6 and 10 from the fall of 1968 indicate that -

median reading scores and 1Q’s were lower than they were in 1967.
Although the Department of Education indicates substantial prog-

ress in the improvément of reading test scores over the three-year

period, we do not believe the documentation submitted substantiates
this conclusion. The improvement recorded varies from one in the
first grade to three in the second grade in median raw score points.
This is a range. of negligible impact. A review of the grade equivalent
factors in Table 30 demonstrate little improvement in terms of Grade

Evaluation (GE), and the improvements that are listed can be at-

tributed to rounding.

Policy Options to Provide Consistent Data on the
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act Scores

Tests under the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act are adopted by
the State Board of Education. From 1966 through 1969 the Stanford
Reading Test was utilized, but for the current year the State Board
of Bducation adopted new tests for the primary grades. The Stanford
Reading Test will be phased out beginning with grade one in 1969-70'
and replaced with the Cooperative Primary Reading Test.
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We believe that this change could result in an inability to compare
test data from 1969 to 1970. It is interesting to note that from 1962
to 1964 the state operated a testing program which permitted districts
to choose a desired test from a state-adopted list. Table 31 reviews
the three-year results of that program. '

California’s scores from 1962 to 1964 are remarkably consistent with
the publisher’s test norm scores, while the results of California students
on the Stanford test have been consistently below the publisher’s
norms. Based on this information it is possible that California median
scores may once again measure at the median level.

We believe that consideration should be given to a program to docu-
ment the relationship between California’s scores on the Stanford
Reading Test and the Cooperative Primary Reading Test. This could
be done through the use of a statistically valid sample of .as few as
1,000 students. The costs of such a project would be limited (probably
less than $300), and could be accommodated easily since local school
administrators and teachers are all familiar with the Stanford test.
The results of such a study would establish the relationship between
new and old test forms for legislative evaluation purposes.
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Table 30

Results of Tests Administered Statewide in Grades 1, 2, 3, 6 and 10
During the 1968-69 School Year
Percentile results

-25th (Q1) 50tk (Median) 5th (Q3)
No. of pupils Tests administered 1968— 1967 1966~ 1968 1967— 1966— 1968- 1967— 1966—
. tested Reading Pub.> 1969 1968 1967 Pub.® 1969 1968 1967 Pub.» 1969 1968 1967
347,062 Grade 1 Stanford Prlmary I____ RS 387 24 23 22 47 35 33 33 57 51 48 48
(May 1969) Form W __________ GE 1.7 15 15 15 19 17 16 16 23 20 1.9 19
337,151 Grade 2 Stanford Primary II _. RS? 37 2 25 25 50 42 40 39 62 568 57 . 57
(May 1969) Form W ________._ GE - 24 19 19 19 29 26 25 25 34 32 381 31
329,447 Grade 8 Stanford Primary II __ RSP 58 46 45 44 72 63 62 62 8 76 75 75
N (May 1969) Form X __.________ GE 32 27 27 27 39 384 34 34 47 42 41 441
53 817,783 Grade 6 Stanford Intermediate IT RSP 4 35 35 35 61 49 50 .50 8 67 68 69
(Oct. 1968) Form W _______.___ GE 49 43 43 .43 61 53 54 54 73 65 66 66
285,255 Grade 10 Tests of Academic Prog- . .
ress (Oct. 1968) Form 1, Reading :
Test RSP 24 22 23 23 : 33 31 381 32 . 42 40 41 41
Intelligence Intelligence Quotients
316,211 Grade 6 Lorge-Thorndike Verbal :
; Battery, Form 1, Level D ______________ 88 88 89 89 99 99 99 99 110 109 110 110
i 283,465 Grade 10 Lorge-Thorndike Verbal )
| Battery, Form 1, Level G ______________ 9 90 90 90 101 100 101 101 111 411 111 111

The table reads as follows: Of the 347,062 first-grade pupils tested with the Stanford Reading Test, Primary I, Form W in May 1969, 25 percent attained a score of less than 24,
whereas 25 percent of the pubhshers norm group attained a score of less than 37; 50 percent attained a score of less than 35, whereas 50 percent of the publisher’s norm
group attained a score of less than 47; and 75 percent of the pupils attained a score of less than 51, whereas 75 percent of the publ!sher s norm group attained a score of 57.

a Based on publisher’s end-of-year norms (May-June)
b RS is raw score; GE is grade equivalent.
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Table 31
Reading Achievement Test Scores of Pupils in California Public Schools, 1962-1964

Percentile scores

25th 50th 75th
_ Number of . Pub- California Pub- California Pub- California
California pupils tested lisher’s pupils’ seore lisher’s pupils’ seore lisher’s _pupils’ score
test test test
. norm norm norm
1962 1963 1964 Test administered! score | '62 | '63 | '64 || score | 62 | '63 | 64 || score | 62 | '63 [ 64
California Achievement Tests, 1957 Editon, Form W
(1963 norms)
178,600 | 191,800 | 201,400 Elementary Level (Grade 5)
’ Reading vocabulary_ _ 24 22.5122.7 1 22.9 30 31.9 | 32.1| 32.2 36 39.3 | 39.3 | 39.2
Reading comprehension 32 30.8 | 31.0 | 30.9 40 42.1 | 42,2 | 42.2 49 | 51.9 ] 52.1 | 52.1
157,000 163,400 172,000 Junior High Level (Grade 8)
Reading vocabulary. - 31 29.6 | 29.9 | 30.7 37 39.9 | 40.0 | 40.5 45 47.6 | 47.7 | 48.0
Reading compr 38 37.4137.4|37.6 48 49.7 | 49.7 | 49.7 59 61.3 | 61.2 | 61.3
44,000 46,000 | 48,000 Advanced Level (Grade 11)
Reading vocabulary. .. 25 23.4 | 23.3 | 23.8 32 32.7 | 32.533.2 40 42,2 | 41.8 | 42.4
Reading comprehensi 36 34.3 | 34.4 | 34.3 45 45.2 | 45,0 | 456.2 55 56.7 | 56.3 | 56.6
Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
30,100 33,000 43,000 Level 4, Form 4A—Reading (Grade 5)______._____caeo___.. 29 29.5 | 29.6 | 31.3 43 44,71 44,6 | 45.3 53 5.6 | 55.4 | 55.4
49,600 52,200 57,700 Level 3, Form 3A—Reading (Grade 8) 27 30.8 | 30.7 | 31.1 36 41,7 | 41.4 | 41.7 45 50.4 | 50.1 | 50.4
58,000 61,300 71,000 | . Level 2, Form 2A—Reading (Grade 11). 35 38.0 | 37.8 | 38.0 45 47,7 ) 47.5 | 47.8 53 55.2 | 55.3 | 55.5
‘| lowa Tests of Basic Skills
22,900 26,500 28,000 Form 1 (Grade 5)
Vv Vene 13 14.3 2| 14.2 19 20.7 | 20.4 | 20.3 28 29.0 | 28.6 | 28.4
Reading . e mmmmeaians 22 24.5 724,41 24.1 32 36.9 | 86.7 | 36.3 46 50.3 | 50.1 | 49.6
11,500 16,600 15,000 Form 1 (Grade 8)
Voeabulary____ 17 19.1 | 18.8 | 18.9-|| 25 28.1[27.9] 28.1 35 36.5 | 36.5 | 36.6
Reading_ ... 27 29.2 | 28.7 | 29.1 37 41.2 | 40.6 | 41.4 49 52.7 | 51.9 | 52.7
Stanford Achievement Tests, Partial Battery
18,100 18,000 10,500 Intermediate, Form J (Grade 5,
Word meaning... 17 19.6 | 19.8 | 18.3 25 28.0 | 28.4 | 26.7 32 85.6 | 35.9 | 34.9
Paragraph meaning.._.... 18 18.5 1 18.5 | 17.4 25 25.4 | 25.8 | 25.1 31 32.3 | 32.8 | 32.2
16,700 15,100 15,800 Advanced, Form J (éra.de 8)
Word meaning 21 22.8 | 23.1 | 23.1 27 30.8 | 31.0 | 31.3 34 37.6 | 37.8 | 38.0
Paragraph 24 25.4125.2 1 25.3 29 31.3 1'31.1 { 31.3 34 36.1 1 36.1 1 36.1
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10,000 6,700

. 8,900 4,000

60,200 75,000

37,400 39,300

6,200

5,100

78,500

39,700

" Grades 6-9, Forln‘A (Grade 8)

SRA Achievement Tests
Grades 4-6, Form A (Grade 5)
Reading vocabulary .
Reading comprekension

Reading vc y..-
Reading compreh n

Jowa Tests of Educational Development
Form X-3S, Class Period Version (Grade 11)
General vocabulary_..._____ .
Ability to interpret literary materials__ . eooooooeeeaaian

Caoperative English Tests, 19602
Form 2A (Grade 11)
Vocabulary.__.
Speed of compreh
Level of compreh

13
19

20
22

29
23

23
24
18

36.3
25.5

26.7
23.7
18.3

14.3
18.5

22.7

35.8
25.2

26.4
23.5
18.0

20
26

28
29

43
31

30
29
20

21.0
26.9

33.6
32.4

48.5
34.6

33.7
"33.0.
23.1

8.1

34.4

33.5
32.7
22.9

27
33

36
36

52
40

37
38
25

58.0
44.2

40.7
41.7
26.3

623

1 The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered in a small number of school districts to a small number of pupils; because of this limited use, the results are nof reported in this table,
2 The publisher’s norms for the Cooperative English Tests, 1960, are for the end of the tenth grade, o - R
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Education _ ’ Ttem 71

COMMISSION ON EDUCATIONAL REFORM
Item 71 from the General Fund _ Budget page 227

Requested 1970-71 __ ' ' L $10,000
Estimated 1969-70
Actual 1968-69 _

Requested increase $10,000
Total recommended reduction $10,000

- SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS .
We recommend the deletion of this entire item. (Analysis page 227.)
GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The budget states that the Governor’s Commission on Educational
Reform was established by executive order in July of 1969. Its charge
as stated by.the Governor was: ‘“. . . to view the entire elementary
and secondary educational process and to make recommendations to-
me to 1mprove its effectiveness and the quality of the teaching of all
our children.’

In December 1969 the committee submitted- a series of recommenda-
tions -to the Governor.on statewide governance of the public school
gystem, the certification process, teacher preparation and the main-
tenance of teaching skills. The budget states that a variety of areas are
proposed for study in 197 0 including :

1. Tenure and the possibility of merit systems

2. Individualization of instruction
a. Classroom practices, including the utilization of equipment,

facilities, and new materials with emphasis on materials, equip-

ment and facilities necessary to ‘‘cateh up’’
b. Curriculum development
c. Testing, evaluation and assessment
Purpose of and need for the intermediate unit
Relationship of the federal and state governments in educational
matters .
. Simplification of the Education Code
. Checks and balances between state and local educational bodies
. Regional centers throughout the state for functmns such as:
. Vocational education
. Research and development
Central purchasing :
. Data processing and the establishment of an educational inquiry-
system

e. Library and audiovisual services

£, Continuation and adult education
8. Urban, suburban and rural needs
9. Conflict in the schools

a. Campus

b. Teacher

¢. Community

aoot Bw
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Commission on Educational Reform—Continued

10. Organization and management of local school. admlmstratlon
a. More efficient use of loeal staff and commumty talent and tlme
b. Student progress by performanee
c. Operational economies »
d. Business economies and intergovernmental relatlonshlps
e. Community confidence and support
11. State and local organization for systematic change

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the General Fund support for the Commission .

on Educational Reform appropm'ated by Item 71 be deleted and that
expense associated with the commission be included in state support
for the Governor’s office. The budget appropriates $10,000 for the sup-
port of Commission on Educational Reform to the Department of
Education, but funds are to be allocated by the Director of Finance.
The amount appropriated is designed to support the costs of the mem-
bers of the commission and includes no staff expenditures. Commission
staff is composed of ‘an executive director whose time is donated by his
employer and a secretarial position funded through the Governor’s
office. .

“We find substantial confusion regarding the direction and funding of
this commission. Although the budget document specifically states that
the commission was constituted by executive order to make recom-
mendations to the Governor, and staffing of the commission is provided
through the Governor’s office, the operating expense of the commission

is appropriated to the Department of Education. The funds, however, -

are only expendable upon the approval of the Director of Finance.
We believe that this is an unusually cumbersome approach for the
funding of travel and related expense for the members of an advisory

commission. As proposed, the expenditure of funds would involve the,
committee staff, the fiscal office of the Department of Education and the.

Department of Finance. We believe that since the basic objective “of

this body is to advise the Governor on educational policy, this expense.

could be included in the regular budget appropriation for his office and
deleted as an item of support to the Department of Education. This
approach would also more clearly define the distinctions between the
proposed activities of the commission and (1) the duties already as-

signed by law to the Department of Education and (2) the wide variety

of special studies already required by legislative action.
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Depariment of Education
EDUCATIONAL COMMISSION OF THE STATES

Item 72 from the General Fund Budget page 317

Requested 1970-71 - _ \ $24,100

BEstimated 1969-70 __ 24,100

Actual 1968-69 ' 23,240
Requested inerease—None

Total recommended reduction None

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The Educational Commission, of the States was organized in 1965 to
encourage interstate cooperation and communication among executive,
- legislative and professional personnel concerning methods of improving
public education. California- joined the commission on July 1, 1966,
with the enactment of the Interstate Compact for Education, of Chap-
ter 148, Statutes of 1966. California’s representatives on the commis-
sion include the Superintendent of Public Instruction, a member each
of the Assembly and the Senate, the Governor, a member of a local
- school board, and one representatlve each for pubhc and prlvate insti-
tutions of hlgher education.

As originally enacted, California’s participation in the commission
was to expire December 31, 1969. Chapter 1538, Statutes of 1969, ex-
tended state participation until December 31, 1973, and provides that
the Legislature shall review participation in the Compact for Educa-
tion at that time.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS '

We recommend approval of the item as budgeted The sum of $24 100
is proposed to finance California’s participation in the commission in
1970-71 which is the current level of support. This appropriation will

pay an annual membership fee plus travel expenses for California’s
representatives.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Itemn 73 from the General Fund : Budget page 317

Requested 1970-71 ' $5,691,767

Estimated 1969-70 __ 6,815,772

Actual 1968-69 5,653,177
Requested decrease $1,124,005 (16.4 percent)

Total recommended augmentation _— $7,260

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Department of Education Program Budgeting

We recommend that the Legislature instruct the Department of Fi-
nance to develop and insure implementation of a program budgeting
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system for the Department of Education which is responsive to the
criticism expressed in this analysis and report to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970, on its progress. (Analysis
page 232.)

" Recommendations an Reorganization of the Department of Education

1. We recommend that final action on any element of the Department
of Education’s budget be withheld until review is made of progress

to date of the reorganization of the Department of Nducation . in-

cluding the reasons for delay in the establishment of positions author-
ized by the Legislature in such reorganization. (Analysis page 237.)

2. We recommend that the Department of Education be requested to '

justify its proposed shift from a business management office under the
direction- of an appropriate level of Administrative Services Officer,
as required by the Legislature; to a request for an Assistant Superin-
tendent for Administration. (Analysis page 238.)

Departmental Commissions and Committees

We recommend that the Department of Education be required to
submit a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by Novem-
ber 1, 1970, containing the following information regarding depart-
mental commvlttees (Analys1s page 241.)

1. A current list of all commissions, committees, and associations

where any member of the Department of Education participates and

there is an expense to the state for salaries, per diem, travel, dues or.

contributions. This includes inter- or 1ntradepartmental committees,
professional or paraprofessional committees, commissions, or associa-
tions.

- 2. The authorization for the establishment of each eommlttee or com-
mission. ‘

3. The composition of each committee or commission in terms of

membership, and the number of participants from the Department of*

Education.

4, The frequency and location of the meetings,

5. The source of funding to support participation in the eommlttees,
commissions, and associations,

6. The cost of participating in the eommlttees commissions and as-
sociations for the fiscal year 1969-70 with a prOJected cost for the
fiscal year 1970-71.

7. The status of the commissions and committees in terms of the
number established or dissolved during the fiscal year 1969-70.

Salary Savings

We recommend that the Legislature direct the Department of Fi-
nance to authorize the administrative establishment of positions:for the

Department of Education in 1970-71 only on the basis of justified need

and workload requirements rather than. antlclpated salary savings.
(Analysis page 244 )

Personne! Office

We recommend the restoration of one personnel assistant for an aug-.

mentation of $7,260 from the General Fund. (Analysis page 247.)
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Microfilming Project

‘We recommend augmentation of $55,900 to teacher education and
certification from ecredential fees for completmn of the microfilming
project by June 30 1971. (Analysis page 248.)

Automation of Teacher Licensing

We recommend the reduction of a clerk II and 10 clerk typist IT in
credential fees, for a savings of $57,420 in credential fees. (Analysis
page 249.)

Bureau of Systems and Data Processing

1. We recommend that the Legislature defer approval of the funding
for the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing until the fiseal com-
mittees have reviewed the findings of the specialized consulting firm
retained by the Office of Management Services along with the specific
recommendations of the appropriate EDP control agencies. (Analysis
page 249.)

2. We recommend that leglslatlon be adopted which will amend exist-
ing Education Code provisions relating to the California education
information system to eliminate the requirement that the Department
of Education develop a detailed systems and computer programs for:
each school district. (Analysis page 249.)

‘Vocational Education Policy bption

Redirect state General Fund contributions to voeational education
into the planning and development of effective programs. (Analysis
" page 265.)

Ofﬁce of Compensatory Education

1. We recommend that legislation be introduced to delete the 25
percent restriction and the certification requirement in order to allow
~ school distriets more ﬂex1b1hty in the employment of teacher aides
either in conjunction with, or in place of, certificated teachers. (Anal-
ysis page 272.)

2. We recommend that the Legislature adopt budget language to
redireet $750,000 from the state compensatory education subvention
item committee to the research and teacher education, to the Profes-
sional ‘Development Center Program established by Chapter 1414
Statutes of 1969. (Analysis page 275.)

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The General Activities Budget of the Department of Educatlon pro-
vides funds for the state level administration of the public school
system, the residential schools for physieally handicapped minors and
support for the State Board of Bduecation. The- department is re-
sponsible for the administration of over $1.4 billion in state subven-
tions which. are allocated to local school districts to support educa-
‘tional ecosts for pupils enrolled in regular programs and. pupils en-
rolled in special education classes for handicapped minors. State sup-
port is also provided for special categorical aid programs such as the
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Aect and the Mathematics Improvement
Program. The department also administers over $284 million in federal
funds available for several categorical aid programs such as compensa-
“tory education, vocational education and teacher training programs.
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Most of the state and federal categorical aid programs are discussed
under separate items elsewhere in thls analysis,

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

For the first time the Governor’s Budget was available only in the .
program format for preparation of this analy51s An outline of that
presentatwn and associated expense appears in Table 1.

. Table 1 - N
Summary of Program Requirements
Actual Estimated Proposed -
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
I. Educational Aid Distribution $1,362,634,807 $1,505,925,879 $1,485,025,694
II. Reading - 19,659,326 28,521,317 22,577,849
II1. Mathematies — - .. ____ 3,537,700 4,098,091 4,004,984
IV. Science i 4,040,042 4,575,232 4,528,399
V. Social Science ._________._ 2,580,080 2,865,954 2849 846
VI. Arts and Humanities_______ 2,287,993 2,880,990 2,836,241
VII. English and Related Subjects 3,247,472 3,597,081 . 3,562,915
VI1II. Health Instruction __.______ 2,035,728 2,584,328 2,494,325
IX. Other Subject Areas.._____ .. 3,411,158 3,638,812 3,725,153
X. Guidance and Counseling._._._ 4,018,489 4,403,853 . 4,355,884
X1. Vocational Edueation —_____.. 34,792,091 36,605,988 36,857,849
XII. Education of the Dis-
advantaged e ___ 120,079,155 131,940,090 130,347,175
XIII. Education of the . )
Handicapped __________ 15,633,610 19,185,403 20,374,301
XIV. Services—School Admin- .
istration __._____________ 1,696,806 - 2,179,166 2,192,466
XYV. Accreditation and Licensing_ 2,647,452 3,775,389 3,368,138
XVI. Library Services ___.______ 7,233,233 8,795,399 9,685,866
. General Administration—
undistributed . _____ 23,240 34,100 24,100
TTOTALS, PROGRAMS __________ $1,589,558,381 $1,765,507,072 $1,738,711,185
Reimbursements _______ . _____ -21,560,943 —27,392,471 —27,241,644%
NET TOTALS, PROGRAMS_______ $1,667,997,438 $1,738,114,601 $1,711,469,541
General Fund 1,396,649,245 1,5563,911,440 1,525,218,308
School Building Aid Fund __.______ 182,875 219,122 220,426
Surplus Property Revolving Fund._ 2,922,412 3,189,323 3,397,784
State School Pund - . __ ) 2,911,956 2,900,000 2,900,000
Celifornia Water Fund___._______ 174,954 175,000 175,000
Federal funds . 3 165,155,996 177,719,716 179,558,023

This format is a substantial departure from both the traditional line
item format and the program budget presentation submitted in 1969-70.
‘We were critical of the 1969-70 program budget presentation because
in most cases it only represented a convenient grouping of divisional
activities, and sufficient information was not presented to permit cross-
over between line item expenditures and program categories. This
year, however, the program budget is based, for the most part, on gen-
eral subject area programs in public education.
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‘Department of Education—Continued
Department of Education Program Budgeting

We recommend that the Legislature instruct the Department of-

- Finance to develop and insure implementation of a program budgeting

system for the Department of Education which is responsive to the-

criticisms expressed in this analysis and report to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970 on ils progress. We have ex-
perleneed great difficulty in analyzmg the program budget. The follow-
ing typical example demonstrates the problem. Program VIII—Health
Instruetion is broken down as follows:

Program VIII—Health Instruction
Specialized Consultant Services
1. Physical Education
2. Health Education
3. Athletics
4. Recreation
Reference Services
Evaluation Research
Audio-visual and Library Services
Supplementary Centers
Adult Edueation

Throughout this program there is little in the way of meaningful in-

formation upon which legislative decisions can be made. Objectives are-

vague as in the physmal ﬁtness element : ‘“to maximize physical fithess
to all Californians.’

There is little or no attempt to measure output in most cases. There
is merely an indication of what could be measured, as in athletics.

“Qutput

The effectiveness of the department’s service in athletics will be-

measured by the achievements that follow:

a. Number of teams and participants engagmo’ in mterscholastle-‘

athletics,
b. Awards and Honors
1. Percent of students on national teams from California high
schools
2. Percent of U.S. Olympic teams that were students or gradu-
ates of California high schools.’’

Or in the area of recreation:
‘“Output

. The effectiveness of the department’s service in recreation W111 be

measured by the achievements that follow:

a. Number and percent of school districts that provide or cooper-
ate in prov1d1ng year-round school or school-community recre-
ation services,

b. Number and percent of school distriets that provide or cooper-
ate in providing summer recreation services only.

¢.” Number of school swimming pools used for summer recreation.
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d. Number of youth who were taught to swim in.the school or
school-community recreation program.
~e. Number and percent of school districts providing intramural
athletics through recreation.
-f. Number of participants in the intramural athletic programs.
g. Number of school districts utilizing the community service tax
for civie center and recreation services.”’

Without (1) clear definition of needs, (2) measurable objectives,
or (3) output data, it is not surprising that in any program area there
would be difficulty in deseribing the existing situation. The general
description of the Health Education element indicates this problem as
follows:

““General Description

“‘The health of youth in California is affected by lack of exercise,
obesity, insufficient rest, dental caries and aceidents. Emotional prob-
lems such as lack of motivation and self-direction, and social problems
such as drug use, smoking, drinking, and sexual experimentation are
present. These problems impair physical, mental and social develop-
ment; reduce the educability of youth and some lead to disability and
death. Thus, the future of our nation and its people depends to a great
extent on what is done to promote, improve and preserve the health
of school children. Never was a strong program of health education, in-
cluding health services, in California schools more important,

¢ Activities used to accomphsh the objectives are:

. Consultative service to counties and distriets.

. In-service and preservice education. .
Research and special projects.

. Coordination and consultative services to official, professional,
and voluntary associations and agencies.

e. Preparation and distribution of instructional materials.”’

0,0 o

Even if the foregoing assertions are correct, it is difficut to see how
the problems might be alleviated by the ‘‘activities’’ of consultants,
training programs, research, coordination and consultation with groups
and the distribution of materlals without additional supportive infor-
mation.

We believe that the department’s apparent 1nab111ty to develop a
program budget which the Legislature can utilize in decision maklng
demonstrates a serious deﬁmeney in administration. In the review of
the 1969-70 budget, we found it necessary to discard the program
budget and used the traditional presentation. This option was not
available to us in the review of the 1970 budget, but through the course
of this analysis we have attempted to provide relevant data, to the ex-
tent that such is available, regarding the items of expenditure.

Although this analysis will provide the Legislature usable summary.

information on the proposed budget for the Department of Education,
~we believe that steps must be taken immediately to insure that the
budget presentation for 1971-72 will be an improvement over the
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present submission. We propose that the Department of Finance be
instructed to work with the Department of Education to implement a
system. Assistance should be obtained from other appropriate state
agencies, legislative staff, or private industry to guarantee adequate

program definition, measurable objectives and appropriate program
data.

Background on Reorganization of the Department 6f Education

For a number of years criticism has been advanced concerning the
need to reorganize and revitalize the Department of Education. Most
of this erticism, including that by our office, has centered around the
fact that the activities of the department have become so involved in
daily administrative tasks that the vital leadership qualities so neces-
sary to the 1,157 school districts of the state have been neglected.

Federal Support. Much of this ean be attributed to the rapid
growth of federal programs which have been added incremently
each year and to the fact that the relationship between, and coordina-
tion among, these programs have not been clear at the federal level.
The great increase in the number of federally funded positions within
the department partially indicates the size of this communication and
organization problem. For example, in 1962 there were only 93 federally
funded positions in the department. By 1968 this number had grown to
454 (representing an increase of more than 388 percent). During the
same period positions supported by state dollars have increased from
575 to 669 (representing an increase of only about 16 percent). It
is significant also that, at the present time, about 40 percent of the
department’s personnel is funded from federal sources. This indicates
that the growth in departmental staffing is the direct result of the
rapid growth in federal funds.

Arthur D. Little Company Reorganization Plan. In 1967 the Arthur
D. Little Company presented the State Board of Education with a re-
port entitled A New Organizational System for State Level Educe-
tronal Administration. Although we were critical of the plan beeause
it lacked an outline of the specific steps which would be needed for
its implementation, we agreed with many of its conclusions. Although
the conclusions were numerous to repeat, we believe that the two most
significant problems identified were as follows.

First, there is a need to improve the quality and effectiveness of the
working relationship between the Department of Education and school
districts. Second, there is need to improve the efficiency of planning
and managing programs, particularly those which are funded from
multiple sources and which require the use of a variety of professional
skills found in more than one division. The latter criticism pointed to
the need for flexibility in use of staff and to the recommendation that
multidisciplinary teams would extend the effectiveness of both de-
partmental personnel and qualified professionals from outside the de-
partment. The redirection to be given to these two deficiencies was to
be corrected, partially by the creation of two new positions: a Deputy
Superintendent for Major Programs (to be program oriented) which
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would include present missing elements such as long-range planning,
school distriet development, ete., and a Deputy Superlntendent for Ad-
ministration (to be funehonally oriented) which would include largely

the -present administrative and functional activities. It was believed.

that this arrangement would add to the flexibility and facilitate the
attack upon problems, not only by the traditional functional approach,
but also by the broader evaluative requirements inherent in the pro-
gram approach. For want of a single word to express this concept,
we might call it the ‘‘program plus functional’’ approach to organiza-
tion.

Governor’s Survey on Efficiency and Cost Conirol. The implemen-
tation of reorganization, however, was delayed by the Department of
Education pending the results of the Governor’s Survey on Efficiency
and Cost Control. This group included in its broad review of the op-
erations of state government the functioning of the Department of
Education. The objective of the group, usually identified as the ‘‘Gov-
ernor’s Task Force,”” was spelled out in the transmittal letter of its
final report. :

‘... our purpose was:

“‘First, to recommend improvements where immediate savings can be
accomplished by administrative order.”’

‘“Second, to pinpoint specific areas where further in-depth studies
can be justified on the basis of potential savings.”’

‘¢ And finally, to make recommendations for long-range consideration
by the Executive and Legislative branches of our state government.”’

State Board of Education Reorganization Plan. The State Board of

Eduecation, in an attempt to reconcile the recommendations of (1) the
Arthur D, Little Company, which were primarily designed to increase
administrative effectiveness, (2) the Governor’s Task Force, which were
directed toward cost reduction plus (3) the attitudes of the adminis-
tration of the Department of Education, in February 1968 appointed

its own Committee on Departmental Reorganization. This committee

was composed of board members and department personnel, assisted
by various coordinators and consultants.

After almost five years of study, the State Board of Eduecation sub-
stantially discarded the Arthur D. Little plan and on December 12,

1968, adopted a plan proposed by its own committee. The essence of

the State Board of Education Reorganization Plan was broadening
the span of control under the Chief Deputy Superintendent to include
seven divisions or deputies.

In contrast to the Arthur D. Little plan which would have vested
responsibility for the administration of the department’s activities in
two deputy superintendent positions, the state board plan simply would
establish three new divisions. These were: a Division of Adult and
Vocational Education, a division headed by a deputy superintendent
and controller, and a division headed by a Deputy Superintendent

of Special Programs and Legislation. Under this plan each of the

seven division chiefs would have equal line authority and would report
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to the Superintendent of Public Instruction through the Chief Deputy
Superintendent.

‘The board plan did not incorporate the flexible ‘‘Program Plus
Functional’” approach recommended by the Arthur D. Little Company
since the two new deputy superintendents proposed would simply be
responsible for coordination of programs and would lack adminis-
trative responsibility required to provide supervision and direction.

Legislative Requirements for Departmental Reorgomization. Al-
though the departmental budget for 1969-70 did not include funds
for the implementation of the reorganization proposal of the State
Board of Education, the department had submitted a request for a
total of 55 positions costing in excess of $900,000 to the Department
of Finance in December of 1968. Because we understood that the de-
partment intended to establish many of the requested positions through
discretionary federal funds available under Title V of the Elementary
and Secondary BEducation Act and because we believe that the addition
of staff through this type of funding has been one of the major con-
tributors to the irrational organization that existed, we recommended
in the Analysis of the Budget Bill 1969-70 that:

1. The Legislature review at the 1969 session both the Arthur D.
Little plan and the State Board plan for reorganizing the Department
~of Education.

2. The Legislature request the State Board of Education and the
Department of Education to delay funding any proposed positions
connected with the board’s plan until the two reorganization proposals
and their potential state costs were thoroughly reviewed by the Legis-
lature and by the administration.

3. The Legislature request the administration to submit . . . to the
appropriate policy and fiscal committees its position regarding (a) the
merits of each reorganization proposal in terms of an improved orga-
nizational structure for the department and the cost implications of
each plan, and (b) proposed sources of funding for new positions re-
quired to implement a plan approved by the Legislature.

Based on these recommendations a joint hearing of the appropriate
committees was convened in April 1969 to hear the elements and ree-
ommendations of the various plans. As a result of that hearing and
subsequent review, the following issues were identified and budget ac--
tions taken.

1. Chief Deputy Superintendent. The position of Chief Deputy
Superintendent and Chief of the Division of Departmental Adminis-
tration, which had been deleted for two years and in effect financed
from funds available from vacant associate and deputy superintendent
positions in the Division of Instruction, Division of Higher Education
and the Division of Special Schools and Services, was restored. Further,
a specific notation was made in the List of Changes to the Governor’s
Budget that the position was ‘‘limited term’’ and $18,000 was appropri-
ated to fund the position. ‘
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2. Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction. -The Legislature
rejected the concept endorsed by the State Board of Education which,
in essence, put the new deputy positions on the same level as the ad-
ministrators of the operating divisions and under the supervision of
the chief deputy superintendent. Rather, it was specified that two dep-
uty superintendents be established with authority direct from the
Superintendent. One deputy position was to be in charge of major
supervision including the Division of Instruction, Division of Special
Education and the Office of Compensatory Education. The other posi-
tion was a deputy for administration to be in charge of the internal

operations of the department including the Division of Public School

Administration and the newly authorized Business Management Office.

'8, Ewaluation Unit. An Evaluation Unit was authorized to review
the effectiveness of educational programs. This unit was to report di-
rectly to the Deputy Superintendent for Program Supervision,

4. Business Management Office. A new unit was to be created under
the supervision of an Administrative Services Officer to supervise de-
partmental personnel, accounting and similar functions. This would
authorize the grouping of the business service functions of the depart-
ment under a position which did not require a teaching eredential, but
did require substantial management experience.

5. Annual Report. The department was to make an annual report
to the Legislature indicating the costs, benefits, strengths and weak-
nesses of public education. An advance copy of this report was to be
submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1
of each year.

6. Task Force Approach. The organized approach to educational
problem solving recommended in the Arthur D. Little Company report
was to be implemented durihg the current year with federal funds.
This would involve the establishment of educational task forces which
cut across organizational lines to deal with specific problem areas. A
report of the effectiveness was to be submitted to the Joint Legislative.
Budget Committee by November 1, 1971.

The plan was slightly modified with the passage of Assembly Consti-
tutional Amendment 28 which, if adopted by the electorate at the June.
election, would make the two new deputy positions exempt from the
provisions. of civil service and would elevate the Director of the Office
of Compensatory Education to Associate Superintendent of Public In-
struction which would also be exempt from civil service.

Recommendations on Reorganization of the Department of Education

1. We recommend that final action on any element of the Department
of Education’s budget be withheld until review 1s made of the progress
to date of the reorgamization of the Department of Education including
the reasons for delay in the establishment of positions authorized by
the Legislature in such reorganization.
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2. We recommend that the Department of Educatwn be requested to
justify its proposed shift from a dbusiness management office under the
direction of an appropriate level of Admimistrative Services Officer as
required by the Legislature, to a request for an Assistant Superintend-
ent for Administration.

We believe that there is ample evidence to indicate that the reorga-
nization of the department is not proceeding in accordance with the in-
tent of the Legislature on each of the major issues identified.

Chief Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction. Although the
Legislature stipulated that the chief deputy should assist the superin-
tendent as his representative on boards and ecommissions and fulfill his
responsibilities in his absence rather than administering the department
on a day-to-day basis, and that the new deputies report directly to the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, it appears that there has been
little recognizable change within the départment regarding areas of*
authority or eommunlcatlon and that these provisions have not been
implemented.

Two Deputy Superintendents of Public Instruction. Despite the
fact that the two new positions were approved for the current year, the
official delegation of responsibility did not occur until final approval of
the positions by the State Personnel Board in December. As a result of
this delay a substantial portion of the impaet in the current year of
reorganization both in terms of improved administration and shift in
direction has been lost. In addition, it appears there is little evidence
to indicate that the new positions were delegated appropriate authority,
rather the organization charts prepared by the department still confuse
program supervision with program operation as demonstrated by the
fact that both deputies are supervisors over some operating divisions,
but are called upon to be the operating administrator of a number of
other unrelated programs, bureaus and functions as demonstrated in
comparing the charts on pages 239 and 240.

It can be seen in Chart 1 that the Deputy Supermtendent for Ad-
ministration appropriately supervises the Division of School Adminis-
tration and Finance but also has direct operating authority for data
processing, fiscal office, personnel and training, publications, teacher -
education and certification and school approvals. Similar confusion can
be found regarding the Deputy Superintendent for Programs, who, in
addition to supervision of the divisions and responsibilities specified
by the Legislature, is in charge of legislation, the Bureau of Inter-
group Relations and federal programs. Chart 2 which was the pro-
gram approved by the Leglslature indicates that the new deputy posi-
tions are to be supervisors of operating heads of the divisions, not
administrators of individual programs. We believe that the provision
of operating responsibilities for the deputies serves as a limitation on

‘their effectiveness and dilutes the authority of positions which were

designed to be the principal administrators of the department.

Evaluation Unit. To date the Evaluation Unit has not been estab-
lished. However, preliminary position documents have added a research
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function which may detract from the primary respensibility of evalua-
tion. It would also appear that the evaluation funetion would be
eroded further by the need to appear before groups and participate
in professional meetings to ‘‘disseminate information regarding . pro-
gram evaluation, state testing, and instruectional research.”” We believe
that this position was established to serve a special staff function for.
the Deputy Superintendent for Programs by developing a system for
evaluating the current operations in an organized fashion and not
to ‘‘demonstrate administrative ability, neat personal appearance, pleas-
ing personality, tact, and willingness to travel throughout the state,”’
as the position deseription indicates.

Business Management Office. The management position to supervise.
the various business functions of the department has not been estab-
lished; rather, the Department of Education has submitted a special:
request for an Assistant Superintendent for Administration. This
position would be responsible for assisting in the administration of all
the responsibilities of that deputy. We interpret this position to have
been established by the Legislature to attract applicants on the basis
of management background not limited to the holders of teaching or
administrative eredentials. It appears that the department s proposal:
would be in contradiction to that provision,

- Annual Report. As of this writing the department has not complied
with the legislative requirement that an annual report be submitted
to the Legislature.

Departmental Commissions and Committees

We recommend that the Department of Education be required to sub-
mit a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November
1, 1970 containing the following information regarding departmental
committees. :

1. A current list of all commissions, commitiees, and associations
where any member of the Department of Education participates
and there is an expense to the state for salaries, per diem, trovel,
dues or contributions. This includes inter or intradepartmental
committees, professional or paraprofessional committees cOMmIMIs-
STONS, OF ASSOCIATIONS.

2. The authorization for the establishment of each committee or com-
masston.

3. The composition of each committee or commission in terms of mem-
bership, and the number of participants from the Department of
Education.

4. The frequency and location of the meetings.

5. The source of funding to support participation in the commitiees,
commissions, and associations.

6. The cost of participating in the committees, commissions and asso-
ciations for the fiscal year 1969-70 with a projected cost for the
fiscal year 1970-71.

7. The status of the commissions and committees in terms of the
number established or dissolved during the fiscal year 1969-70.
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A recent report indicated that the Department of Education is now
supporting approximately 358 commissions and committees with de-
partmental staff and funds. Chart 3 on page 243 demonstrates that 16
of these committees are legislatively mandated, three are required by
federal law, 22 are by direction of the State Board of Education, and
19 are required by the State Superintendent. Participation in the re-
maining 298 committees is sanctioned by departmental policy. Of these,
127 are professional or paraprofessional committees rather than di-
rectly related to the functioning of the department.

‘We believe that participation in these committees has a significant ae-

companying cost factor. The three federally mandated committees, how-
ever, have provisions in the state grant to offset the cost to the state
for these committees. With the exception of the explicit budget item
for the Commission on School District Budgeting and Accounting of
$351,010 (1969-70) the cost of participating in these committees is
carried as a regular budget item for each bureau or division office.

If we assume that each of the 358 committees meet on an average of
four times a year for one day and are attended by one member from
the Department of Education, there is an expense to the state equal
of 1,432 man days. The cost to the state with no per diem or travel ex-
%ense and using the average daily salary of $65 would be $93,080.

stimating that one-half of the committee meetings involved per diem,
the cost to the state would increase by $15,752 for a total of $108,832.

‘We believe that in the interest of economy and efficiency it is difficult
to justify the existence of 358 separate committees. Since many com-
mittees have overlapping funections, or were established for a particular
purpose that has disappeared with time, we believe that an evaluation
and analysis of their functions is required.

General Activities of the Department of Education

As a result of the difficulties experienced in attempting to analyze
the Department of Eduecation’s program budget and without the timely
submission of a line item budget we have utilized available data to
convert the budget document presentation into a review of expendi-
tures along functional lines. Table 2 reviews total proposed expendi-
tures by source of funding.

Table 2
Support for the General Activities of the Department of Education

Actual Estimated Estimated

Ezpenditures 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
General Fund appropriation® _________ $7,813,312 $9,856,624 $8,877,286
State School Building Aid Fund—______ 182,875 219,122 220,426
Federal funds 6,658,733 8,582,480 9,287,786
Total .- - $14,654,920 $18,658,226 $17,885,498

1 The figures include the continuing appropriation of credential fees.

- These figures demonstrate that the total operating budge‘t of the
Department of Education is proposed to be reduced by $772,728. This
is composed of -a reduction of $1,479,338 in General Fund support
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Chart 3
Department of Education—Committees and Commissions
Authority
. . Number of Commissions/Committees
List of Bducation Departments and Bureaus (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
State mandated Federal State Board D;apartment/ State

Division of Public Administration (Bducation Code) Law of Bducation Bureaw Policy . Superintendent Totals

Bureau of Administrative Research and School

District Organization __ : 2 — — 3 — 5
Bureau of Administrative Services 3 1 1 13 1 19
Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports_______ 3 — - 4 — 7
Bureau of School Planning - _— 1 2 2 5
- Food Service Office _— — — 3 - 3
> Division of Compensatory Education. 2 1 — — — 3
Division of Special Education 1 1 — _— _ -2
Professional—nondepartmental - —_— — 26 _— 26
Division of Instruction — — _— —— - _—
Professional—nondepartmental — _— _— 101 - 101
Committees within the-department i — _— - 97 —— 97
Superintendent of Public Instruction — R C ol _— 16 16
State Board of Education — _— 20 - — 20 -
Committees of other state agencies-members_____ ... ____ - . - _— - 26 _— 26
Division of Administration. 5 - - 9 _— 14
Miscellaneous Committees — — — 14 _— 14
TOTALS 16 3 22 - 298 19 358

(Approximate personnel involved—1,100 to 1,200.)
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(which includes credential fees) plus increases of $1,304 from the

State School Building Aid Fund and $705,306 in federal funds.
Table 8 compares estimated budgetary appropriation for each of the

operating units of the department for 1969-70 and 1970-71.

Table 3

Support for Department of Education General Activities

1969-70 1970-71
Estimated Proposed Difference

1. Division of Departmertal Administration___ $1,520,608 $1,222,186 —298,422
2. Division of Public School Administration___ 1,859,488 1,710,817 —148,671
3. Division of Instruction 2,086,039 1,571,731 —514,308
4. Division of Special Schools and Services___ 852,354 842,744 —9,610
5. Office of Compensatory Education__________ 497,283 344,289 —152,994

Total Amount Budgeted $6,815,772 $5,691,767 $1,124,005

'The Budget Act of 1970 represents a departure from former practice
in that support to vocational education and the Office of Compensatory
Education are included in the general activities appropriation. Table 3
demonstrates that substantial reductions are proposed in General Fund
support. Many of these reductions in the department’s general activi-
ties budget result from savings through the elimination of positions.
Table 4 summarizes the reductions and the associated salary and wages
proposed for the budget year by departmental d1v1smn

Table 4
Reductions in Authorized Positions for the Department of Education 1970-71

Division Positions reduced Savings
Departmental Admmlstratlon ____________ 21 $150,982
Public School Administration_____________ 8 76,524
Instruction 8.7 101,456
Special Education 0.9 ) . 12,200
Special Projects 5.4 74,171
Office of Compensatory Education___._.___ 1 16,792

Total Reduction 441 $432,125

The salaries and wages supplement of the budget proposes the es-
tablishment of five new positions of data entry operator for the auto-
mated teacher certification project of the Division of Departmental Ad-
ministration.

Salary Savings

We recommend that the Legislature direct the Department of Fi-
nance to authorize the admimistrative establishment of positions for
the Department of Education in 1970-71 only on the basis of justified
need and workload requirements rather than anticipated salary savings.
In reviewing the proposed position reductions we have found that
many of the positions proposed for deletion are currently held vacant
to fund other positions administratively established. This results from
a somewhat untisual situation in departmental salary savings. In recent
vears it has been the practice of the Department of Finance to approve
new position requests if in turn the Department of Education would
guarantee the salary savings to fund the positions. This situation has
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compounded to the point where it is necessary for the department 8
fiseal office to prepare a weekly salary savings status report.

The budget for the 1970-71 fiscal year proposes to correct this
through a reduction of the proposed level of salary savings. Table 5
compares the budget level of salary savings originally estimated for .
1969-70 and the amount now estimated as it appears in the budget
document.

Table 5
1969-70 Salary Savings
Originally budgeted for 1969-70 $1,012,023
Now Estimated for 1969-70 —883,054
Difference $128,969

We estimate as shown in Table 6 that this reduction in budgeted
salary savings will be continued in 1970-71.

Table 6 -

1970-71 Salary Savings

Our Hstimate of 1970-71 Based on the 1969-70 Budgeted Level $1,034,120
Now Budgeted for 1970-71 and Shown in the Budget Document —946,620.

$87,500

‘We believe that the proposed $87,500 reduction in salary savings is
justified. We have found that authorized positions have been held open
in the Department of Education for extended periods of time to achieve
salary savings to fund positions which have been administratively es-
tablished. If special circumstances warrant the establishment of a posi-
tion administratively in the ecourse of a year, justification should be
based on demonstrable need and workload requirements, not on ability
to fund the position through salary savings..

1. DIVISION OF DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

Requested 1970-71 ____ $1,222,186
Estimated 1969-70 ______________ 1,520,608 -
Requested decrease $298,422 (19.6 percent)

The Division of Departmental Administration provides administra-
tive and general houseckeeping services for other departmental divi-
sions. In addition, it is responsible for teacher certification and licens-
ing and for private schools. Further General Fund support for the
State Board of Education and the State Curriculum Commission is also
included in this division’s budget. In the program budget the Division
of Departmental Administration’s support is grouped with administra-
tive expenses of the other units and spread throughout the various pro-
grams and cannot be isolated without a line item budget.

By reviewing data on the budget presentation we have found that
General Fund budgeted support for the Division of Departmental Ad-
ministration is proposed at $1,222,186, a decrease of $298,422. In addi-
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tion, a total of $2,668,519 will be received for the support of the teacher
licensing function. Major identifiable components of budgetary redue-
tions are reviewed and summarized in Table 7 and will be analyzed by
operating unit,

Since 1line item budget data was not made available when this anal-
ysis was prepared, it is necessary to present the detailed recommenda-
tion of budgetary changes at a later date.

Table 7

Proposed Administrative Major Reductions in the
Division of Departmental Administration

) 1970-71
Proposed General Fund Reduction -
Executive and Administrative Unit
Specialized training $1,965.
Moving expense’ i . 8,000
Printing and publication 11,175
Equipment i . 10,514
Out-of-state travel : 9,500
. Communications 5,375
Legal Office
Assistant counsel 13,750
Senior legal stenographer 8,304
Fiscal Office
Duplicating machme operator 7,008
4 clerk IX 24,240 .
Equipment and supplies 21,949
Personnel Office ’
Personnel assistant ; 7,260
Clerk typist II : 6,060
Publications
Editorial associate ' . 11,976
Editorial assistant 9,960
Senior clerk 7,202
Bureau of Systems and Data Processing
General expense . 1,565
Equipment . 17,330
Data processing operations 17,222
Rental of machines 35,000

. Major reduction in credential fee appropriations are summarized in
Table 8.
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Table 8

Proposed Major Reductions in Teacher Education and Certlflcatlon
Reductions

Certification analyst IT $12,323
6 clerk I-II i 32,066
Stenographer II : 6,308
Investigation services 41,421

Executive and Administrative Unit

We recommend approval of the Executive Unit and the Adminis--
trative Unit as budgeted. The Executive Unit in Sacramento contains
the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. The Adminis-
trative Unit is headed by the Chief Deputy Superintendent of Public
Instruction. The Legislature, for the first time in two years, restored
the position of Chief Deputy in the 1969 Budget Act, as part of the re-
organization of the Department of Education. The budget specified that
the position be of ‘‘limited term’’. The current status of the Chief Dep-
uty position along with other elements of departmental reorganization
are discussed elsewhere in this analysis.

The budget proposes to eliminate specialized training, allow no
moves of personnel and reduce equipment and out-of-state travel. These
reductions will not result in substantial modification of activities.

Legal Office

We recommend approval of the Legal Office as budgeted. The legal
office provides advice to the Superintendent of Public Instruction, staff
and the State Board of Education. The office also drafts department
sponsored bills, reviews contracts and provides other legal services.

The budget proposes to delete an assistant counsel and a senior
legal stenographer plus supplies and equipment. These reductions can
be achieved in the legal office through a reduction in service to-indi-
vidual school districts and greater management selectivity in requests
for legal services.

Fiscal Office

We recommend approval. The fiscal office provides aceounting, book-
keeping, statement service plus business services, budget planning and
administrative analysis.

The budget proposes the reduction of a duplicating machine oper-
ator and four clerk IT positions. The duplicating machine operator
position and 1 clerk have been utilized to achieve salary savings and
the other positions can be reduced based on other reductions in the
department’s overall workload. The budget also proposes a review of
the accounting system of the office at a General Fund Expense of -
$30,000 which we believe will improve the efficiency of the operation.

Personnel Office

We recommend the restoration of one personnel assistant for an aug-
mentation of $7,260 from the General Fund. This unit prepares neces-
sary forms for personnel transactions, attendance, reports and payroll.
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In addition, the unit provides management services on personnel
matters. '

The budget proposes to (1) delete the amount for overlap of posi-
tions which are funds used to fill positions when an employee terminates
but is officially on vacation or sick leave, and (2) to delete one clerk-
typist used to achieve salary savings. These reductions are justified.

The budget, also, proposes to delete one personnel assistant, $7,260.
The need for this position is established on the basis of the number of
personnel transactions of the department which currently generates
about 1 personnel assistant per 185 employees. The total proposed re-
duction in positions in the budget year does not justify a reduction of
this position. Further, the number of position changes proposed will
generate a substantial increase in workload over the current level.

Publications

We recommend approval. The Publications Unit provides editorial
assistance to the department plus compilation of the Directory of Ad-
manistrative and Supervisory Personnel of Califorwia Public Schools.
The budget proposes deletion of one editorial associate position used to
achieve salary savings in the current year, an editorial assistant and a
senior clerk. We believe these reductions can be accommodated, although
delays in publication will be experienced.

Teacher Education and Certification

This unit is responsible for licensing all teacher applicants who intend
to teach in the public school system. The cost of the system has tradi-
tionally been financed from revenues generated by credential fees.
Chapter 1674, Statutes of 1967, authorized an increase in the credential
fee from $10 to $15 (subsequently to $20 in 1968), and specified that
additional revenues were to be used for three purposes: (1) automa-
tion of the credential function, (2) ecompletion of a projeet to micro-
film credential files, and (3) the establishment of branch offices in Los
Angeles. San Diego, Fresno and the bay area.

We recommend augmentation of $55,900 to teacher education and
certification from credential fees for completion of the microfilming
project by June 30, 1971. The budget proposes to delete one certifica-
tion analyst and 6 clerk I-II. This would reduce the project staffing
by one half. .

The microfilming project is designed to reduce the voluminous files
maintained on all licensed teachers in the state to a manageable form -
for storage purposes. It is currently estimated that bulk records will be
microfilmed in the budget year. Thereafter, only updating will be re-
quired. The budget as proposed would delay completion by one year.
This project was established at the direction of the Legislature and is
completely financed from credential fees.

It is important to note that the 1969-70 budget represented a sig-
nificant departure in the treatment of credential fees. Prior to that
time such fees were a reimbursement since the Education Code specif-
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ically provided that ‘‘ All of the fees prescribed are appropriated with-

out regard to fiscal year to the Department of Education’’ to support

credential activities. The 1969-70 budget treated the fees as a General

Fund revenue and the Budget Act of 1969 in Section 11.4 reverted the

%alagee of these revenues which were not appropriated to the General-
und.

We will review the signficance of this situation in our analysis of
Section 11.4 of the Budget Act of 1970. However, it is important to.
note that the savings achieved from delay of the microfilming project
will revert to the General Fund. We believe that these funds are au-
thorized for the timely completion of the preseribed projects and not
to contribute to year end surplus. We would, therefore, propose that
the Legislature restore full funding to the mierofilming project. to
insure its completion in the budget year.

We recommend the reduction of two clerk II and 10 clerk-typist I1
in credential fees, for a savings of $57,420 in credential fees. The auto-
mation of the teacher licensing procedure was authorized by the Legis-
lature on the basis of information indicating that substantial economies
could be achieved through the use of automated data processing. In
October 1968, Arthur Young and Company, a consulting firm, sub-
mitted to the Department of Education a report entitled Cost Benefit
Analysis Comparison of Original Specifications to Recommended Speci-
fications for Teacher Credential Automation Project. This report in-
dicated that personnel reductions would begin to materialize in 1970.
Prorating the projected positions to the budget year a reduction of

12 positions can be achieved.

We recommend approval of five data entry operators and reduction
of imvestigative services. The budget also proposes the addition of five
data entry operators at a cost of $27,000 which is a component of the
automation project and a reduction in the level of investigative service
for a.savings of $41,421,

Readjustment Education o

We recommend approval. This unit administers state licensing for
private schools, Although budget data indicates that it is proposed that
$16,081 in General Fund support to this function be reduced, this
reduction will be offset by federal funds.

\

Bureau of Systems and Data Processing

1. We recommend that the Legislature defer approval of the fund-
ing for the Bureauw of Systems and Data Processing until the fiscal
committees have reviewed the findings of the specialized consulting
firm retained by the Office of Management Services along with the
specific recommeéndations of the appropriate EDP control agencies.

2. We recommend that legislation be adopted which will amend
existing Education Code provisions relating to the California Educa-
tion Information System to eliminate the requirement that the De-
partment of Education develop detailed systems and computer - pro-
grams for each school district.
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The Bureau of Systems and Data Processing was established in Jan-
uary 1966 as a result of a recommendation made by the Arthur D.
Little Company that all data proeessing services for the Department
of Education be centralized in one unit. The objectives of this con-
solidation, according to the consultants, was to use the department’s
data processing capabilities to cut operational costs, save manpower,
prepare data and control the flow of data essential to educational
administration. As a result of this recommendation, all data process-
ing activities are now centralized within the Bureau of Systems and
Data Processing. The unit is responsible for a wide variety of functions
which cut across organizational lines and range from the computation
of school district apportionments to the support of the Teacher Creden-
tialing Program. The major components of this data processing opera-
tion are outlined below in order of departmental priority. It should
be noted that many of these applications are not operational but are
in the process of development and that the bureau generally assists
operating units in carrying on their primary missions.

1. Apportionments to Public Schools. The caleulation of apportion-
ments from the State School Fund for several years has been pro-
grammed on the existing data processing equipment. However, as a
result of the installation of a new computer, modifications in the ap-
portionment formulas occasioned by legislative action and the desire
for a more flexible data base by the departments on the Legislature, the
apportionment system is being redesigned and reprogrammed and is
scheduled to process the first prinecipal apportionment in February
1970.

2. Certification. To increase the efficiency of the state process of 1i-
censing public school teachers the bureau with the assistance of a pri-
vate consulting firm is in the process of automating a substantial por-
tion of the credentialing process.

3. Textbook Distribution. This system provides for inventory con-
trol, caleulation of payments to publishers, and prepares the necessary
paperwork to permit distribution of textbooks to school districts.

4; State Testing. This system annually collates and statistically com-
pares the results of statewide testing programs as submitted by indi-
vidual distriets.

5. Special Education. A management information system is planned
which will provide data on participants and programs for mentally
or physically exceptional children.

6. Fund Accounting for Federally Supported Programs The De-
partment of Education administers funding for a wide variety of fed-
eral programs such as the National Defense Education Act, the REle-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, and the Vocational Education
Act. The processing of reports and accounting functions is automated
and the design of a standardized reporting system will begin in the
budget year. »

7. California Education Information Management System. Work is
- eurrently underway to coordinate the collection of data and develop an
improved retrieval system for use by the department.
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8. California BEducational Information System. The purpose of this
system is to develop the computer programs necessary to permit school
districts to process their educational and finaneial information and
transmit reports to the Department of Education for use by the de-
partment and the Legislature. '

9. Vocational Education. Based on the new requirements of the Vo-
cational Education Act of 1968, the operating unit has requested that
the vocational education system be reprogrammed. Work on the new
program is scheduled for the budget year.

10. Personnel Information. A new system is being designed to re-
place manual personnel procedures which will maintain information
on employees and positions.

11. Other Data Processing Projects. There are a wide variety of
other projects to which a portlon of the department’s workload is de-
voted including the program budgeting activities of the Advisory Com-
mission on School District Budgeting and Accounting, surplus prop-
erty and reference services.

Electronic Data Processing

Department Acquires New Computer. In December 1968, the De-
partment of "Education acquired a new 360/50 computer. The pri-
mary justification for the acquisition of this computer was the addi-
tional capacity necessary to install a mnew automated teacher
credential system for the department. When the minimum requirements
were developed in June 1967 to support the installation of this new
teacher credential system, the department developed specifications
for a ‘‘request for proposal’’ for equipment. An IBM 360/40 was
finally selected as the most appropriate equipment, from those sub-
mitted for review. During the evaluation process for the selection
of the computer, the consultant selected to design and implement
the teacher credential system; Arthur Young and Company, is-
sued a progress report indicating that substantial economies could be
achieved through a redesign of the original teacher credential plan
which would center on the automation of clerical portions of the
certification process rather than on the evaluation of the teacher appli-.
cation against a standard library of required courses. This suggested
redesign did not change the requirements for new computmg capa-
bility for the Department of Education.

In the Analysis of the Budget Bill 1968-69 on page 183 we recom-
mended that the department defer for one year the acquisition of the
new third generation computer being acquired for the teacher creden-
tial automation project. While we recognized that this system would
probably need a large-mass storage unit for the data needed for cre-
dential evaluation, we further recognized that the daily computer time
requirements would not be very great. We stated that the needs of
the credential system were considerably different from the equipment
needs for the rest of the Department of Education and contended
that the department could utilize one of the large central-computing
facilities to design, test and install the teacher credential system. Al-.
though the Legislature did not accept this recommendation, it was.
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stipulated in the Conference Committee language of that year that the
Department of Finance and other control agencies were to investigate
alternative methods of providing data processing services to the Depart-
ment of Education in lieu of the aequisition of the third-generation
computer, Such alternatives were to include contacts with other state
agencies. The choice, however, was to be based on a thorough cost
effectiveness analysis and guarantees that no degradation in service and
no delays in the development of the teacher credential system would

- oceur.

In Aungust 1968, the State Division of Highways received authority
to upgrade the level of its equipment thereby releasing from use an
IBM 360,50, Since there was $132,000 in rental eredits acerued on the
360/50 and because of the significant difference in capability between
the Model 40 and the Model 50, the Department of Edueation proposed
to utilize the Division of Highways equipment and projected that the
total cost for acquisition would be less than for the 360,40,

Because State Electronic Data Processing Policy Committee had
granted constitutional officers the prerogative of installing independent
computer systems, the legislative suggestion that the credential system
could be installed without the need for additional equipment was not
pursued and the department acquired the 360/50 in December of 1968.

With the installation of this new computer system, we recommended
in the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1969-70 that necessary staff be
provided the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing in order to expe-
dite the design and installation of the credential system, apportionment
system and other systems that were in progress because the Governor’s
Budget did not provide funds for sufficient personnel.

Legislature Reduces Deportmental EDP Budget. During the
hearing of the 1969-70 Governor’s Budget before the fiscal commit-
tees of the Legislature, considerable attention was devoted to the
rising costs of electronic data processing within the State of Cali-
fornia, the apparent proliferation of ecomputers throughout state gov-
ernment, and the low utilization of certain computers installed in in-
dividual departments. The Office of Manhagement Services published
utilization statistics early in 1969 and revealed that the 360/50 installed
in the Department of Education was used only 17.2 percent of the
available time during the month of February. These low utilization
figures coupled with an apparent lack of progress in the installation of
projected new systems on the computer were instrumental in legislative
action which reduced the budget for the Department of Education for
fiscal year 1969-70 by $263,200. This budget reduction was accom-
plished through an inerease in the funds designated as ‘‘reimburse-
ments for data processing services’’ and did not result in the reduction
of the number of positions or the level of expenditures contained in the
budget document. This meant that activities could continue if sufficient
revenues were obtained through the selling of unused computer time to
other state agencies. Because of the large number of systems under de-
velopment within the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing and little
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evidence of strict priority to insure the development of the more im-
portant systems, the Supplemental Report of the Committee on Confer-
ence instructed the Department of Education to establish priorities for
the systems under design and implementation. Priority number 1 was to
be the design, programming and installation of the automated teacher
credential system by April 1970. Priority number 2 was specified as
the School Apportionment System. The Conference Committee Report
also required a system of monthly reports to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee which were to outline the status of the various proj-
ects under development, the productive utilization of the 360/50 com-
puter and the projection of work to be accomplished during the coming
‘month. Finally, the report stated that during the systems design and
testing phase of the numerous systems planned for its computer, the
Department of Education was to make available to other state agencies
the unused computer time. EDP control agencies within state govern-
ment were to take steps to insure optimum utilization of this computer
in lien of procuring additional machines or renting computer time from
private service bureaus.

Monthly Reports Indicate Financial Problem—In reviewing the
progress reports submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee,
it became apparent that in the judgment of the Department of Educa-
tion there was not sufficient funding to properly carry out the systems
design and programming efforts of the department and it was stated
in the September 15 report that after March 1, 1970, ‘. . . we would
not be able to function at all. The consequence of the budget deletion
was to remove from the General Fund expenditure an amount of $143,-
000 for machine rentals and supplies.”” In addition, the report con-
tinues ‘“. . . it will be necessary to release all personnel currently
funded under the General Fund in order to make up the balance of
the $120,000 deficit. This would mean that as of March 1, 1970, not
only would there not be a computer to develop legislative mandated
systems, but there would be in essence, little if any staff to perform the
necessary functions to support any computer which might be avail-
able.”’

Apparently, the Department of Education and the Office of Manage-
ment services was not suceessful in complying with the intent of the
Conference Committee by securing extra work which could be processed
on the Department of Education computer. The only contract to be
negotiated was a $6,000 contract with the University of California at
Davis. No other firm commitments from other units of government have
been secured.

This office monitored the situation developmg in the Department of
Education by analyzing the monthly reports submitted to the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee and through contacts with departmental
personnel and the EDP control agencies. In November 1969 we corre-
sponded with officials in the Department of Education because the situ-
ation apparently was not improving and it appeared that the process-
ing of the first and second principal apportionments to school districts
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in February and June of 1970 might be delayed as a result of the sit-
uation within the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing. Any such
delay, of course, would result in a most serious situation and we there-
fore suggested that the department and appropriate control agencles
seek a solution to the problem.

Specialized Consulting Firm Retained—Based on discussions held in
December 1969 between representatives of this office, the Department
of Finance, the Office of Management Services and the Department of
Education, it was decided that the services of a specialized consulting
firm were needed to conduct a management effectiveness audit of the
Bureau of Systems and Data Processing, to develop alternative solu-
tions to the crisis being faced by the Department of Education with
respect to its need for additional funds, and to evaluate in a quantita-
tive manner to the effectiveness and productivity of the systems which
were operational or in the final stages of programming.

We were in support of this kind of evaluation and recognized this
as one of the funections of the Office of Management Services in its efforts
to evaluate EDP effectiveness in the state. A private consulting firm
specializing in quantitative measurement and effectiveness audit pro-
cedures was selected in December 1969 to conduct a thorough review of
the Department of Education management structure for coordinating
and controlling data processing as well as the Bureau of Systems and
Data Processing itself.

The final report of this firm is expected during the first week of
February 1970. Although we did not receive a copy of the final report
in time for comment in this analysis, it is our judgment that one method
of eliminating the circumstances which have surrounded the Depart-
ment of Hducation installation and operation of its own computer
would be to place the responsibility for operating all electronic data
processing equipment within the State of California under the jurisdie-
tion of a specialized department skilled in the operation and manage-
ment of EDP facilities. In our analysis of the Office of Management
Services, discussed under Item 36, we recommend the creation of such
a department. In our judgment, the problems of efficient management, -
consolidation of small departmental eomputers and optimum utilization
of EDP equipment would be aided by such a move.

The final report of the management consulting firm with respect to
the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing has not been received and
the issues surrounding the availability of funds to continue operation
for the remainder of the 1969-70 fiscal year are not resolved. Conse-
quently we recommend that the Legislature defer approval of the fund-
ing for the Bureau of Systems and Data Processing until the fiscal
committees have reviewed the findings of the specialized consulting
firm retained by the Office of Management Services along with the spe-
cific recommendations of the appropriate EDP control agencies.
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California Education Information System

The effort to develop the California Education Information System
(CEIS) is a part of the responsibility of the Bureau. of Systems and
Data Processing, In our Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1968-69 we dis-
cussed in considerable detail the historical development of this system
on pages 164-167 and made two major recommendations. One recom-
mendation concerned the development of computer programs which
could economically be used only on one vendor’s equipment. The.
other recommendation was that the future development of the Cali-
fornia Education Information System be limited to the design of the.
system including the definition of data base, common identification
and coding of data elements and the definition of a common state-
wide .reporting system for the Department of Edueation serving as
the collector of standard data. The first recommendation has been ae-
cepted by the department and all programming for CEIS is now done
in a common language which is capable of processing on the equip-
ment currently being -used by school districts or by county govern-
ment data processing centers. The second recommendation pertaining
to the design of CEIS was not accepted and in the 1968 session of
the Legislature, Chapter 1433 (AB 1610) was passed which author-
ized the Department of Education to develop the California Edueca-
tion Information System, develop statewide educational use standards.
for such items as the common data base, and input and output re-
porting formats. Further, the information processing capabilities of -
the system were to include machine-processing aids to decisionmaking
in educational administration and should provide departmental coordi-
nation in order to preclude costly duplication of the developmental and
operational aspects of material, equipment. programming and systems,
and procedures. Finally, the system was intended to provide a basic
package of services to the school distriets which would facilitate the
gathering of data required for reporting to the state. An annual survey
of school distriet participation was also required and the first such
survey was to be submitted to the Legislature no later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1970 Regular Session. As of this date, the first
required report has not been submitted to the Legislature.

Cost Associated With the Development of CEIS. The primary reason
for our earlier recommendation that CEIS be limited to the specifica-
tions of data to be collected from school districts and the standardiza-
tion of data elements and reports, was that we viewed the development
of electronic data processing systems and programs for all of the rou-
tine reporting carried on by school districts as a complicated and expen-
sive item. Further, we felt that because there are over 1,100 school dis-
‘tricts in California with local control of data processing and because
many large districts in the state already have procured their own data
processing equipment and developed systems designed around district
procedures; the chances of successfully implementing a CEIS were.
somewhat limited. In the Department of Education’s Master Plan, it
was intended that the basic pupil personnel services and business serv-
ices system would be operated through a system of regional education
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data processing centers (there are now 12) which would preclude the
procurement of equipment by individual school districts and would also
preclude the costly duplication of systems and programs by each school
distriet of the state.

The funding of CEIS was addressed in Chapter 1433, Statutes of
1968 (AB 1610) which stated that the State Board of Education
shall assure sufficient funds in 1968-69, 196970 and 1970-71 for the
development of CEIS by reserving and allocating administrative funds
obtained under Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965.
A total of $300,000 was made available under Title IIT during 1968-69
and these funds were utilized to employ a private consulting firm to
design and program the business services subsystem and to modify and
improve the personnel subsystem which is currently operational. Funds
have not been forthcoming in 1969-70 because of complications asso-
ciated with the use of Title ITII administrative funds for a project of
this type. Further, there is little prospect that funds will be available
in 1970-71. Therefore the prospects of completing the systems design
and programming of the California Education Information System

appear to be dim.

"~ The reporting provision under Chapter 1433, Statutes of 1968 (AB
1610) would indicate to the Legislature the extent of school distriet
participation in CEIS because one of the very basic issues associated
with this system is whether or not the school districts of the ‘state
would utilize such a system if it were available. There can be little
argument that the common systems design and programming of all
procedures necessary to operate the public schools of California would
result in the preclusion of expensive development costs of data proe-
essing systems. Further, the utilization of regional centers would pre-
clude the acquisition of computers by individual school districts. Pre-
liminary statistics that we have received on the participation of school
districts in CEIS indicate that the total number of pupils receiving
the full package of services through CEIS has increased by 47 per-
cent (from 361,000 to 539,000) and this amounts to approximately
20 percent of the 4 million students enrolled in the public schools of
California. On the other hand, the total number of pupils receiving
any services from CEIS such as test scoring, attendance counting or
other -isolated services has decreased by two percent.

In order to increase participation in this program, a total business
services package including accounting, payroll, personnel management
and the system to support program budgeting must be available in
time to preclude completing developments by individual schools. With
the lack of funding that is evident, we are doubtful that this pro-
gram can be advaneed in time to preclude individual districts from
developing their own programs or their own data processing capa-
bilities. We therefore recommend that legislation be adopted which will
amend existing education code provisions relating to CEIS to eliminate
‘the requirement that the Department of Education develop a detailed
‘systems and eomputer programs for each school district.
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One of the reasons for urgency in this matter is that our original
concern—the development of a compatible statewide reporting system
and data base—must be advanced regardless of the fate of CEIS.
Therefore. if the department does not continue with the implementa-
tion of CEIS,; the responsibility for the statewide recording system
continues and should be actively pursued.

2. DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION

Requested 1970-71 __ — $1.710.817
Estimated 1969-70 ____ 1,859,488.

Requested decrease $148.671 (7.9 percent)

The Division of Public School Administration is responsible for
various administrative functions in supervising the public school sys-
tem. It contains the following units:

Bureau of Textbooks and Publications Distribution

Bureau of School Planning

Surplus Property Administration

School Lunch Program

Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports

Bureau of Administrative Services

Bureau of Administrative Research and District Organization
Bureau of Intergroup Relations

General Fund support for the division is proposed at $1,710,817
which represents a decrease $148.671 from the current level.

Chapter 1573, 1967 Statutes. established a State Advisory Commis-
sion on School District Accounting and Program Budgeting to assist
school. districts in developing a program budgeting system. Chapter
1456, 1968 Statutes, appropriated a sum of $119.157 to the department
~ to finance the expenses of the development effort. In June 1968, the Ad-
visory Commission presented to the State Board of Education a four-
year plan subsequently approved for the research, design and imple-
mentation of the system in four phases.

Phase I—Program budget design to be developed in six pilot school
distriets (1968-69).

Phase IT—Operational testing of design formats in 15 pilot school
districts (1969-70). ,

Phase ITI—Drafting an instructional guide to detail the adopted
program budgeting system (1970).

Phase IV—Implementing the adopted program budgeting system,
including legislation. regulations and training (1970-72).

Phase I. completed in June 1969. was subdivided into four steps:
(1) investigation, (2) conceptual design, including the development oft
a users manual, (3) testing and (4) evaluation. In the current year
the testing of the design formats in 15 pilot school districts will be
completed. The budget as proposed will permit the continuance of this
project in accordance with the State Board of Education plan.

The major reductions proposed for the budget vear in the Division
of Public School Administration are reviewed in Table 9. Detailed re-
view of budgetary changes will be presented at a later date.
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Table 9
Major Budget Reductions
Division of Public School Administration

Administrative Unit Amount
Stenographer IT $6.852
Printing ___ 8,934

School Food Services
Child nutrition consultant 11,124
Clerk-typist - 6,135

Texthooks
0.5 Stenographer II 3,102

School Planning
Field representative __._ 17,268
2.5 Stenographer II 15,591
Travel - 5,600

Administrative Research and Distriet Organization
Field representative 16,452
Travel ___ : : 3,200

Administrative Services
General Expense 5,000

School Apportionments and Reports
Reduce printing and miscellaneous expense__._________ 7,900

School Report Budgeting and Accounting
Consultant services 195,875

. We recommend approval of Division of Public School Administya-
tion as budgeted. The total reduction shown in Table 9 is offset by
workload increases and increased data processing services. We have
reviewed the proposed reductions and find that all of the deletions in
positions either are used to achieve salary savings or will result in
only minor reduetions in the levels of service provided. :

3. DIVISION OF INSTRUCTION

Requested 1970-71 $1,571,731
Estimated 1969-70 .- 2,086,039

Requested decrease $514,308 (24.6 percent)

The Division of Instruction is responsible for providing consultant
services to the state’s school districts., The division administers the
Miiler-Unruh Basic Reading Act Program, vocational education pro-
grams and the programs financed under the provisions of Title ITTa
and Title IIIb of the National Defense Education Act. The division
eontains two sections and three bureaus as follows:

Vocational Education Section
Supplemental Education Services Section
Bureau of Reference Services
Bureau of Audio-Visual Education and School Library Service
Bureau of Pupil Personnel Services
Bureau of Health Education, Physical Education and Recreation
Bureau of Eduecational Programs and Subject Specialist
Bureau of Adult Education .
Bureau of National Defense Act Administration
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Although the Bureau of National Defense Act Administration is
located in this division, they are discussed m separate programs else-
where in the analysis.

General Fund support for the Division of Tnstruction is proposed at
$1,573,262 a decrease of $509,224 under the current level. It is further
estimated that federal support will increase in the budget year $412-
315, from $3,380,219 to $3,792,534. Table 10 reviews the major reduec-
tion to the General Fund support to the Division of Instruction in the
budget year. Detailed reconciliation of budgetary changes will be pre-
sented at a later date. Table 10

able

Major Reductions in General Fund Support to the
Division of Instruction

Administrative Unit : Amount
Clerk-typist $5,910
Audio-Visual Edueation )
Consultant in Library Services 16,452
Equipment and supplies 18,805
Physieal and Heéalth Eduecation . :
Consultant : 19,044
0.5 Stenographer II 3,027
Pupil Personnel Services
Consultant . 20,501
Reference Services
Stenographer II 6,334
Temporary help - 1,625
Educational Programs and Subject Specialists
1.3 Temporary help _- 7,550
English as a second language - 25,000
Travel 2,000
Adult Edueation : :
Consultant z 19,044
0.5 Stenographer II 3,426
Vocational education 402,398

We recommend approval. The proposed major reductions in the Di-
vision of Instruction represent a consistent across-the-board reduction,

partially offset by workload increases, in the level of service provided-

by its operating units to sechool distriets.
Vocational Education

Federal vocational educational funds are administered by the Di-
vision of Instruction’s Vocational Educational section. Support is pro-
vided to a wide range of instructional activities which are essentially
extensions of general education programs that (1) orient pupils to the
world of work, (2) familiarize pupils with occupational categories of
employment and (3) provide remedial programs to train students for
immediate employment in specific occupations.

The budget document recognizes vocational education as Program
XTI, The actual and proposed expenditures are reviewed in Table II.
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Table 11
Program XI. Vocational Education
Actual Estimated Proposed
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

General Fund $1,703,334 $2,215,261 -$1,809,331.
Federal funds 32,501,571 31,347,915 31,992,896
Reimbursements 524,339 1,513,431 895,913
Total $34,279,244  $35,076,607  $34,698,140

In California vocational edueation is supported by federal, state and
local funds. Federal funds are authorized by the Vocational Education
Act of 1968 and the Manpower Development and Training Act. Of the
General Fund amount listed in Table 11, a total of $460,175 is for the
General Activities of the department while $1,330,271 is in Item 270 to
provide General Fund reimbursements to school distriets for the state’s
share of the cost of Manpower Development and Training Programs
and provide for work experience programs.

In 1967 the United States Congress passed the Vocational Education
Act. This 1egislation if fully funded, will be the largest federal educa-
tion program in the nation’s hlstory Some of its more significant pro-
visions are as follows.

1. Tt increases the nationwide federal authorization for vocational
education from $225 million to $865 million by 1973. It is anticipated
that California’s allotment would inerease from the current level of
$20 million to $70 million when the national authorization is fully
funded.

2. It earmarks specific percentages of the state’s allocation for voca-
tional education programs for certain types of students, i.e., 15 percent
for the disadvantaged, 15 percent for postsecondary programs and 10
percent for programs for handicapped pupils.

3. The act requires that a state advisory council be established in
each state to be appointed by the Governor and to be composed of
representatives of state agencies involved in vocational training. The
advisory councils are required to assist in the development of long-
range plans, evaluate vocational education programs and submit an-
nual reports to the State Board of Education and the U.S. Commls-
sioner of Education.

4. 1t also requires that each state develop both a long-range state
plan and an annual state plan for vocational educatlon including
‘‘statements of funding for specific programs in specific areas.”’

The amendments to the system of vocational education funding also
permitted the reorganization of the system of allocations to school dis-
triets. Whereas the prior system was on a project application basis, the
1968 amendment to the Voeational Education Act permitted the Joint
Committee on Vocational Education of the State Board of Edueation
and the Governing Board of the California’ Community Colleges to
adopt a new system based on district entitlement. This new approach
utilized a number of factors including relative tax base, number of dis- .
advantaged students, and the number of handicapped pupils.
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Although this system was developed. its effective implementation was
limited in the current year. This resulted because the federal govern-
ment only provided funding at a level consistent with 1968-69, al-
though authorized funds were substantially higher. As a result the
joint comimittee stipulated that actual distriet apportionments should
not vary by more than 10 percent. C‘onsequently, the entltlement Sys-
tem had little impact in the current year.

We believe that the entitlement approach is a more effective system of .
apportioning vocational education funds. Further, we believe the
limitations placed on the approach in the current year were. justified
" because it was the first year of the new system and there were no new
federal funds. However, in the future the Legislature should view such
restrictions on the entitlement system with concern.

Arthur D. Little Company Report on Vocational Education

In October 1969 the Arthur D. Little Company complete a two-year
study of vocational education in California. The major recommenda-
tion of the report calls for the total integration of vocational education
into the regular school system. To accomplish this. the report states
that it will be necessary to revise completely the existing curricula of
most school distriets. The report estimates that a complete revision of
the curricula would require 5 to 10 years and cost an additional $25
to $40 million per year for a 10-year period. The majer recommenda-
tions of the report follow.

A. Recommendations of Arthur D. Little Company for Future
Program Development

1. It is recommended that the State Board of Education estab-
lish for California schools the goal of adopting a new management of
learning system in forms individually adapted to each local situation.

2. It is further recommended that the board. through the use of
planning grants, encourage school districts to extend the vocational
education district master plans to include all of education. First
priority in the allocation of mew and increased federal vocational
funds should be given to districts that develop plans for the adop-
tion of the new learning management system.

California should provide funds for plannin«r grants to assist
school districts to plan for the anticipated increases in federal vo-
cational education funds in 1970-71.

B. Suggested Mission and Levels of Vocational Education

1. Pre high school: In elementary and junior high schools vo-
cational education should be thoroughly integrated with academic
and general education and oriented primarily toward the early de-
velopment of community awareness and career awareness. Orientation
to the world of work should be provided through prevocational and
modernized industrial arts programs.

2. High school: The mission of vocatlonal education in high
school is to further develop students’ community awareness and
career awareness, to assist students in exploring: the implications.

261




Education . | Ifem 73

Department of Education—Continued

and requirements of various ocecupational families or clusters and
to help them formulate a sense of vocational identity. In addition,
olgpl)ortumtles must be afforded to students to develop marketable
skills.

3. Regional Occupational Centers: They should serve primarily
to (a) extend and complement the offerings of nearby comprehensive
high schools and (b) support better equipment and facilities than
could be justified in each of several schools in a district or county.

4. Articulation among levels: Each community college should
take the initiative in forming a permanent Articulation Conference

- made up of representatives appointed by the high schools whose
students it receives in substantial numbers. A series of liaison com-
mittees would be established for specific voecational subjects or
clusters.

5. Schools for adults: There is a need for a state level manage-
ment effort to define the goals of each adult education program, to
set priorities and to allocate resources to those programs which
serve the most important needs as decided by state level agencies
assisted by advisory groups.

6. Guidance and counseling: A career information system should
be established, K-14, so that career development guidance informa-
tion will be available throughout the school years. The State Board
of Education should call a statewide working conference to develop
the guidance system principles and to ensure that guidance is in-
tegrated into the total education program and designed to meet
total student needs.

7. In-service training: The State Department of Education
should develop and eonduct regional in-service training programs for
counselors and other guidance resource persons.

8. Community involvement: It is desirable to use highly qualified
industry personnel to give secondary school teachers the training
necessary to relate their subject matter to instruction for work in the
particular area.

9. Teacher education: For change toward a new management of
learning system to occur, local in-service training of all teachers,
distriet by district, will be required. In addition,

a. The Umversﬂ;y of California. Division of Vocatlonal Education
should centralize the responsibility for credential processing in one
person to ensure flexible but consistent service throughout the state.

b. An expanded advisory committee to the division is recom-
mended with rotation of membership in order to facilitate commu-

- nications and reduce criticism about the program and ecredential
processing.

. e. It is recommended that the University of California, Division

- of Vocational Education begin an expansion of programs in antici-
pation of the increased need for teachers. Additional teacher educa-
tors will be needed immediately.

d. To alleviate the impending teacher shortage and reduce pres-
ent credentialing problems, school districts should be allowed to
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grant a ‘‘local credential’’ to any vocational education teacher they
wish to employ. These should be granted on the recommendation of
the district superintendent and with the approval of the local school
board. '

e. For the long term the State Board of Education should de-
velop alternative routes into teaching.

f. A program to recruit and train minority group. teachers is
recommended to be a part of the University of California, Division
of Vocational Education.

g. The State Board should call a working conference of colleges
and universities, professionals and other parties-of-interest to re-
consider teacher preparation courses in light of requirements cre-
ated by the new management of learning system.

C. Recommendations for Implementing the Program Development

1. District master plans: The State Board should require dis-
tricts adopting a new program responsive to its policy to submit a
district master plan for all education. The board can then set pri-
orities for the allocation of funds particularly among those districts
submitting plans which are responsive to its policy.

2. Information system: The board should initiate a management
information system that measures and periodically reports on prog-
ress toward objectives.

3. Financial incentives: In the future all increase in federal vo-
cational funds should be allocated to districts changing ways that
are respounsive to the policy adopted by the board in respect to what
is called here the learning management system.

4. Area planning: Two types of area planning groups should be
established :

a. Small and medium size groups that voluntarily form from the
grass roots to serve perceived local needs;

b. A limited number, six to fifteen large areas, formal and com-
prehensive, to coordinate the smaller area plans and to produce for-
mal area plans to feed into the statewide system.

5. Organization:

a. The State Board of Edueation: It is recommended that eventu-
ally an expanded Joint Board of Vocational Education be formed
drawing members equally from both the state board and the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges and with the
addition -of other members representing other important segments of
the public interest in vocational education.

b. The State Advisory Council on Vocational Education: It is
recommended that the recently formed State Advisory Council allo-
cate a large portion of the VEA funds it receives to evaluation.

¢. The Department of Education: The Vocational Hducation
Section should be combined with the Bureau of Adult Education and
established as the Division of Adult and Vocational Education under
the direction of an associate superintendent and chief of the division,
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Organizational alignments by subject area lines be superseded
by reorganization in accordance with seven important functional
considerations.

The missions of the new Division of Adult and Vocational Edu-
cation should be redefined and rechartered.

6. The intermediate unit level: The Department of Education
should assist intermediate units in strengthening their capabilities,
upgrading their resources and extending their leadership, consulting
and service functions.

7. Management information: It is recommended that the Bureau
of Systems and Data Processing in the Department of Education re-
view the data requirements of voeational education and submit to
the state board a proposed plan.

Weaknesses of the Report

1. By recommending a totally new relationship between vocational
education and general edueation, i.e., total integration, the report passes
over any action which might be taken immediately to maximize the
effectiveness of vocational education expenditures.

2. Although the consultant’s contract specifically calls for it, the
report lacks specificity in detailing the procedures for implementation.

3. While the programs of the community colleges are critical to
development of vocational education programs, the report is vague and
unclear as to their role in the statewide program of voeational educa-
tion. Further, the context of the recommendation reflects little con-
tact with ongoing community college programs.

4. The report is inconsistent in recommending total integration of
vocational education and general education programs in K-12 while
recommending a separate Division of Adult and Vocational Education
in the Department of Education.

5. The report recommends substantial additional state General Fund
expenditures without recognition of possible redirection of existing
funding. It is estimated in the report that added costs of the proposed
district changes are likely to run $125 to $200 per student per year
for a five-year period for planning, curriculum design, summer work-
shops and new facilities. The costs associated with a statewide change
over to a new model are estimated to lie in the range of $250 to $400
million over a five-year period, assuming a major change in all districts.
Thus, $50 to $80 million added funding would be needed each year
for the next five years if all districts were to change over at a maximum
speed. It is recognized, however, that it is more likely that a statewide
change will require something like 10 years which would imply some
$25 to $40 million added cost per year.

Further additional state funds in the amount of $260,000 initially
and $475,000 on a continuing basis will be required to assist the state
level administration of the program to modernize. The state board
would be provided with $250,000 in diseretionary funds to be allocated
to districts as an incentive to begin master planning.

The reduction of the General Activities budget for Voca-
tional Education is $402,398 which is made without recognition
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of specific decreases in the level of services provided by the Department
of Education for Vocational Education. In essence, the funds reduced
from the General Fund budget will be offset by federal funds sinee

- the federal law provides that ‘‘the commissioner (of education) shall

pay, from the amount available to the state an amount equal to 50 per-
centum of the state and local expenditures in carrying out its state
plan....”” Since California is substantially overmatched through state
apportionments, categorical aids,” and district vocational aid expendi-
tures and since it is anticipated that voeational education support from
the federal government will increase in the budget year, the proposed
reduction in state support will be offset by federal funds.

Policy Option

Consideration should be given to a redlrectlon or deletion of General
Fund administrative support to the Department of Education. Exist-
ing General Fund support for the state-level operations of vocational
education have historically been budgeted to provide state matching
of federal funds. In the early years when federal subventions were
small and state programs limited, the appropriation was 50 percent
of the total amount. With changes in the federal law to the aceounting
of all state and local expenditures for matching requirements, the state
approprlatlon has remained fairly static. Under the present circum-
stances it is estimated that the state matches at many times the historie
rate of 50-50. Consequently, the General Fund appropriation is little
more than a token of the state’s involvement in the vocational educa-
tion program.

We believe that more effective utilization could be made of the state
General Fund contribution, particularly in the area of comprehensive
planning. We would suggest that these funds could be deleted from
the budget and used to fund special programs and projects which have
substantial promise.

4. DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
Requested 1970-71 : - $842,744

Estimated 1969-70 ___ : 852,354

Requested decrease $9,610 (1.1 percent)

The Division of Special Education (formerly the Division of Special
Schools and Services) is responsible for the state-level administration
of special education programs maintained by school districts for physi-
cally handicapped and mentally retarded children. The division also ad-
ministers the state residential schools for deaf, hlind and neurologically
handicapped children discussed elsewhere in the analysis. The division
contains the following units:

Bureau of Special Educatmn-—Educatlonally Handlcapped and Men-
tally Exceptional Children

Bureau of Special Education—Physically Exceptional Children

Special Schools for Deaf, Blind, Neurologically’ Handicapped

Bureau of Program Development and Evaluation :
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General Fund support for the division is set at $842,744 in 1970-71,
a decrease of $9,610 below the current level. The unit will also receive
a total of $200,000 in federal funds.

We recommend approval. The budget proposes minor- reductions of
0.5 of a consultant position and 0.4 of a man year in clerical help in
" the Bureau of Mentally Exceptional Children.

5. OFFICE OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION .
Requested 1970-71 - $344,289
Estimated 1969-70 — 497,283
Requested decrease $152,994 (30.7 percent) ’

The Office of Compensatory Education is currently responsible for-
administering five federal and state compensatory education programs.
These are shown in Table 12 with proposed expenditures for 1970-71:
and appear as program XII in the budget

Table 12
Compensatory Educatlon Programs
State Federal Total

1. Title I i (millions) (millions) (millions)-

Compensatory education _—_____________ _— $78.95 $78.95

Children of Migratory farm workers ___~ . 6.00" 6.00
2. Education Professions Development Act___ — 99 .99
8. McAteer Act $11.00 - $11.00

Research and Teacher Training .o

Class size reéduction

Mathematics and Reading Demonstration

for grades 7-9 ;

AB 920 Professional Development Centers'

AB 1362 New Careers in Education

Educational Improvement Act ‘
4. Unruh Preschool 412 12.36 16.48

Total __ $15.12 $98.30 $113.42

As indicated by Table 12, federal 'support administered by the Office
of Compensatory Education is composed of three parts: (1) Title I of”
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, (2) the Education Pro-
fessions Development Aet, and (3) the federal share of the costs of the
Unruh Preschool Program.

State Support for Compensatory Education includes funds for: (1)
the reduction of class sizes in poverty schools, (2) special programs in
reading and mathematics, (3) research and teacher training projects,
(4) the state’s share of the costs of the Unruh Preschool Program, (5)
establishment of district level .professional development centers for the
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preservice and in-service training of teachers, and (6) funds to support
- compensatory education projects of proven cost-effectiveness.

Title I—Compensatory Education Programs

‘During 1968-69 a total of 251,311 students participated in com-
pensatory education programs. Of thls total, 285,275 pupils or 94 per-
cent were enrolled in public schools while 16 036 pupils or 6 percent
were enrolled in private schools. Table 13 indieates the amounts ex-

pended by schools and by purpose for compensatory education in
1968-69.

Table 13
Compensatory Education Programs (1968-69)
Federal—Title I Funds Ezpenditures
School Distriet Program $70,706,813
Children of Migrant Agricultural Workers______________ 5,882,017
Handicapped Children in State Hospitals ___ _— 916,085
Delinquent Youth in State Institutions —____ —- 1,228,787

Subtotal $78,783,702

State—AB 938 (SB 28) Funds for Reduction of Class Size $7,609,809
AB 938 (SB 28) Funds for Demonstration Projects 3,247,359

McAteer Act—Research and Teacher Education ____ 1,417,496
Subtotal ______ $12,274,664
Total i $91,008,366

The primary objective of compensatory education is to break the
cyele of poverty by raising the achievement levels of disadvantaged
pupils. Because of the critical importance of Title I and related state
programs (such as the class size reduction component of AB 938) we
are summarizing hereafter a report prepared by the State Department
of Education entitled Evaluation of ESEA Projects in Schools—An-
nual Report 1968-69. The report states that the most frequent objec-
. tives of local projects were to (1) improve student performance as
measured by standardized achievement tests, (2) improve performance
in reading beyond usual expectations and (3) improve verbal function-
ing of children. These objectives were reported in over 86 percent of
the participating districts.

Table 14 compares the rate of achievement in the primary activities,
ie., major emphasis which occurred in all projects in 1967-68 and
1968-69.

Table 14 indicates that 45.4 percent of the students in 1967-68 were
in projects where the average growth was one year or more, while in
1968-69 64.2 pupils were in such programs. A ranking of substantlal
improvement means that achievement growth was equal to or greater
than 1.5 months for each month of instruction. In other words, such
projects were very successful in narrowing the achievement gap be-
tween disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged pupils. A ranking of mod-
‘erate improvemeént means that achievement growth was equal to or
greater than one month for each one month of instruction compared
to the precompensatory education norm of 0.7 of a month’s achievement
for one month of instruection. A ranking of little or no improvement in-
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i Table 14
Performance Ratings of Title | Projects for 1967-68 and 1968-69
Number of
Number of Percent of students
projects projects in project

o 1967-68 1968-69  1967-68 1968-69 196768 1968-69

=) ) .

O Substantial Improvement ———eeememeee 89 118 . 9.5 16.0 23,600 27,500
Moderate Improvement i 353 296 878 40.2 88,200 97,500
Little or no Improvement e 319 233 34.2 31.7 105,300 51,500
Irregular Data 173 89 18.5 12.1 29,000 18,200

uoryeonpy

Percent of
students
in project
196768 1968-69

9.6 14.1
. 85.8 50.1
428 26.5
118 : 9.3
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dicates that achievement growth was less than one month for each
month of instruction. ’

A more detailed analys1s of projects located in the 10 big cities in-
dicates the programs in the big cities had also improved over, the prior
year. However, the following conclusions are reached regardlng blg city
projects.

1. Infrequent help given to each of many children is ineffective.
Additional services to individual children should be concentrated
and inecreased to a spending level of at least $300 per child.

2. Where specific procedures for teaching the disadvantaged have
been found to be effective, districts should not hesitate to expand
such programs in ther own districts to disseminate such methods
to other districts. ~

3. A complete, accurate and continual program review and evaluation
are essential. Evaluators should be involved in program planning
to ensure that objectives and activities can be readily evaluated.
Evaluation plans should be developed in cooperation with partici-
pating personnel, including teachers and administrators and the
various communities.

4. Adequate pupil achievement gains have not been apparent when
reduetion in class §ize has been the only activity, but when com-
bined with teacher aides and appropriate modification of instrue-
tional techniques, smaller class sizes may contribute to successful
programs.

5. In view of the conﬁletlng data on the effects that preschool pro-
grams may have on children in kindergarten, it may be necessary
to explore further the kinds of programs that are being offered to
preschool children when they reach kindergarten and the primary
grades.

6. Preservice and inservice training for all personnel working with -
disadvantaged children must continue to be specific and appro-

., priate to daily teaching.

7. The involvement of parents in the instructional process of their:
children and in the communication process between home and
school is essential.

8. Analysis of programs made by participants who had been in pro-
grams for a three-year period of time revealed significant improve-
ment over nonparticipants and over participants who had limited
participation. »

Unruh Preschool Program

There are four major programs which provide state and/or federal
support for preschool programs for children of low income families to
prepare such children for the primary grades. These are: (1) the
Unruh Preschool Aet (Chapter 1248, 1965 Statutes), (2) Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Edueation -Act of 1965; (3) Operation
Headstart, financed by the Economic Opportunity Aet of 1964, and
(4) the state funded Children’s Center Program. Table 15 illustrates:
the number of children enrolled in these programs in 1968-69 and
indicates the source of funding for each.
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Table 15

Preschool Programs

1968-69 .

Number : _ Bources of support
Program N " of pupils ’ ;State T Federal Local
Uaruh Preschool . _____ 12,960  -$3,240,000  $9,721,000 -
ESEA Title I ____________ 4,070 — 3,418,330 _—
Operation Headstart _______ 31 585 _— 24,228,900 $6,057,200
Children’s Centers —_____.__ 19,455 13,370,000 — 4,711,000

Totals 68,070 $16,610,000 $37,358,230  $10,768,200.

The Unruh Preschool Aet provides educational services to children
aged three to five who are from families receiving Aid to Families With:
Dependent Children and to children from ‘‘potential recipient fami-
lies,”” families who either received assistance during the last year or’
who are likely to receive it during the next five years. The program
is administered jointly by the Departments of Education and Social
Welfare under the terms of a contractual agreement between the two
agencies. Both public and private nonprofit agencies are eligible to
participate in the program.

‘We believe that comprehensive legislative action is required to im-
prove the utilization of available fedéral funds and coordination among
programs, This subjeet is reviewed in the General Summary Section of
this analysis dealing with preschool programs.

Title | Education of Migrant Children

The 1966 congressional amendments to the Elementary and Second-
ary Education. Act required that part of each state’s Title I allocation
be used to establish demonstration schools, pilot projects and special
programs for children of migrant farm workers. In California a state
plan was adopted by the Board of Education and projects were estab-
lished involving 106 school districts. A total of $6 million is proposed
in the budget year to fund projects in 190 districts.

McAteer Act and Chapter 1596, Statutes of 1969 (AB 938)

1. Special Teacher Employment Program
~ The Special Teacher Employment program provides funds to faeili-
tate the reduction of class size (pupil-teacher ratio) in the most con-
centrated areas of poverty and social tension in the state. As originally
éstablished this program was funded for $6.5 million. In the current
year, however, $350,000 of that amount was diverted administratively
to partially fund the new professional development center programs
mandated by the Legislature through Chapter 1414, Statutes of 1968
(AB 920). This action, plus a change in eligibility requirements, re-
sulted in the deletion of eight districts from the program. Table 16
lists all projeects funded for the current year.

Funds allocated for this program are designated for the employment
of additional teachers for the purpose of reducing the overall pupil-
teacher ratio to 25 pupils per teacher or less. Where teachers are not
available for employment as certified by the county superintendent of
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schools, districts may use up to a maximum of 25 percent of these
funds to employ teacher aides. A total of 653 teachers and 297 teacher
aides were employed under this program for the ecurrent fiscal year. -

We recommend that legislation be introduced to delete the 25 percent
restriction and the cert@ﬁcatwn requirement in order to aHow school-
- districts more flexibility in the employment of teacher aides eithér in
conjunction with, or in place of, certificated teachers. In reviewing the
Teacher Employment program, we have found several instances where
adequate facilities for additional classrooms are not available in urban
school districts. This has resulted in distriets employing teachers under
this program who are used to supplement existing classes rather than
reduce the overall class size. Therefore, reduction of teacher load
through reduced adult-student ratios has become a goal in many dis-
triets instead of simple class size reduction.

‘We have also found that approximately four teacher aides could be
employed for every certificated teacher. For example, in fiscal year
1968-69 $6,483,215 was expended on certificated teachers while $279,-
043 was expended on teacher aides. If we note that 653 teachers and
297 teacher aides were employed then we can caleculate an' average
expenditure of $9,928 per teacher and $2,454 per teacher aide. Using
these figures, it is possible to estimate that-approximately 2,641 teacher
aides ecould have been employed in 1968 in place of the 653 certified
teachers.

‘While we do not propose the simple substitution of aides for class-
room teachers, we do believe that legislation should be adopted to
delete the existing 25 percent restrictions, thereby allowing the par-
ticipating school districts the flexibility to ad,]ust the program to meet
particular needs.

Further, while we recognize the value of employing persons from
the target area community as teacher aides, we have observed impres-
sive results from projects employing college students for this purpose.
Therefore, we recommend- that school districts cooperate with institu-
tions of higher education in the employment of college juniors, seniors
and graduates as classroom teacher aides. The benefits derived from
employing college students as teacher aides are twofold: (a) college
students are generally in a good position to provide intelligent and
meanmgful aid to teachers in the classroom, and (b) college students
receive invaluable preteaching classroom experience by working as

teacher aides.
. Table 16

Teacher Employment Program
Education Code 6481
Fiscal Year 1969-70

District . Allocation
'Berkeley Unified (Alameda) $27,070
Oakland City Unified (Alameda) . 156,296
Pittsburg Unified (Contra Costa) i 52,796
Richmond Unified (Contra Costa) g 234,029
Fresno City Unified (F'resno) : 182,970
Fresno Colony (Fresno) _- 36,515
Madison (F'resno) : . 28,572
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-District Allocation
Teague (Fresno) 21,419
‘West Park (Fresno) 17,467 ’
Bakersfield City (Kern) 205,377
Greenfield (Kern) 26,636
Compton City (Los Angeles) 113,655
El Monte (Los Angeles) 35,369
Kl Rancho (Los Angeles) 13,990
Enterprise City (Los Angeles) 23,711
Garvey (Los Angeles) i 82,633
Long Beach Unified (Los Angeles) 245,178
Los Angeles Unified (Los Angeles) 3,371,170
Monrovia Unified (Los Angeles) 12,685
Montebello (Los Angeles) 26,754
Pasadena Unified (Los Angeles) 115,671
Pomona Unified (Los Angeles) 18,534
Santa Monica Unified (Los Angeles) 21,933
Whittier City (Los Angeles) 9,445
Willowbrook (Los Angeles) 136,537
Jurupa Unified (Riverside) 30,469
Riverside TUnified (Riverside) 12,764
Del Paso Heights (Sacramento) 6,679
North Sacramento (Sacramento) 9,642
Sacramento City Unified (Sacramento) 36,238 -
Colton Joint Unified (San Bernardino) 20,234
Ontario-Montclair (San Bernardino) 146,039
San Bernardino City Unified (San Bernardino) 179,414
National (San Diego) 14,978
San Diego City Unified (San Dlego) 189,530
San Ysidro (San Diego) _ - 87,148
San Francisco Unified (San Franecisco) 380,487
Stockton City Unified (San Joaquin) 236,954
Santa Barbara City (Santa Barbara) 11,460
San Jose Unified (Santa Clara) 65,206

Total $61493’649

Table 17
Teacher Employment

Number of . .

participating Amount Amount Amount
Year districts allocated apportioned expended
196667 __________.__ 37 $7,000,000 $5,155,929 $2,760,587
1967-68 _____________ 41 7,000,000 5,043,814 5,307,597
1968-69 _________ ___ 41 5,975,000 5,549,434 7,609,809
1969-70 _____ . ___ 40 6,493,649 - __

TOTALS $26,468,649 $15,749,177 $15,677,993

2. Demonstration pf)'ojects ) Reach'ng and Mathematics Financed by

Chapter 1596, 1969 Statutes (AB 938)

The major objective of this program is to develop and implement
experimental projects in reading and mathematics in grades 7-9 which
will improve the achievement levels of pupils in these subjects. Four
of these projects emphasize reading, 2 emphasize mathematics and 9
projects maintain combination experiments involving both reading and
mathematies. This program will be funded at a $3 million level for
1969-70. Table 18 lists the districts currently administering demon-

stration projeets.
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Table 18

Demonstration Reading and Math Project, AB 938
Summary of Projects for 1969-70 '

County District Approved funds
Alameda _________________ Qakland . Unified $191,410.00
Fresno _ Fresno Unified _______________ . __ 204,630.00
Los Angeles ——____________ Kl Monte Elem. and High ____________ 75,739.00
: Long Beach Unified 334,826.00
Los Angeles Unified 403,776.00

Montebello Unified —.______________ __ 98,404.00 -
Pasadena Unified 96,971.00
Riverside . ________ Riverside Unified __ » 167,725.00
San Bernardino ___________ Colton Unified ____ 50,986.00
San Diego - . San Diego Unified i 200,000.00
San Francisco ____________ San Francisco Unified ___________-___ -+ 133,419.00
San Joaquin —___________ Stockton Unified . ____ . _______ 200,000.00
Santa Barbara —__________ Santa Barbara City Schools —_________ 181,888.00
Santa Clara —— . _______._ San Jose Unified . ____________ 265,314.00
TOTAL $2,605,088.00

There is some difference in program content between this program
and the math and demonstration programs previously funded under
Chapter 106, 1966 Statutes (SB 28) which expired on the 91st day
following adjournment of the 1969 session. The major differences are
that the new legislation (AB 938) (1) requires an annual assessment
of the cost-effectiveness of each project and (2) requires the projects

to be adaptable within the operating budgets of similar school distriets.

throughout the state. ,

Because these are essentially new projects, it is difficult to evaluate
their effectiveness. However, the fiscal review team from our office
discussed in the General Summary of this analysis, authorized by
Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, (AB 606) will review these projects
and report to the Legislature with findings and recommendations.

3. State Financed McAteer Act Projects in Research and Teacher

Education

- The McAteer Act authorizes state support for research projects in

compensatory education and for demonstration projects involving pre-
service and in-service training for teachers. The purpose of such proj-
ects is to improve the overall quality of compensatory education pro-
grams with particular emphasis on the quality of prospective teachers
of disadvantaged children who are produced by the state’s teacher
“training institutions.

Historically, the RATE program has been funded at $1.5 million.
However, as already noted, $500,000 was diverted administratively
from this program during the current year to partially fund the Pro-
fessional Development Centers established by Chapter 1414, Statutes

of 1968 (AB 920). Table 19 lists the distriets and/or institutions of:

higher education administering RATE projects for the current year.
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Table 19

Projects Funded Under McAteer Act—1969-70

Pasadena City Schools and California State College Los Angeles

San, Francisco State College
San Francisco Unified School District

Item 73

1969-70

______ $108,310

San Diego State College
San Diego Unified School District
13 other school districts ______

121,718 -

59,602

California State College, Dominguez HIHS i

210,136

- Chico State College
Oroville School District

27,254

U.C. Berkeley, Institute of Human Development
Santa Cruz
Santa Cruz School Dlstrlct

123,300
64,000

U.C. Riverside
Riverside Unified School District

167,176

U.C. Los Angeles
Los Angeles City Schools

68,5627

Los Nietos School District

Cambian

129,617

Research Center

40,787
49,537

During the last four years, 1965-66 through 1968-69, a total of
$4,623,755 from the state General Fund has been allocated in support
of this program. Table 20 indicates the agencies participating in the
program during this period and the amount of state funds each has

received.
. ~ Table 20

Amounts Expended by McAteer Act Projects, 1965-66 through 1968-69

Cualifornia State Colleges

San Francisco $1,323,590
Los Angeles 106,626
San Diego 202,543
Fresno and Stanislaus 15,000
San Fernando Valley 323,876
Dominquez Hills 75,182
Subtotal ____ $2,046,817
University of Californie ‘
Berkeley $485,618
Riverside 902,087
Los Angeles 368,927
Subtotal $1,734,132
Private Agency ‘ .
Mental Research Institute Palo Alto $35,082
School Districts
Pasadena $736,210
Enterprise 29,887 )
Santa Cruz 19,127 $820,306
Total $4,623,755
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We recommend that the Legislature adopt budget language to re-
direct $750,000 from the state compensatory education subvention item
committed to the research and teacher education, to the Professional
I}evelopment Center Program established by Chapter 1414, Statutes
of 1968.

In the Analysis of the Budget 1969-70 we noted that it was difficult
to assess the aceomplishments of the MeAteer Act program of Research
and Teacher Education (RATE) due to a lack of organized evaluative
information and deficiencies in state level administration.

The. state administration of the RATE program has improved sig-
nifieantly during the past year. The Bureau of Professional Develop-
ment reports that the cost per teacher trainee was reduced in 1969-70
from the high of $5,000 reported by our office to an average cost of $351.
In addition, the Bureau of Professional Development reports that in
1968-70 60 percent of the RATE projects were designed to improve
teacher techniques and skills as compared to 8 5 percent recorded by
our office last year.

However, we remain concerned about the success of the program in

improving the quality of the curricula of the teacher training institu-
tions which prepare teachers for work in disadvantaged schools. First,
there is little evidence that the education departments of the teacher
training institutions participating in the preservice and inservice train-
ing projects have significantly modified their overall curricula as a
result of their participation in the program. Neither have these insti-
tutions assumed many of the major cost components of such projects
by either rearranging the allocation of their budgeted staff resources
or by requesting an augmentation for the support of continued par-
ticipation.
"~ Second, it appears that the participation of teacher candidates is
limited to a relatively small percentage of the students processed by
the education departments participating in the projects, thereby negat-
ing the impact of the ‘‘demonstration’’ approach. Finally, there is
little evidence that teacher training institutions not involved in the
demonstration projects have been sufficiently impressed by the success
of such projects to duplicate the programs in their own institutions.
- The Bureau of Professional Development reports only seven colleges
not associated with RATE have requested help in changing curricula.
There are currently 22 public university campuses and colleges in
California not participating in the RATE prograin.

‘We continue to believe that the $4,623,755 expended on the Research
and Teacher Education program since 1965-66 cannot be justified by
‘the results evaluated to date. Therefore, we are recommending that
$750,000 be redirected from the RATE program and to partially fund
the AB 920 professional development centers. Table 21 reviews the

impact of the recommendation in the existing budget request.
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Table 21
State Funded Compensatory Education Programs
1970-71
(in millions)
) Proposed Recommended
budget reallocation
1. Special Teacher Employment- $6.5 $6.5
2. Demonstration Programs ____ ' 3.0 3.0
3. Research and Teacher Edueation __._____________ 1.5 750
4. Professional Development Centers ________________ —_ 750
$11.0 $11.0

Since both the RATE projects and the Professional Development
Centers are designed to deal with disadvantaged children and teacher
education, we believe this action would substantially increase the im-
pact of state support on teacher training. We further believe that the
Office of Compensatory Education should review the existing RATE
projects (shown in Table 20), and phase out those of limited impact
and develop procedures to insure that all new RATE projects be co-
ordinated with the professional development centers.

Programs in Professional Development

1. Educational Professional Development Act (P.L. 90-35)

The EPDA is a federally funded program administered by the
Bureau of Professional Development and designed to ‘‘attract and
qualify teachers to meet critical teacher shortages and to improve the
training opportunities for personnel serving in programs of education
other than higher education.’

California’s participation in this program is limited to the section
of the law which provides funds for the ‘‘State Grants Program.’’ This
program provides short-term preservice training to teaching interns
and teacher aides who would normally be engaged in pursuits other
than education. This year $977,178 has been allocated to fund 25
projects.

9. Teacher Corps/New Careers in Education Act Program, Chapter
1453, Statutes of 1969 (AB 1362)
. The ob,]ectlves of this state funded program are (1) to give persons
from backgrounds of low socio-economic environments an opportunity
to receive teacher training; and (2).to establish a model upon which
minority groups students may accomplish career goals.

The original appropriation of $125,000 to fund this’ program was
reduced by the Governor in 1968 to $62 500. The program has not yet
been implemented by the department so no evaluation is possible at
this time.

3. Professional Development Centers, Chapter 1414, Statutes of

1968 (AB 920)

In 1968 the Legislature passed Chapter 1414 (AB 920) which con-
tained policy guidelines for the establishment, maintenance and evalua-
tion of both preservice and in-service programs of teacher training.
This legislation authorized the establishment of a system of ‘‘Pro-
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fessional Development and Program Improvement Centers’’ to provide
preservice and in-service trammg and specifies that such centers shall.
provide training for teachers serving in schools having a high percent-
age of underachieving pupils, '

The Department of Education was unable to qualify the professional
development centers for funding under the Education Professions
Development Act and therefore was unable to implement the program
during 1968-69. Five professional development centers (see Table 22)
were -funded for 1969-70 with $500,000 diverted from the Research
and Teacher Education program and $350,000 diverted from the Spe-
cial Teacher Employment program.

Inasmuch as this is the first year of implementation for this program
it is difficult to evaluate its effectiveness. However, early results indi-
cate the concept of intensive in-service training for teachers in dis- °
advantaged schools has substantial value. We have also observed certain

" shorteomings in the program which should be corrected by the Office
of Compensatory Education. The program as established by the Legis-
lature requires that all distriet, state and federal resources related to
teacher training be integrated and coordinated with preservice and in-
service training programs. This has not been fully implemented in the
programs which we have observed.

We have also found deficiencies relating to (1) quahﬁcatlons and
criteria for selecting master teachers and (2) high cost per trainee
($2,330). This cost could be reduced by enlarging the number of teach-
ers trained in any given cycle. A comprehensive analysis of this pro-
gram will be presented in our report to the Legislature pursuant to
Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969.

Table 22
AB 920 Professional Development Centers 1969-70
Cost Per Trainee

Number Cost per

Location of center trainees Totel cost . trainee
Oakland 80 $161,285 $2,016
Compton 54 136,950 2,678
Fresno 90 154,008 1,711
Richmond 56 158,543 2,831
Long Beach 52 162,994 3,134
332 $773,780 $12,270

Average cost per trainee : $2,330

Educational Improvement Act

The Educational Improvement Aect, Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969
(AB 606). authorized the allocation of $5 million to school districts with
~ concentrations of disadvantaged pupils exceeding 150 percent of the
statewide average number of pupils in Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. These funds are used to support educa-
tional projects of proven ‘‘cost-effectiveness.”’

The Educational Improvement Act is administered by the Division
of Compensatory Education. The act establishes an Advisory Commis-
sion on cost-effectiveness to assist the Division and the State Board of
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Education in-evaluating the effectiveness of individual projects. Spe-
cifically, the Advisory Commission will (a) assist in the evaluation of
projects, (b) assist in determining the relative cost-effectiveness of
programs and, (3) advise on projects which should be expanded, modi-

fied, or replaced. The Advisory Commission will be composed of (a) -

three public members representing the field of economies, (b) three pub-
lic members representing the learning sciences, and (c) three publie
members representing the managerial sciences.

Although the program is new, we have observed deficiencies develop- -

ing which could limit its effectiveness. These are:

1) The Department of Education has not constituted the reqmred
cost-effective commission despite the fact that legislation has been in
effect since early fall, 1969,

2) The department apportioned the funds and developed guidelines.

for this expenditure of $5 million without the cost-effectiveness com-
mission being constituted. In a letter sent to all eligible districts on
November 14, 1969, the department stated :

““You may apply for an apportionment of all or part of the above
entitlement by submitting am applieation to use the funds in accord
with ‘Guidelines’ Compensatory Education, Revised April 1969,
and by providing supplementary data that will permit analysis of
your compensatory education project in terms of educational effec-
tiveness and cost-effectiveness. For this first year of the act, ex-
tensive supplementary data will be required only of districts ‘that
receive $30,000 or more. Other participating districts will be eval-
uated on the data submitted in the annual Title I Evaluation
Report.’’ .

3) Generally, districts did not receive sufficient time to prepare an
educational project in conformity with the cost-effective mandate. The
notification of guidelines was dated November 14, 1969, while the dead-
line for submission of applications was December 31, 1969 ‘Since many
districts did not receive the notification until late November less than
one month was available to prepare their programs.

Department of Education
SCHOOL BUILDING AID PROGRAMS
Item 74 from the State School Building

Aid Fund Budget page 303
Requested 1970-71 : - $220,426
Estimated 1969-70 _____ : 219,122
Actual 1968-69 182,875

Requested increase $1,304 (0 6 percent) :
Total recommended reduction None
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

Funds from the State School Building Aid Fund are annually trans-
ferred to the Department of Education to support the school facility
programs of the Bureau of School Planning and the Office of Com-
pensatory Edueation.

Education Code, Section 15302, requlres that the Department of Edu-

cation’s Bureau of School Plannmg review plans for school construe-
tion where the cost of a project exceeds $5,000 and meets one or more
of the following conditions: (1) that it is a unified school district with
1,500 or less ADA (2,000 ADA if district was formed after July 1966) ;
(2) that it is a distriet not governed by a city board of education; or
(3) that the distriet’s building projects are financed with federal or
state school building aid funds. A fee of one-twentieth of 1 percent as
estimated by the Office of Architecture and Construction is charged. to
- the distriet for review of plans and specifications, and a fee of $25 is
_charged to the district for each 10 acres or fraction thereof for site
review. The bureau is also required to provide its professional services
and adviee to any school district which is not governed by a city board
of education. When such services are rendered, the bureau must collect
a fee from the district equal to the actual costs incurred by the bureau,
exclusive of the salaries of the participating state employees.
" The Office of Compensatory. Education administers the program
which provides portable classrooms to districts impacted by seasonal
agricultural employment. From proceeds of bonds sold under the
State School Building Aid Bond Act of 1966, $1 million is specifically.
designated for the acquisition of portable school facilities. The State
Allocation Board, acting on the advice of the Director of the Office of
Compensatory Education, will lease, lend, sell or grant these portable
facilities to districts on the basis of individual need. Applicants under
this program are not required to meet the eligibility requirements set
for the regular State School Building Aid program.

Distriets must apply for assistance under this program directly to the
Director of the Office of Compensatory Education. He will review the.
application, make any modifications deemed appropriate, and transmit
it to the State Allocation Board with his recommendations.

School Facilities Study

In 1967-68, funds from ESEA Title V were made available to the
Bureau of School Planmng by the State Board of Education for the
purpose’ of reviewing and evaluating the present State School Build-
ing Aid Program. The School Facilities Study was also to make recom-
mendations for the revision or development of a new State School
Building Aid Program to meet the school facility needs of all school

_ districts within the State of California for the next 10-20 years. The
existing State School Building Aid Program, which has been in exist-
ence since 1946, is basmally designed to assist those school distriets
which are experiencing exploding growth patterns and unable to
finance needed school facilities because of limited bonding resources.
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In the fall of 1968, a project director and staff were hired and an
advisory committee was selected. As this committee reviewed the data
presented by the Bureau of School Planning and Project staff, it
became apparent that time would not permit a year long study. Aec-
cordingly, additional Title V furids were sought, a consultant was
hired, and the project was extended into 1969-70.

A new State School Building Aid Program was presented to the 1970
Legislature by the Department of Education. It would extend finanecial
assistance for school facilities to urban school districts with their
attendant problems and to those districts requiring replacement of
pre-Field Act schools. While the present program consists of loans and
grants financed primarily through the issuance of State General Obli-
gation Bonds totaling $1.9 billion, and supplemental General Fund
appropriations totaling $57.1 million over the life of the program,
state aid in the proposed plan would come in the form of an outright
grant or subsidy.

School districts would be required to match any state funds in direct
proportion to their assessed valuation per pupil. State aid would range
from 10 percent for the wealthier districts to 80 percent for poorer
districts. There would also be a provision for supplementary grants

for districts having high enrollment of disadvantaged students or for

districts experiencing large enrollment growth.

School distriets would be able to use bonds or permissive tax over-
rides to meet their matching fund requirement. An annual appropria-
tion by the Legislature would be required to support the program
beginning with an estimated $30 million in 1970-71, $80 million in
1971-72 and $125 million annually thereafter. Details for the proposed
State School Building Aid Program are contained in the Department of
Eduecation’s report entitled School Facilities Study (1969).
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval of the $220,426 appropriation from the
State School Building Aid Fund consisting of $202,025 for the Bureau
of School Planning and $18,401 for the Office of Compensatory Edu-
cation.

For 1970-71 the Bureau of School Planning’s total budget request is

$426 155 of whieh $75,000 will be reimbursed by loecal districts, result-

ing in a net expense to the state of $351,155. The bureau requests
$202,025 from the State School Building Aid Fund, or 57.6 percent of
its net total expenditures. The Office of Compensatory Eduecation re-
quests $18,401 which combined with the bureau’s request amounts to
a total $220,426 from the State School Building Aid Fund to the De-
partment of Education for 1970-71.

Department of Education
NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT

The National Defense Education Act 1958, provides financial assist-
ance to loecal educational institutions to promote educational programs
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which meet the defense requirements of the United States. The 1968
Congress extended the act for three years through 1971. The Bureau of
National Defense Education within the Department of Education ad-
ministers Title IIIa and IIIb of the act which are designed to improve
instruction in specific subject matter areas, while the Bureau of Pupil
Personnel Services within the department administers Title V of the act
which is concerned with guidance and counseling. Title X (Improve-
ment of Statistical Services) is administered by the Bureau of Admin-
istrative Research and School District Organization. The titles of the
act and their main purposes are listed below:

Title II.  Authorizes loans to pupils in institutions of higher educa-
tion. General Fund support totals 10 percent of the total cost of the
program, with federal furds meeting the balance. The program is ad-
ministered by the Trustees of the California State Colleges and the
1969-70 budget request for the item is discussed elsewhere in the
analysis.

Title IIT. Provides federal assistance for the improvement of in-
struction of mathematics, science, modern foreign languages, history,
English, reading, geography, economics, civics and industrial arts.

Title IIIa provides federal funds matched by local sources for the
purchase of equipment and materials useful for instruction and for
minor remodeling of laboratories or other space for equipment. Title
ITIa subventions are reported in the local assistance portion of the
budget. Title IIIb provides support for state level administration of
Title I11a.

State and federal funds for Title IIIb are expended for the following
purposes :

1. Evaluation processing and approval of federal funds. "

2. Studies, reports and dissemination of NDEA project information.

3. Consultant services within the department and to local school dis-
triets.

Title IV. Provides funds for graduate study fellowships. The fel-
lowships are not connected with the loans available under Title IT nor
does the state administer them. The program is administered by the
U.S. Commissioner of Edueation.

Title V. Provides federal support for the establishment and main-
tenance of testing, guidance and counseling programs. The existing
level of state and local expenditures presently satisfies the federal
matching requirements. Federal subventions for this title are found in
the subventions portion of the budget. Title V funds are used in Cali-.
fornia to identify able students and counsel pupils at the elementary,
secondary and junior college levels. The title also authorizes the U.S.
Commissioner of Education to establish guidance and training insti-
tutions with local institutions of higher education. In California the
program is administered jointly by the Bureaus of National Defense
Education and Pupil Personnel Services. Federal fund allotments for
Title V in California are expected to amount to $1,324,875 in 1970-71
which represents a minor decrease below the present level.

281




Education ’ Item 74

National Defense Education Act—Continued

Title VI. Authorizes the U.S. Comm1ss1oner of Education to ar-
range with institutions of higher education for the establishment of
foreign language and area studies. In California both public and pri-
vate institutions of higher education participate in the program.

Title VII. Authorizes the U.S. Commissioner of Education to con-
tract with public and private organizations to research the use of in-
structional media such as radio, television and motion pictures.

Title VIII. This title was rep]aced by Title III of the Vocational
Education Act of 1963 and by the 1968 amendments to the act. The pro-
gram provides federal assistance for area vocational education in
California.

Title IX. Establishes the Science Information Service, National
Science Foundation.

Title X. Provides federal funds and state funds in- California for
the improvement of statistical services of the Bureau of Administra-
tive Research and District Organization within the Department of Edu-
cation. :

Title XI. Provides funds for institutions (Training Institutes) to
improve the instruction of foreign languages and English taught as a
second language, along with English, reading, history, geography, dis-
advantaged youth, sechool library personnel, and educatlonal media
specialists.

Table 1; based on the budget document, illustrates the program ad-
ministered by the Department of Education. It shows the total federal,
state and local expenditures for Titles III, V and X for the last com-
* pleted fiscal year and includes estimated expenditures for 1969-70 and
1970-71. Although the local expenditure column for Titles III and V
shows only the districts’ matching requirements, in actuality district
expenses ineurred in these programs exceed the matching requirements:
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Table 1
National Defense Education Expenditures for Titles ill, VvV, X
1968—69 (actual) 1969-70 (estimated) 197071 (proposed)
T™MTLE III - Federal State Local Federal State Local Federal State Local
A. Loeal projeets —_________ $5,334,245 - $5,334,2452 $5,335,635 - $5,335,6352 $5,335,635 - '$5,335,635
B. State level administration 352,997 $331,521 - 364,379 $345,708 } - 291,000 $291,000 -
TITLE V : )
Guidance . . .
[o's] State level ______________ 169,945 -1 169,945% 226,662 -t 226,6622 234,189 -1 234,189%
% Subventions _____________ 1,389,119 -1 . - 1,332402 -1 - 1,324875 -1 -
TITLE X R : , ]
Statistical reporting ____.___ ,45’000 45,000 - 45,000 45,000 - 45,000 45,000 -
Total $7,291,306 $376,521 $5,504,190 $7,304,078 $390,708 $5;562,297 $7,230,699 $336,000 -$5,569,824
Grand Total, all sources _____. $13,172,017 $13,257,083 $13,136,523

1No state funds required.
2 Local school district funds at or above matehing requirements.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT
TITLES lib and X

Item 75 from the General Fund Budget page 318

‘Requested 1970-71 ____: $336,000

Estimated 1969-70 _— 401,993

Actual 1968-69 I , 358,442
Requested decrease $65,993 (16.4 percent)

Tqtal recommended reduction S S None

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS A”p“égfs

It is recommended that future budget requests for statistical 289
reporting contained in this item be made from Title V of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

Title III, Improvement of Instruction, contains two parts, Title I11a
and Title I1Tb. '

Title ITTa provides federal funds to the Department of Education for
reimbursements to school districts for the purchase of equipment and
materials and for minor remodeling expenses connected with the in-
stallation of new equipment. The purpose of the program is to improve
instruction in a variety of fields such as English, reading, science and
mathematies. It is estimated that California will receive approximately
$5.3 million for Title ITIa in 1970-71.

Title I1Ib provides funds for the state level administration of Title

IIIa, and it provides federal assistance for the expansion of supervisory

services to improved instruction in the aforementioned subject matter
areas and for the production of instruectional materials at the local
level. Presently both Title IIIa and Title I1Ib are administered by the
Bureau of National Defense Education within the Department of Edu-
cation.

Title X, Improvement of Statistical Services, provides federal assist-
ance to improve the statistical services of the Bureau of Administrative
Research and School District Organization within the Department of
Education. The funds are used to augment existing departmental ex-
penditures for improving the collection of educational data and to
support the development of accounting and reporting manuals.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval. General Fund support for NDEA Titles
IIIb and X is proposed at $336,000 which is $65,993 (or 16.4 percent)
less than the current level. Federal support for Title IITb and X also
is reflected at $336,000, a decrease of $73,397 below the current level,

Under Title I1Ib, there is a proposed deletion of 4.3 positions. A fotal
of 3.7 of the 4.3 proposed deletions represents administrative positions
and a 0.6 deletion is temporary help under program supervision. There
are no proposed position changes under Title X.
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Prior to 1967 there existed a separate federal appropriation for sup-

port of Title ITIa, Title IITb and for Title X. The 1967 Congress modi- -

fied the funding arrangement by requiring that funding for the admin-
istration and program supervision activities of Title III and Title X be
charged to Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Edueation Act.

Title [Hlb—Improvement of Instruction

The total proposed budget for Title IIIb is $582,000 consisting of
$291,000 in State General Funds and $291,000 in federal funds.

Since initiation of NDEA in fiscal year 1958-59 through 1967-68,
NDEA funds expended in California have amounted to $88.3 million.
These NDEA funds consist of state expenditures of $2.3 million for
state administration, local expenditures of more than $41.6 million
for local projects (equipment, materials and remodeling) and federal
expenditures of $44.4 million as matching funds to state and local con-
tributions. These amounts appear in a reecent report, NDEA, Change
Agent for Education, issued by the Bureau of National Defense Edu-
cation, State Department of Education. Table 2 presents these reperted
amounts both yearly and for the ten-year period, 1958-59 through
1967-68. Further, Table 2 shows the scope of the program and the
magnitude of commitment by federal and state governments and local
school districts for state administration and local projects (the purchase
of equipment, materials and remodeling). If NDEA funds for Title
IITa and IITb for fiscal years 1968-69 and 1969-70 are added to those
already mentioned, NDEA expenditures from 1958-59 to the present
amount to $111.0 million.

During the 1969 Legislative Session, the fiscal committees, in discuss-
ing Title III, requested the Legislative Analyst to review the impact
and utlhzatmn of funds dlstrlbuted to public school districts under this
program.

Impact. For the last several years we have noted that little objective
data is available, based on pupil achievement scores, to document the
contention that Title III funds have resulted in improved instruectional

programs. The Bureau of National Defense Education has submitted

two earlier reports regarding the evaluation of Title IIT programs and
recently issued a third report, NDEA, Change Agent for Education.
The first report concluded. that it is extremely difficult to assess in-
dividual Title IIT projects on the basis of uniform achievement tests
because of the generally small size of the individual projects. It was
pointed out that even if all funds were limited to a single subject area
such as reading and to a single instructional level, such as grades 1,
2 and 3, the effect of the additional resources could not be measured
by the tests in use today.

The second report sought to answer the question: ‘“What has been
achieved under Title III, NDEA ?”’) by providing specific examples of
encouraging projects in selected school districts which, in the judgment
of the bureau, illustrated effective utilization of the funds. The examples

indicate that Title ITI funds are stimulating development of encourag-
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Fiscal
year

1958-59
1959-60
1960-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963-64
196465
1965-66
1966-67
196768

98¢

Total

o Table 2
Federal, State and Local Expenditures for NDEA 1958-59 through 1967-68

Federal!

(State level administration
+ Local projects)

( $50,044 +  $2,251,874) -
( 186315 +  37116405)
( 304173 .+  2,712552)
( 297393 +  2,780,826)
(297102 4 2,909.937)
( 280590 +  6,048,632)
(" 821224 +  5.237,821)
( 332250 +  5.558,389)
( 340,098 +  5427.675)
( 838276 +  5560,768)
($2,747,465 -+ $41,604,879)

IR

State?
Federal (State level ud- Local 2
contributions  manistration) (Local projects) Yearly total
$2,301,918 _ $2,251,874 $4,553,792
3,302,720 $186,315 3,116,405 6,605,440
3,016,725 239,221 2,712,552 5,968,498
3,078,219 237,733 2,780,826 6,096,778
3,207,039 245,200 2,909,937 6,362,176
6,329,222 237,440 6,048,632 12,615,294
5,559,045 282,733 5,237,821 11,079,599
5,890,639 282,854 5,558,389 11,731,882
5,767,773 293,230 5,427,675 11,488,678
5,899,044 297,104 5,560,768 11,756,916
$44,352,344 $2,301,830 $41,604,879 $88,259,053

1 Figures from “NDEA Change Agent for Education,” Bureau of National Defense Education Act, State Department of Education, California, Tables 3 and 7, pp. 6 and 13.
2 Local school funds at or above matching fund requirements.
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ing instructional programs in some areas. However, little evidence
of improvement or steps achieved toward specifiec goals was presented.

The third report credits NDEA as a motivating forece which has gen-
erally stimulated teachers and administrators in their thoughts and
activities in curriculum and subject development. It points. out that
teachers and administrators have been encouraged to think in terms
of goals and objectives, have given extra hours to work on projects
and participate in in-service training programs and have been learning
about new available teaching equipment, materials and supplies in pre-
paring project proposals under NDEA. Further, local school funds have
been made available to contribute to the purchase of equipment, ma-
terials and remodeling for individual NDEA projects as well as for
other programs aimed at 1mprov1ng instruetion.

Utilization. From data in the report NDEA, Change Agent for Edu-
cation, it can be shown that during. the ten-year period: 1958-59 to
1967~68, 43.5 percent of NDEA funds went for science projects, 20.0
percent for modern foreign language projects, and 21.0 percent for
combination projects. The least amount went for economic and in-
dustrial arts projects, 0.1 percent. These expenditures are shown in
Table 4.

Table 4

Total Matching Federal and Local Expen‘ditu'res Under Title 111
of NDEA During the Period 1958-59 Through 1967-68
(By Subject Area and School Level)

Subject Area Hlementary Secondary Junior College Total Percent
Science . _____ $12,949,250 $14,258,058  $8,970,506 $36,177,814 43.5%
Mathematies ——————_._ 2,666,014 1,665,876 842,920 5,174,810 6.2
Modern foreign . ’

language —————____ 5,385,098 8,954,578 1,857,590 16,197,266 20.0
Reading __——————____ 2,841,072 723,358 164,790 8,729,220 - 4.5
English ___._________ 441,206 941,464 148,634 1,531,304 1.9
History _ .. 62,312 577,244 314,024 953,580 1.2
Geography _—_________ 21,946 125,148 949,318 1,096,412 13
Civies o 3,318 83,958 56,290 - 143,566 2
Economics . ____ 53,998 11,036 10,414 75,448 1
Industrial arts __._-__ 177,720 678,256 12,806 868,782 1
Combination . __ 1,333,336 6,068,222 9,859,998 17,261,556  21.0

TOTAL o $25,935,270 $34,087,198 $23,187,2900 $83,209,758 100.09%

Federal Funds Matching Loecal Funds $41,604,879
Local Funds Matching Federal Funds 41,604,879

) $83,209,758

Table 5 shows that equipment and materials account for 98 percent

of the funds expended at each school level under NDEA. Remodeling

accounts for 2 percent. Expenditures were the greatest (33.9 percent)

for audiovisual equipment, largely for science and modern foreign
language projects,
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Table 5 ;
NDEA Funds Expended at Local School Levels by Category

. . Amount
Category (millions) Percent
Remodeling $1.7 2.0%
Equipment other than audiovisual 21.6 : 26.0
Audiovisual equipment . - 282 33.9
Printed materials : 18.3 22.0
Audiovisual materials i 13.4 16.1

Total $83.2 100.09,

Additionally, from the state level, with state and federal matching"
funds, consultant services were offered to schools involved in NDEA
amounting to over 10,000 man-days of consultant services for fiscal
years 1959-60 through 1967-68. Of these consultant services, 60.2 per-
cent were made available to elementary schools, 37.1 percent to sec-
ondary schools and 2.7 percent to junior colleges. The subject of mathe-
maties in elementary schools received: the highest proportion of
consultant services.

In considering school district size, Wealth type of organization and
location, the report states ‘. . dlstrlcts most apt to participate in
NDEA Title ITI were large unified school districts in metropolitan
areas that received supplemental aid. The school districts least apt to
participate were elementary school distriets with an ADA of less than
100.”” It was further concluded . . “‘participation in NDEA Title III
programs varied directly with the size of the school distriet and in-
versely with its wealth.”’

Evaluation. Although there is extensive ‘‘input’’ data available on
Title III there is little evidence that the expenditure of funds under
NDEA has improved instruction in participating schools. Expenditure
of funds over such a wide range of subject areas under NDEA guide-
lines has made evaluation increasingly difficult and we find only iso-
lated cases of meaningful ‘‘output’’ data such as pre- and post-testing.

NDEA projects in many instances have been experimentations with
little effort to prevent duplicate projects, proven or not, from appear-
ing in many districts at the same time. There is generally no mechan-
ism for transmitting information about successes or failures from one
school district to other districts in the state exeept through the use of
consulting services.

‘While most fund matching and consultant services have gone to ele-
mentary schools, the areas of emphasis have generally been in science
and mathematics subjects using audiovisual equipment. In the early
years of NDEA, the list of approvable subjects was limited to scienee,
mathematics, and modern foreign lanO’uages ‘While considerable em-
phasis still is given to elementary science, the subject areas have been
expanded to include reading, history and other subject areas. Although
audiovisual equipment and materials have been emphasized in NDEA
projects, there is no tangible evidence to show the effectiveness of these
educational tools relative to their costs.
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The report NDEA, Change Agent for Education supports the con-
clusion that there have been extensive changes made in the teaching of
science. The report concludes that ‘. .. science programs in the schools
of California are more different from those of 10 years ago than they
are like them.’” It also concludes that ‘. . . one of the significant as-
pects of California’s administration of NDEA has been its-value in

motivating teachers and administrators to develop and implement plans.

for educational improvement.’’ Although these conclusions are evident
from the supporting ‘‘input’’ data presented measurement of ‘re-
sultant ¢ output” data for adequate evaluation is not avallable

Title X—Statistical Reporting

It is recommended that future budget requests for statistical report-
ing contained in, this item be made from Title V of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. The total proposed budget for
Title X of NDEA for fiscal year 1970-71 is $90,000 consisting of $45,-
000 from the State General Fund. and $45,000 in federal support fi-
nanced by Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. The function of the existing Title. X program, the improvement of
statistical services, is administered by the Bureau of Admmlstratlve
Research and Dlstrlet Organization.

Under this program a Varlety of projects are funded. Projects in-
clude the development and revision of school aecounting manuals, de-
velopment of improved reporting forms, assistance to various areas of
student testing and the development of manuals on procedures for re-
porting data and publishing results. We believe there is merit to the
projects being performed by the Bureau of Administrative Research
and Distriet Reorganization. However, the present method of funding is

plainly in error. Under the present method it is made to appear that’

$45,000 in federal funds must be matched by $45,000 in state funds

when in reality federal funds come from an entirely separate source

and do not require state matching.

" Department of Education
CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FOR THE BLIND

Item 76 from the General Fund " Budget page 294
Requested 1970-71 ________. $1,218,581
Estimated 1969-70 e - 1206671
Actual 1968-69 ____ i 998,223
Requested increase $6,910 (0.6 percent) _
Total recommended. reduction __ $15,000
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS - Analysis
page

1. We recommend that the Department of Bdueation be in- 295
structed to submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Commit-
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tee by November 1, 1970, a proposal on the: feasibility of
requiring that all normal blind children, while residing at
the residential school, attend the local public school pro-
gram for the visually handieapped. '

2. We recommend that the Legislature repeal the requirement
that the California School for the Blind employ a field
worker for vocational guidance and that the $15,000 for
this funetion be transferred to Item 130, Support for the
Departmerit of Vocational Rehabilitation. 295

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

California operates a special residential school for the blind in
Berkeley several blocks south of the University of California ecampus.
The school has been in existence since 1850 when the ‘‘Institution for
the Deaf, Dumb, and Blind’’ was founded in San Francisco. In 1867,
the school moved to its present location operating jointly with the
School for the Deaf. The two schools were formally separated upon
reorganization of the Department of Education in 1922. Since then the
School for the Blind has been under the supervision of the Division of
Special Schools and Services of the State Department of Education.

The school’s main building. was constructed in 1927, with additional
wings in 1931. It contains classrooms, special music facilities, library,
typing room, auditorium, and administrative offices. Residence halls
were constructed in 1925 and 1929, and a separate residence for small
children was added later. The Helen Keller Building, a self-contained
facility for the education and care-of deaf-blind children, was com- .
pleted in 1949. The last building constructed on the campus was the
dining hall in 1957. The gymnasium was assigned to the School for the
Blind from the School for the Deaf and is equipped with an indoor
" swimming pool and bowling alley.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Objectives of the Program

The objective of the California School for the Blind is to offer com-
. prehensive educational, residential and auxiliary services to blind, deaf-
blind and multihandicapped blind children in California for whom no
appropriate local services are available.

_Structure of the Program

The School for the Blind operates in four major capacltles (1) edu-
"-cational program, (2) auxiliary services, (3) special federal projects,
-and (4) residential program.

(1) Educational Program. The school offers classes from kindergar-
ten through the ninth grade. The course of study is similar to that
offered in public schools with the addition of special equipment and
instruction techniques required in the education of the blind. Those
pursuing a secondary education attend regular classes at Oakland
_Techmeal ngh School and receive reader service and study guidance
in the evening at the Blind School.
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To qualify for admissions, the child must be sereened by the Evalu-
ation and Placement Committee. Because of the inereasing number of
multihandicapped applicants with complex combination of physical,
mental and emotional disorders, we recommended in. last year’s analy-
sis that the role of this committee be increased to meet. the.changing .
programs at the school. These recommendations were incorporated in
the supplementary report of the Conference Committee, and, consistent

- with these recommendations, the function, authority and membership of

the committee have been expanded A more comprehenswe preadmission
procedure has been established. In addition to vision 1mpa1rment the
following criteria must be met for -admission: (1) that the minor is
capable of academic learning and able to cope with group living both
physically and socially, (2) that suitable educational and child care
services are available to meet the applicant’s educational requirements,
(3) that the minor reveal evidence of self-help skills, and (4) that a
suitable local school program does not. exist. In addition, the committee
is now scheduled to meet regularly in Berkeley or Los Angeles in
April, August, and October, and at additional designated :times as
needed for the purpose of recelvmg applicants. The revamped commit-
tee’s first meeting will be in April 1970. .

Once the child is admitted. all costs of attending the school except
those for transportation, clothing, extraordinary medical care, and inei-
dentals are met by the state. A part of the cost is paid by the home
school district in the form of reimbursements to the school.

Prior to 1964 the multihandicapped blind at the school consisted al-
most entirely of a small number of deaf-blind pupils in. the Helen.
Keller unit., Since then the number of multihandieapped blind com-
pared to the number of so-called ‘‘normal blind’’ has increased to a
ration of over four multihandicapped to one ‘‘normal blind.”’ In addi-
tion to the increasing number of multihandicapped, there has been a
corresponding decrease in both ‘‘normal blind’’ and total student en-
rollment as shown in Table 1. ‘

Table 1

Enrollment Composition :

. Bstimated-

196465 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70

Normal blind ________ 96 43 43 3 - 29 - 26
Deaf-blind ___________ T 12 15 15 18 30
Multihandieapped blind 61 _ 101 95 96 94 83
Total .. . . __ 164 156 153 142 - 141 139

This marked decrease in normal blind students is attributable to the
growth in local school district programs. There would be even fewer.

‘students in the school, except for the difficulties in providing programs

elsewhere for chlldren -with more than one handicap. Table 2 reviews.

_the number of individual handicaps diagnosed in a recent study of en-

rollees in the education program. In addition to blindness, other handi-

_caps include emotional dlsturbance deafness, mental retardatlon, cere-

bral palsy, ete.
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Table 2
Classification of Handicapped Enroliments
Blindness only - 18
Blindness plus 1 handicdp 40
Blindness plus 2 handicaps 41
Blindness plus 3 handicaps i 30
Blindness plus 4 handicaps 10
Total ‘ 139

To predict future services for multihandicapped blind residents of
California, the Department of Education in 1968 sent inquiries to a
total of 1,307 programs concerned with handicapped children to de-
termine the size and location of present multihandicapped blind popu-
lJation in the state. The department’s findings entitled Report of Multi-
handicapped Blind and Deaf-Blind in California indicated that there
are 1,180 multihandicapped blind children in the state composed of
240 deaf-blind and 940 other multihandicapped blind. Table 3 reviews
the' placement of these children in 1968. It should be pointed out that
since 1968 the number of deaf-blind children in the state residential
school has increased to 33, of which 30 are in the Helen Keller Unit
and 3 in the Deaf-Blind Center.

» Table 3
Placement of California’s Multihandicapped Blind Population
Multihandicapped .
_ Deaf-blind blind Total
State Residential Schools . 17 104 121
Public school programs 41 433 474
State hospital schools 18 82 100
Preschool age not in a program- ___._______._ 129 132 261
School age not in a program . 85 189 - 224
Total 240 940 1,180

In reviewing the substantial number of preschool age deaf-blind and
multihandicapped blind children, it was found that over half of their
handicaps resulted from rubella (German measles). The report con-
cludes that ‘‘any plans for future provision for multihandicapped
blind children must be based on the fact that comparatively large
numbers of these children will continue to need educational facilities.”’

(2) Auziliary Services. In addition to the educational programs,
the school employs a voeational adviser, who is responsible for advising
students on career opportunities and assisting graduates in finding em-
ployment. The Preschool Counseling Services assisting parents of blind
preschool children in southern California was transferred in 1969 to
the Bureau of Physically Exceptional Children in the Division of
Special Schools.. The Reader Services Fund for Blind College Students
was assumed by the Department of Voeational Rehabilitation.

(8) Special Federal Projects. There are three projects currently
being administered by the School for the Blind.

a. ESEA Title I Projects. The school employs a social worker re-

sponsible for establishing contact with the student’s parents to
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secure information regarding home and family that will assist in

counseling. Home counseling services are also available to pre-

school blind children. Another project will be a one-week insti-

tute during the summer for the. parents of preschool children.
" The school has been allocated $22,000 for this current year and
. anticipates $27,000 in the budget year.

b. Supplementary Service Center. A federal grant of $120,000 has
been awarded this year under ESEA Title III to the school for a
Supplementary Service Center. The center will provide basic and
supplementary study materials for about 1,000 visually handi-
capped students in grades 9-12. The School for the Blind has
contracted with the Clearmghouse-Depository for the Visually
Handicapped to operate the center.

c. Deaf-Blind Center. Beginning this school year, Congress estab-
lished eight regional centers to serve -deaf-blind children in 41
states. The School for the Blind has received $44,012 in ESEA
Title VI-C funds to establish a Deaf-Blind Center for Southwest-
ern United States to serve the states of California, Arizona, Ha-
waii, and Nevada. Of the reportedly 275 deaf-blind children re-
siding in these four states, approximately 240 are in California.
This year services under this experimental projeet will be pro-

. vided to three deaf-blind children.

(4) Residential Program. The school provides residential facilities
for students enrolled in the educational program and those students
attending regular day classes in the public schools. There are four
dormitories with 167 beds and a cafeteria with a serving capacity of
170. The residential program provides 24-hour counselor supervision
to assist and train students in earing for themselves. From 10 to 15
children are under the supervision of each dormitory counselor. Health
services for children enrolled at either the Schools for the Deaf or
Blind are provided at the Blind School’s infirmary. Food services for
the 1nﬁrmary are furnished by the School for the Deaf. In the budget

year, it is anticipated that about 142 students will partlclpate in the
residential program.

Measuring the Costs

The General Fund budget request for the California School for the
Blind for 1970-71 totals $1,213,581 after adjustments. The major work-
load adjustment is the deletion of one teaching position for a savings
of $8,520 plus related staff benefits. There is no proposed workload in-
crease for the budget year.

Although the Governor’s Buddet does not reflect any federal reim-
bursements in the reconciliation, the school anticipates $62,000 in fed-
eral funds for the budget year. These funds are accounted for in the
budget in the ‘‘other re1mbursement” category and consist of $35,000
for the Deaf-Blind Project and $27,000 for ESEA Title I projects. In
addition, $41,500 will be reimbursed to the school from loeal school dis-
tricts Whlch are reqmred to pay a portion of the cost of educating a
pup11 at the school in accordance with Section 25851.1 of the Education

293




Education ' ' Item 76

California School for the Blind—Continued
Code. The local school districts share, however, amounts to less than 4
percent of the school’s current expenditures.

The General Fund expenditures and cost-per-pupil data are pre-
sented in Table 4 for a four-year period. All costs include the prorated
share of administrative and plant operations as well as nonfederal
reimbursements.

Table 4
Expenditures and Cost-per-Student Data :
Actual Actual Estimated Proposed

‘ Bducational program . . 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 197071
Normal Blind
Enrollment __. . - 23 21 17 18
Expense __. . $61,324 $51,608 $80,909 $85,215
Average cost per child o ____ 2,662 2,457 4,759 4,734
High School Blind
Enrollment 8 8 9 . 8
Expense i : $11,000 $11,000 $11,000 $11,000
- Average cost per child ____________ 1,375 . 1,375 1,222 1,375
Multikandicapped Blind .
Enrollment 96 94 83 83

Expense $266,534  $278,146  $329,507  $341,163

Average cost per child ____________ 3,008 2,959 3,970 4,110
Deaf-Blind i

Enrollment 15 18 30 30
Ezxpense $84,424  $109,837 $209,433  $182,498
Average cost per child ____________ 6,962 6,102 6,981 6,083

Residential Program ) )

Enrollment 142 141 142 142
Counseling and guidance ___——_____ $208,861 $283,336 $394,159  $398,250
Feeding 103,464 129,881 114,914 128,434
Medical/dental 49,260 84,650 49,543 49,708
Average cost per child _ .. ____ 2,546 3,176 3,940 4,059

Auxiliary Services ' .
Preschool counesling services ______ $35392  $35,769 - ) -
Reader service to blind college

students 41,632 48,946 - -
Vocational guidance _.__—________ 14,988 15,255 $17,206 $17,313
Total General Fund expense ________ $876,87_9 $998,223 $1,206,671 $1,213,581

After reviewing Table 4, it should be noted that, although 17 normal
blind children are reported in the ‘school’s educational program, three
or four of these children are presently enrolled in a public school pro-
gram. These children were accepted this school year in a program for
visually impaired children in the Berkeley Unified School District while
residing at the School for the Blind. This has resulted in increasing
the average cost for educating a normal blind child remaining at the
school by about $1,000 per child more than indicated in Table 4, ie.,
from $4,734 to about $5,734. Furthermore, it appears that these stu-
dents are also being counted for average daily attendance purposes by
the Berkeley Unified School District. o :
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Normal Blind in Regular School Programs

We recommend that the Department of Education be instructed. to
submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1,
1970, o proposal on the feasibility of requiring that all normal blind
children, while residing at the residential school, attend: the local public
school program for the visuolly handwapped Based upon the present
normal blind. enrollment of 17, we estimate that this proposal would
save the state approximately $2 000 per puml for an overall savings
of about 354,000 annually. The $2,000 saving is the difference between
the average cost for educating a child at the blind school ($4,734, as
shown in Table 4) and the average amount of state support for a child
in the public school program ($2,670).. ‘

The normal blind children presently at .the school come from rural
communities where direct services are not.available due to the low in-
cidence of blindness. Because the majority of school’s blind are multi-
handicapped, a blind child of normal ability might not be sufficiently
challenged. We feel, therefore, that a change in learning environment,
- from one concentrating on .the specialized needs of the multihandi-
eapped to one integrating  the child into regular program with his
seeing peers, would benefit these students substantially.

As we have also pointed out, the school’s total normal blind enroll-
ment has been steadily decreasing with a corresponding increase in
cost to the state in educating these children at the School for the Blind.
In fact the eost per pupil based on the present enrollment of 17 ex-
ceeds that of educating a multlhandlcapped chlld by more than $700
per pupil as demonstrated in Table 4. .

We estimate that approximately $2,000 per student or a total of about
$34,000 could be saved annually if the 17 normal blind receiving their
education at the blind school attended the special education programs
_offered for the blind in the public schools. From three to four of these
children are already attending a program in the Berkeley school
designed for the visually impaired.

Transfer of Vocational Services to Department of Rehabilitation

We recommend that the Legislature repeal the requirement that the
- California School for the Blind employ a fieldworker for wvocational
guidance and that the $15,000 for this function be transferred to
Item 150, Support for the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation.

The Education Code, Section 25803, creates the position of field-
worker at the California School for the Blind and states that this
employee ‘‘shall visit graduates and former pupils in their homes to
advise them regarding the extension and continuance of their educa-
tion, to assist them in securing remunerative employment, to improve
their economic condition in all possible ways, and to provide them
with preparatory instruction found necessary for a selected occupa-
tion.”” This position is identified in the budget of the school under
Field Services—Guidance to Graduates. Support is composed of
$12,576 plus related staff benefits and operating expenses for a total
of approximately $15,000.
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Since the authorization for this service was established in 1943, the
composition of the school’s enrollment and the services available for
the blind have changed substantially. In 1943 the school had an enroll-
ment of 135 normal blind students, whereas in the budget year there
will be 26, of which only eight are at the high school level.

If the $15 000 for salary and gemeral support for the vocational
advisor is transferred to the Department of Rehabilitation, it could
be matched by $60,000 in federal funds from the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act—making a total of $75,000. With this money it would be
possible for the Department of Rehabilitation to employ a counselor
who could continue to provide the same services at the school. In addi-
tion, it is believed that the present number of older students at the
School for the Blind is such that it would be possible for this counselor
to assist with the blind students in other hlgh schools in the East Bay
area,

Department of Education

DIAGNOSTIC SCHOOL FOR NEUROLOGICALLY HANDICAPPED
CHILDREN, NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

Item 77 from the General Fund Budget page 290
Requested 1970-71 $767,675
Estimated 1969-70 i 745,316
Actual 1968-69 669,249
Requested increase $22,359 (3.0 percent) ‘
Total recommended reduction $10,080
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
. : page

1. We recommend that the Legislature require the Depart- 301
ment of Eduecation to give priority in the allocation of
federal funds under ESEA Title VI-A to initiate Project
“Followup’’ next school year at the Diagnostic School
for the Neurologically Handicapped, Northern California.

2. We recommend that the Legislature require school distriets 302
to reimburse the Diagnostic Sehools for the Neurologically
- Handicapped for those children enrolled in the long-term
education and treatment program for a General Fund sav-
ings of $10,080 at the Northern Diagnostic School.
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DIAGNOSTIC SCHOOL FOR NEUROLOGICALLY HANDICAPPEDb
CHILDREN, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Item 78 from the General Fund Budget page 290 .
Requested 1970-71 - $714192
Estimated 1969-70 695,805
Actual 1968-69 _ 614,010
Requested increase $18,387 (2.7 percent)
Total recommended reduction $8,960
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
page

1. We recommeénd that the Legislature require the Depart- 301
ment of Education to give priority in the allocation of
federal funds under ESEA Title VI-A to continue Project
“Followup’’ at the Diagnostic School for the Neurologically
Handicapped, Southern California.

2. We recommend that the Legislature require school distriets. 302
to reimburse the Diagnostic Schools for the Neurologically

" Handicapped for those children enrolled in. the long-term
education and treatment program for a General Fund sav-
ings of $8,960 at the Southern Diagnostic School.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

California operates two residential schools for the diagnosis, educa-
tion and treatment of children orthopedically or neurologically
afflicted. The northern school is located adjacent to San Francisco
State College, while the southern school is next to the campus of Cali-
fornia State College at Los Angeles.

The schools were originally established as the result of a study made
by the State Departments of Education and Public Health in the early
1940’s. The purpose of the study was to identify the number of cerebral
palsied children in need of special treatment. As the result of this in-
vestigation, the Legislature authorized in 1944 the establishment of
two state residential schools for cerebral palsied children to be ad-
ministered by the State Department of Education.

In 1948 the northern school established temporary quarters near-

Redwood City. In 1955 it moved into its permanent facility in San
Franciseo. The southern school was located initially at the Convales-
cent Home of Children’s Hospital in Los Angeles and moved later to
Altadena. In 1964 the southern school moved into its permanent facility
next to Los Angeles State College.

In 1955 the Legislature broadened the scope of the existing programs
to. include ‘‘other similarly handicapped children.”” The program was
extended to children with central nervous system disorders in addition
to cerebral palsied children. The number of cerebral palsied children
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enrolled has steadily decreased since then to the point where they now
represent less than one fourth of the two schools’ enrollment. To reflect
the new emphasis in the program, the 1968 Legislature changed the
name of the two schools from schools for Cerebral Palsied Children to
Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handicapped Children. -

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Objectives of the Program

The objectives of the Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handi-
capped Children are to (1) diagnose individual orthopedic and neuro-
logical disorders and prescribe an appropriate educational and medical
placement, (2) provide a program of education and treatment to chil-
dren for whom mno-local program is available, and (3) serve as a
resource facility and demonstration laboratory for the training of
teachers, therapists and other professional personnel in the treatment
of neurologically handicapped children.

Structure of the Program

There are four principal components to the operation of each of the
Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handicapped Children: (1)
short-term diagnostic program, (2) long-term education and treatment
program, (3) professional personnel training, and (4) special projects.

(1) Short-Term Diagnostic Program. At each school an extensive
program of medical and educational diagnosis is provided to neurologi-
cally handicapped residents of California between the ages of 3 and
21 years. All children accepted for diagnostic study must be reviewed
-by the Admissions and Discharge Committees. A child is usually re-
ferred to one of the diagnostic schools by his local school district, a
public health authority, or a private physician because previous at-
tempts at determining the child’s disorders have been inconclusive.

The diagnostic evaluation usually requires from two to five days de-
pending on the complexity of the individual case. Approximately six
children are evaluated weekly at each school under this program. One
or both parents must be present during the evaluation period. As part
“of the diagnostic program, the child is examined by a pediatrician, a

" psychologist, a psychiatric social worker and other professional per-
sonnel, who preseribe the educational and medical program which will
allow the child to develop to the fullest extent of his capabilities. In-
structional recommendations made by the diagnostic schools are for-
warded to the child’s school distriet.

Upon completion of the short-term diagnosis, the child is either re-
ferred to a special education program in his home community, referred
to an appropriate public or private agency for further services, or
enrolled in the school’s long-term educational program as a residential
or day student.

(2) Long-Term Education and Treatment Progmm Children who
cannot receive approprlate services for their condition are accepted for

“educatién and training. in the residential program. The residential pro-
gram is limited to 36 students at the northern school and 32 at the
southern. The period of enrollment normally ranges from one year te
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a maximum of 18 months depending upon the specific needs and ree-
ommendations for the child. Special facilities and personnel at each
location provide occupational, physical and speeech therapy which can
be individually suited to the needs of a particular child.

Classes available include those for children whose primary diagnoses
are aphasia (inability. to understand the spoken or written language)
and/or dyslexia (incapacity to read understandingly) or variations
thereof. Classes are also provided for children whose primary diag-
nosis is cerebral palsy and who require more intensive therapy than
can be provided in the local community.

(3) Professional Personnel Training. Both schools serve as resource
and demonstration centers for students, teachers, physicians and other
professionals studying the special education of neurologically handi-
capped children, Classes in special education are conducted by San
Francisco State College and Los Angeles State Collegé on the campus
of each facility. The schools also receive assistance on a part-time basis
from students and teachers studying at other nearby colleges and uni-
versities.

(4) Special Projects. There are presently three research and devel-
opment projects for neurologically handicapped children being con-
ducted at the two schools. '

a. ESEA Title I Projects. An Educational Prescription Program
funded with both state and federal funds for the purpose of identify-
ing language-learning disabilities among neurologically handicapped
children is being adminsitered at both schools. This project is designed
as a remediation program to change the children’s learning behavior.
Successful remediation techniques are provided to teachers in public
schools serving children with similarly complicated learning disorders.
A reading laboratory for strengthening the reading skills of pupils
enrolled at the northern school is also funded under Title I. Ten chil-
dren with reading levels ranging from that of a nonreader to grade 3
participated in this program for nine months. At the end of the project
the reading levels ranged from grade 1 to grade 5, with the average.
gain in reading levels being two years and three months in an in-
structional period of nine months.”

b. ESEA Title VI-C Deaf-Blind Project. This project provides fed-
eral and state funds to examine and recommend placement for deaf-
blind children who were products of maternal rubella during preg-
nancy. They are-children who are multihandicapped and whose major
physiological deficit is sensory loss for hearing and vision. These
children are seen for a period of two weeks at the schools. Thirty chil-
dren were examined: the last school year and approximately 100 are to
be seen this year. L

-¢. ESEA Title VI-A Followup Project. The Southern Diagnostie
School through an interagency agreement with the Department of Edu-
cation received this year a federal grant for a one-year project provid-
ing educational followup services for children who received short-term
diagnosis at the school.
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Measuring the Costs

The combined General Fund budget request for the Dlagnostle
Schools for Neurologically Handicapped Children totals $1,481,867.
It consists of $767,675 for the northern school and $714,392 for the
southern school. There are no requests for new positions at either school
for the budget year. A total of $19,656 in federal funds under Title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Aect of 1965 is anticipated by the
two schools. Of this amount the northern school expects $10,343 and the
southern $9,303.

In Table 1, the General Fund expenditures and cost-per-pupil data
are reviewed for a four-year period. Program expenditures and average
cost per pupil reflect the prorated share of administrative and plant
operations as well as nonfederal reimbursements. The average cost per
pupil receiving the short-term diagnostic services includes feeding
and lodging expenses which are provided at no cost to the child and his
parents durmn the evaluation period.

Table 1

Expenditures and Cost-per-Student Data
Actual Actual Estimated Proposed

Northern School 1967-68  1968-69 1969-70  1970-71
Diagnostic services (short term) ]
Enrollment __ ’ 245 245 245 245
Expense .. $142,306 $152,995 $169,548 $177,795
Average cost per chlld per evaluation 581 624 692 726

Education and treatment program
(long term)

Enrollment; 42 43 36 36
Expense $119,601 = $129,333  $144,134  $151,767
Average cost per ¢hild____________ 2,848 3,077 4,037 4,216

Residential and personal care
(long term)

Enrollment 40 41 36 - 86
Expense $325,498 $358,571  $392,296  $407,548
Average cost per child___________ 8,137 8,746 10,897 11,320
Special projects and services
Professional personnel training____ $19,099 $19,350 $23,338 $24,565
Title I ESEA projects (state share) - 9,000 16,000 6,000
Total General Fund Expense,
Northern School ___—___-___ . $606,504 - $669,249 §745,316  $767,675
Southern School
Diagnostic services (short term) .
Enrollment 107 137 180 200
Expense $87,5640 $117,015 $141,183  $151,130
Average cost per child per evaluation 818 854 784 755

Education ‘and  treatment program
(long term)

Enrollment 32 32 32 32
Expense $113,557  $115,299  $123,725  $128,927
Average cost per child____.________ 3,459 3,603 3,866 4,029
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Table 1—Continued
Expenditures and Cost-per-Student Data

Actual Actual  Estimated Proposed
Southern School 1967-68 1968-69 196970 1970-71
Residential and personal care
(long term)

Enrollment, 32 32 32 32
Expense . $328,424 $361,432 $395,862 - $408,300
Average cost per child____________ 10,263 11,295 12,371 12,759
Special projects and services : '
Professional personnel training____ $23,828 $17,264 $19,085 $19,835
Title I ESEA projects (state share) - 3,000 16,000 6,000

Total General Fund Expense,
Southern School ___________ $553,349  $614,010 $695,805 $714,192

Table 1 shows a decrease of five students (from 41 to 36) this year
in the long-term residential program at the northern school. The fa-
cility at the northern school was originally constructed and later modi-
fied to accommodate.36 children in residence. In light of this and taking
health, fire and safety factors, the Department of Education has set
a capacity of 36 residential students at the northern school,

Continuing and Extending Project “Followup”.in 1970-71

We recommend that the Legislature require the Department of Edu-
cation to give priority in the allocation of federal funds under ESEA
Title VI-A to continue Project “‘Followup’ at the Diagnostic
School for the Neurologically Handicapped, Southern California, and
to initiate the same project next school year at the Diagnostic School
for the Neurologically Handicapped, Northern Califorma.

The Department of Education received $22,832 in federal funds un-
der Title VI-A of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, for
Project ‘‘Followup’’ for the Diagnostic School for the Neurologically
Handicapped, Southern California. Since ESEA Title VI funds are
not available directly to the state residential schools, the Department
of Eduecation through an interagency agreement contracted with the
Southern Diagnostic School to econduct this project. '

Each diagnostic school offers a short-term program of medical and
educational diagnosis for neurologically handicapped children and pro-
vides instructional recommendations to their loecal schools upon com-
pletion of the evaluation. This project’s objective is to provide educa-
tional followup services for children evaluated at the Southern Diag-
nostic School to determine whether or not the local school districts did
in fact implement the recommendations made and, secondly, whether
the findings did in fact help the long-range educational planning for
children evaluated.

A coordinating teacher was hired for the project in September 1969
to observe and follow up on the children diagnosed. This year the
coordinator will also evaluate the instructional recommendations made
by the Diagnostic School in terms of their relevance to the pupils®
present educational placement and level of performance.
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We feel that a continuous followup study of this nature providing
feedback for better utilization of staff and facilities is necessary for
measuring the overall effectiveness of a program. Federal funds under
ESEA Title V-A should be made available to continue this project at
the Southern Diagnostic School and initiate a similar project at the
Northern Diagnostic Sechool.

Proposal to Initiate School District Reimbursements to Diagnostic Schools

We recommend that the Legislature require school districts to reim-
burse the Diagnostic Schools for the Neurologically Handicapped for
those children enrolled in the long-term education and treatment pro-
gram in the amount of $19,040 for a General Fund savings of $10,080

at the Northern Diagnostic School and $8,960 at the Southern Diag- -

nostic School.

School districts are required under existing law to reimburse the
California School for the Blind (Section 25851.1 of the Education
Code) and the Schools for the Deaf (Section 25601.1 of the Education
Code) for educating handicapped children in the residential schools.
The school districts’ share of payment is determined on the basis of
the amount of revenue derived from the district tax rate with certain
designated exceptions. Currently there are no provisions requiring

school districts to reimburse the Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically:

Handicapped Children.

‘We believe that school districts should contribute to the education
of long-term enrollees while they are at the diagnostic schools just as
they contribute for blind and deaf children in residential schools. We
estimate that the annual per student reimbursement for 1970-71 will
amount to $280 per pupil. If this reimbursement per student factor
is applied to the proposed budget year enrollment at the two schools,
total reimbursements would equal $19,040 for a General Fund savings
of $10,080 at the Northern School and $8,960 at the Southern School.

_ Depariment of Education
CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF, BERKELEY

Item 79 from the General Fund Budget page 297
Requested 1970-71 $2,473,821
Estimated 1969~70 2,412,758
Actual 1968-69. - - 2,264,990

Requested increase $61,063 (2.5 percent)
Increase to improve level of service $16,452

Total recommended reduction.__ $1,450
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
’ : page

We recommend that instructional in-state traveling for the 309
California School for the Deaf at Berkeley be reduced for a Gen-
eral Fund savings of $1,450.
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Department of Education
CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF, RIVERSIDE

Item 80 from the General Fund Budget page 297
Requested 1970-71 - $2,824 670
Estimated 1969-70 » — 2,769,431
“Actual 1968-69 —— 2,493,570
Requested increase $55,239 (2.0 percent)
Total recommended reduction — . None
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
page

We recommend that the multihandicapped deaf unit at the 309

California School for the Deaf in Riverside include in its enroll-
ment a cross section of multihandicapped deaf. Further, we
recommend that the Department of Eduecation be instructed to
submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November
1, 1970 an evaluation of the first year’s operation of the multi-
handicapped deaf unit in light of the ultimate facility to be
planned and the nature of the program to be offered for the
multihandicapped deaf children.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The State of California operates two special schools for the deaf,
California Schools for the Deaf at Berkeley and at Riverside, providing
educational, diagnostic, and residential services to deaf minors. The first
residential school for the deaf was established in San Franeisco in 1860.
Seven years later, the school moved to its present location in Berkeley,
where it operated jointly with the School for the Blind until they ad-
ministratively separated in 1922. The Berkeley school, serving the
northern portion of the state, is the oldest facility of its kind in the
country. Today, the campus consists of 120 acres with 22 major build-
ings.

The Riverside school serving the southern portion of the state was
opened in 1953. The school was established to satisfy the increasing
educational needs of acoustically handicapped children in southern
California. The school consists of 36 buildings located on a 75-acre
eampus. ‘ :

Both schools come under the supervision of the Division of Special
Schools and Services of the State Department of Education and offer
a full educational program that is both academically and vocationally
oriented.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Objective of the Program ‘

The objective of the California Schools for the Deaf is to provide a
. program of elementary and secondary education with residential care
to deaf and multihandicapped deaf children for whom no appropriate
local services are available.
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Structure of the Program

There are four major elements in the operation of -the California
Schools for the Deaf. These are (1) educational program, (2) diagnos-
tic services and professional training, (3) special projects, and (4)
residential program. ' '

(1) Educational Program. Children between the ages of 5% and 20
whose hearing loss is of such a severity that they cannot get along in
the regular programs of the public schools or in a program for hard-of-
hearing children are eligible for enrollment. Applications for admis-
sions are evaluated by the schools’ eligibility committees to determine
if the child ean profit adequately from the instructional programs of-
fered. The education program at both schools is divided into five de-
partments with a special unit for the multihandicapped deaf at the
Riverside school.

a. The lower school, for children aged 5% through 8, provides assist-
ance in the development of communication skills through auditory
training, lipreading, and speech training.

b. Elementary school, grades 1-4, continues emphasis on language
development concepts. Manual ﬁnwerspelhng is used to supplement
speech, speech reading $nd amplification.

¢. Junior high school, grades 5-8, uses the simultaneous method of

instruction consisting of oral communlca’mon supplemented by manual
fingerspelling.

d. High school, grades 9-12, uses the means of learning a communi-
cation taught previously to pursue regular academic studies. A college
preparatory program is offered also for students planning to attend
Gallaudet College in Washington, D.C.. and the National Technical In-
stitute for the Deaf in Rochester New York.

e. Vocational department grades 7-12, provides - prevoeatlonal and
voeational instruction in various trades. The Department of Vocational
Rehabilitation assists students in providing postgraduate opportunity
to higher education, for further voecational training, and for vocational
placement. Advanced vocational education programs are available
through a special program conducted at Riverside Junior College.

In June 1969, the two schools graduated 101 pupils—Berkeley 59
and Riverside 49. Followup contacts with 94 of the graduates indicated
that approximately 54 percent are presently in higher education as
compared to an average of approximately 44 percent between 1959 and
1964. The remaining 46 percent contacted are employed fulltime, in
on-the-job training, or are housewives.

f. A Multihandicapped Deaf Unit was established this fiscal year at
the Riverside School, providing a comprehensive diagnostic, educational,
and residential program. Although the Legislature had authorized a
residential program for 30 multihandicapped deaf, it is presently lim-
ited to 16 residential and 2 day students because of the failure of the
successful bidder to build and deliver three portable units for the pro-

gram by November 1969. The children are currently utilizing existing’

facilities which can accommodate only 16 residential children.
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The need for a multihandicapped deaf program.was based upon the
information obtained from two studies conducted by the Department
of Eduecation. The Calvert study in 1968 identified 984 deaf children.
in California under.the age of 15 having one or more major. handicaps

in addition to deafness. Table 1 shows the breakdown of the number of

additional handicaps within the 984.

Table 1 :

* Multihandicapped Deaf in California by Number of Handicaps
Deafness plus 1 handicap 431
Deafness plus 2 handicaps 273
Deafness plus 3 or more handicaps. ; . 280

Total identified ' 984

Individual handieaps in. addition. to deafness for the 984 multihandi-
capped deaf identified included 506 cases of mental retardation, 422
cases of emotional disturbance, 357 cases of visual impairment, 340
cases of muscular disabilities, and 238 cases of aphasia.

The report suggests that beyond the 984 identified, there are an
estimated 365 multihandicapped deaf children in the birth-to-three-.
year age group and an additional 147 in the three-to-six-year age group,
principally because of the rubella epidemic of 1964-65. Considering
these additional children, the report estimates that there are 1,732
multihandicapped deaf in California, as shown in Table 2.

) Table 2
Multihandicapped Deaf in California by{Age

Age .
Birth to 3 years : 615
3 years to 6 years_: e 397
6 years to 9 years ) 267
9 years to 12 years 256
12 years to 15 years : : - 197

Total : 1,732

The second study related to the multihandiecapped deaf was a feder-
ally funded pilot program for seriously emotionally distrubed deaf
children conducted at the Riverside school. The pilot program demon-
strated that these children profited from a program designed to meet
their specialized needs. Of the 21 boys, ages 8-12, seen during the
program, nine improved sufficiently to be returned to the regular
school program for the deaf. Based on this pilot project; the report
entitled The Multihandicapped Deaf and Blind in California states
‘... It was concluded that this type of program might well be as
effective with deaf children who had additional handicapping condi-
tions and other emotional disturbances.’’

2. Diagnostic Services and Professional Training. This program has
two major elements:

a. Diagnostic Services is a program for testing students at the two
schools to determine the degree and type of hearing loss. Social-adjust-
ment services are also provided for emotionally disturbed deaf chil-
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dren so that they can adapt to their new setting. In addition, their
parents receive counseling and guidance in order that they may be able
to understand the problems that arise in the home environment,

b. Professional Personnel Training is a program which seeks to im-
prove teaching techniques and curricula in the instruction of deaf. It
is anticipated that 51 teachers, psychologists and other personnel will
participate in this training at the two schools during this academic
year.

3. 8pecial Projects. There are three major project activities during
the current year.

a. A preschool project for 25 preschool deaf children and their par-
ents during the summer at the Berkeley school. The -one-week insti-
tute’s purpose is to help parents of deaf children in understanding the
differences and special needs these differences create in the deaf child
and in himself. This is an ongoing state supported program.

b. ESEA Title I projects consist of the following: (a) Visual Edu-
cation Media Center (Berkeley and Riverside), furnishing educational
film for. deaf students; (b) six-week summer school (Berkeley and
Riverside), emphasizing intensive educational and voeational training
programs for approximately 100 high school students at each school;
{¢) Social Hygiene Program (Riverside), stressing social development,
family development, and personal hygiene; (d) Instruetional Improve-
ment Programs for Preschool Children (Berkeley and Riverside), in-
structing preschool children and their parents in the development of
communication skills and techniques; and (e) Integrated Program with
‘Hearing Students (Berkeley), permitting selected deaf students with
exceptional potential to pursue a post-high school education in the
public schools. )

c. Federal Vocational Education Act provides funds on a matching
basis for various vocational projects at Berkeley and Riverside.

4. Residential Program. A comprehensive residential program is
provided at both the Berkeley and Riverside facilities. It can accom-
modate 449 at Berkeley and 464 at Riverside. The majority of the stu-
dents participating in the educational program are housed on campus.
Each of the dormitories are under full-time supervision by counselors
who have responsibility for all out-of-school activities. Meals are pro-
vided in campus cafeterias under the control of public health dietitians.
In addition, a program of medical care is provided through staff phy-
sicians and nurses. The infirmary of Berkeley is operated by the School
for the Blind, which is reimbursed by the Deaf School for the services.

Measuring the Costs

The 1970-71 budget request from the General Fund for the Califor-
nia Schools for the Deaf is reflected in the Governor’s Budget as a
combined figure for the two schools in the amount of $5,298,491, The
breakdown of this amount is $2,473,821 for the Berkeley school and
$2,824,670 for the Riverside school. The budget request for Berkeley
includes three additional watchmen ‘($16,452) for the purpose of
doubling night coverage and providing round-the-clock security on
weekends. The school is presently authorized three watchmen to police
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both the schools for the deaf and blind. Due to the inereasing number
of trespassers on both of these campuses and on the acreage behind the
regular campus, a foree of six men will be needed to double the night
ghift from one to two men and to provide full coverage on weekends.
In addition to these positions requested, the Berkeley budget containg
a saving of $10,356 with the deletion of the position of assistant eco-
nomie analyst. There are no General Fund workload increases or de-
creases for the budget year at the Riverside school.

In addition to General Fund requests, a total of $299,395 in federal
funds is anticipated at the two schools for 1970-71. The Governor’s
Budget shows these federal funds lumped together with ‘‘other reim-
bursements’’ in the reconciliation of the budget. Both schools expect
federal funds under the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965
estimated to be $136,268 at Berkeley and $146,002 at Riverside. Federal
funds amounting to $7,665 at Berkeley and $9,460 at Riverside will
also be made- available under the Voeational Education Act of 1963.
Finally, under the provisions of Section 25601.1 of the Education Code,
school districts are required to pay a share of the district tax rate for
the support of their distriet children attending the residential schools
for the deaf. It is estimated that Berkeley will receive $168,000 and
Riverside $155,900. The local school district contribution amounts to
about 6 percent of the schools’ current expenditures.

Table 3 reviews the General Fund expenditures and eost-per-pupll
data for the budget year and the prior two years. Administration and
plant operation costs as well as nonfederal reimbursement are prorated
among the various programs. The estimated salary savings for the cur-
rent and budget year are shown in Table 3 as a deduction from the
subtotal.

) Table 3
Expenditures and Cost-per-Student Data
1967-68  1968-69 1969-70 . 1970-71

actual actual  estimated estimated
Berkeley )
Educational Program '
Enrollment 510 501 490 490
Expense $888,928  $914,639 $1,003,719 $1,018,990
Average cost per child .___________ 1,765 1,826 2,048 2,080
Prevocational and Voeational Program
Enrollment 320 320 320 320
Ezxpense $222207 $268,066 $284,552 $290,390
Average cost per child .. ___ » 694 694» 37 . 749
Residential Program
Enrollment 424 420 410 410
Counseling and guidance _.._—______ $582,206 $655,802 $719,477 $749,895
Feeding 289,756 324,324 - 364,128 375,131
Medical/dental 45,272 43,520 48,550 48,550

Average cost per child - _____ 2,115 2,437 2,632 2,712
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Table 3—Continued
Expenditures and Cost-per-Student Data
1967-68  1968-69 1969-70  1970-71

Berkeley—Continued actual " actual  estimated estimated
Special services and projects
Diagnostic services _____ . _______ $42 248 $40,332 $41,016 $41,136
Professional personnel training ____ 7,002 9,776 10,272 10,770
Preschool project 11,467 - 8,531 7,100 7,100
Other projects 24,751 .

Subtotal ‘ $2,115, 952 $2,264,990 $2,478,814 $2,541,962
Estimated salary savings . ________ - -66, ,056 -68,141.
Total General Fund expense _______ $2,115,952 $2,264,990 $2,412,758 $2,473,821

Riverside -
Educational Program
Enrollment 550 539 - 539 539
Hxpense $1,020,911 $1,066,196 $1,119,311 $1,140,093
Average cost per child ____________ 1,771 1,978 2,067 2,115
Prevocational and Vocational Program
Enrollment 350 350 350 350
Expense $233,234 $244,110 $279,761 $280,563
Average cost per child ____________ 666 666 739 764
Multihandicapped Unit :
Enrollment - - 30 30"
Expense i - - $216,689 $225,521

Average cost per child ____________ - - 7,223 7,517
Residential Program (excludes Multi-

handicapped Unit) .
Enrollment 464 460 465 465

Counseling and guidance___________ $657,719 $721,041 $745,772 $758,463
Feeding 288,122 324494 = 361,697 363,471
Medical/dental 60,426 69,820 80,246 81,425
Average cost per ¢hild . ________ 2,316 2,425 2,529 2,555
Special services and projects

Diagnostie services ___ .. ________ $39,243 $31,582 $36,881 $36,381
Professional personnel training _____ 5,606 6,600 7,002 7,002
Other projects 17,741 29,727 - -

Subtotal $2,323, 002 $2,493, 57 0 $2,847,359 $2,893,419
Bstimated salary savings ——________ ~-77,928  -68,749
Total General Fund expense ______ $2,323,002 $2,493,570 $2,769,431 $2,824,670

Although Table 3 shows an enrollment of 30 students in the multi-
handicapped deaf unit at the Riverside School, there are presently
only 18 students in the program because of the absence of suitable
facilities to accommodate 30 children. As noted previously, the con-
tractor who was supposed to build three portable units for the program
has thus far failed to deliver. This has necessitated reducing the author-
ized program from 30 to 18 pupils. With only 18 students in the
program instead of the authorized 30, the average cost per pupil in
the program has increased to about $10 223, i.e., $3,000 per student
more than indicated in Table 8. This increase in average per pupil cost
in the multihandicapped deaf unit is due principally to the fact the
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teaching and related staff were hired in September 1969 to serve a
projected enrollment of 30 pupils.

Reduction in Instructional In-state Traveling at Berkeley

We recommend thot instructional in-state tmvelmg for the California.

School for the Deaf at Berkeley be reduced for o General Fund sav-
ing of $1,450.

The budget for the California School for the Deaf at Berkeley con-
tains $3,000 for in-state instructional traveling. Of this amount, $1,250
is reimbursed to the Berkeley school by county welfare agencies for
student traveling leaving a remainder of $1,750 as state expenses for
in-state teacher traveling. The school expended $212 for this activity
in 1968-69 and estimates an expenditure of $230 for this fiscal year.
The Deaf School at Riverside has requested $300 as state expense for
instructional in-state traveling for the budget year—$1,450 less than
the Berkeley school.

The Berkeley school has not demonstrated a need for funding in the
amount of $1,750, particularly in view of the small amount expended
in the current and past year. We also believe that the instructional
in-state traveling needs of both deaf schools are similar in nature and,
therefore, recommend that this item be budgeted at a total of $1,550,
ie., $1, 950 for reimbursable student traveling and $300 for teacher in-
state traveling.

Proposal to Expand Composition of Multihandicapped Deaf Unit at Riverside -

We recommend that the multthandicapped deaf unit.at the California
School for the Deaf in Riverside, include in its enrollment a cross
section of multihandicapped deaf. Further, we recommend that the
Department of Education be instructed to submit to the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee by November 1, 1970, an evaluation of the
first year’s operation of the multihandicapped deaf unit in light of

the ultimate facility to be planned and the nature of the program to.

be offered for the multihandicapped deaf children.

In the near future the multihandicapped deaf unit at the California
School for the Deaf at Riverside, will provide educational, diagnostie,
and residential services for an estimated 200-210 multihandicapped
deaf children. In addition, the permanent facility will include a diag-
nostic and medical and educational evaluation program to provide serv-
ices on an outpatient basis to an estimated 90 children per year.

The Department of Education’s report entitled The Multchandi-
capped Deaf and Blind in California identified 984 multihandicapped
deaf children in 1968 with a wide variety of handicaps as we have
illustrated in Tables 1 and 2. In its report outlining the speecial require-
ments for the multlhandlcapped deaf umt the department states that
the objective of the educational center is ¢ . to develop and provide
a variety of educational programs which Will oﬂt’ervmaximum learning
opportunities for these children.”’

Of the 18 multihandicapped deaf children presently in this experi-

mental program, 11 are mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed:
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and the remaining 7 are emotionally disturbed. We feel that a program
of this nature designed to gain information for the proposed facility
should include a cross section of the multihandicapped deaf children
which the department has identified and which the educational pro-
grams and facility are ultimately to serve.

Department of Education
STATE EDUCATION AGENCY FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY
Item 81 from the Surplus Educational Property

Revolving Fund Budget page 231
Requested 1970-71 : —  $3,397,784
Estimated 1969-70 3,189,323
Actual 1968-69 - 2,922 412

Requested increase $208,461 (6.5 percent) '
Total recommended reduction None

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The State Educational Agency for Surplus Property is located within
the Division of Public School Administration in the Department of
Education. This agency is responsible for obtaining and distributing
available federal surplus property and receiving and redistributing
food commodities obtaired free from the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture to eligible institutions in California. Examples of eligible insti-
tutions are public elementary, secondary, high schools, colleges and
universities, hospitals and health center clinics as well as nonprofit, tax- -
exempt schools, colleges and universities.

Costs of handling and processing surplus property and food eom-
modities are recovered from participating institutions by charges which
are paid into theé Surplus Property Revolving Fund.

The State Educational Agency for Surplus Property anticipates a
cost to participating institutions of $3,425,000 in the current fiscal year,
while it is anticipated that the surplus property to be distributed has
an estimated resale federal purchase value of approximately $40 mil-
lion and that the food commodities have an estimated wholesale value
of $35 million. _ .

Surplus funds which might accumulate in the revolving fund are
credited yearly to the accounts of institutions buying surplus property
and food commodities in proportion to their financial participation.
The State Educational Agency for Surplus Property operates ware-
houses located in Los Angeles, Sacramento and San Leandro.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

We recommend approval. A sum of $3,397,784 is proposed for ex-
penditure by the State Educational Agency for Surplus Property in
1970-71. There is no cost to the State General Fund. The proposed
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budget is to be funded totally from the estimated total revolving fund
resources for 1970-71 of $4,111,061. The increase in the request for
1970-71 over the previous years is a result of antlclpated continuing
increases in available surplus from U.S. military sources in Europe and
the Far East

Department of Education
DIVISION OF LIBRARIES

Item 82 from the General Fund A Budget page 313

Requested 1970-71 $1,880,000

Estimated 1969-70 : 1, 881 550

Actual 1968-69 ' 1 789, 502
Requested decrease $1,550 (0.1 percent)

Total recommended reduction S None

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The State Library, headed by the State Librarian, prov1des general
library services to the public, provides basic reference services for the
Legislature and the executive branch of the government, and main-

tains a collection of historical material relating to California. It also’

administers the state and federal programs for publiec library develop-
ment which are intended to extend and improve public library services
statewide. In addition to administration, the library is composed of
four units which will be discussed as follows:

1. Library Consultant Services -
2. Reader Services

3. Law Library

4. Technical Services

- 1. Library Consultant Services

This unit provides consultant services to the state’s 196 libraries. The
consultants advise local libraries regarding the planning and construe-
tion of new facilities and make surveys of local library requirements.
The unit is partially responsible for implementing the California Pub-
lic Library Services Act and for supervising projects authorized under
the federal Library Services and Construction Act. These programs are
summarized below.

Public Library Development Programs

a. Public Library Services Act. The Public Library Services Act
- seeks to improve the quality of local library services by encouraging

the establishment of cooperative library systems., The program au-

thorizes two types of grants to regional library systems, establishment
grants and per capita grants. A sum of $1.0 million is proposed for
subventions for the program in 1970-71. This is discussed in the sub-
ventions portion of this analysis.
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- b. Library Services and Construction Aect. . This is a federally
financed program authorized by PL 89-511 and de51gned to improve
local library services. The titles of the act are:

Title I (Services). This title provides federal funds to extend and
improve library services in areas without local libraries or with sub-

- standard services. Funds are used for the purchase of books, materials

and for state level administration. In 1970-71 it is estimated that
California will reeceive approximately $1.2 million for Title I projects.

Title II (Construction). This title provided federal assistance for
construction of library facilities through fiscal year 1967-68 with ap-
proximately $1 million being’ carried over into 1968-69. There were no
funds for construetion purposes for fiscal year 1969-70 and none are
projected for 1970-71. Presently there are 41 public library construe-
tion projects in the state receiving funds under the provisions of this
title from federal allocations in prior years. Since initiation of this
title in 1964, 60 library building projects in California have received
grants.

Title I1T (Interhbrary Cooperatlon) This title was enacted by the
1966 Congress and seeks to encourage cooperation between local librar-
ies. Presently funds are being used to support a program designed to
improve library services for business and industry, to support library
workshops and to finance expanded library services.

. Title IV, also enacted by the 1966 Congress, and provides federal
assistance for two purposes :

Title. IVa (Institutional Library Services). This title is presently
financing seven demonstration projeets designed fo promote cooperation .
among state institutions, to provide improved library services and to
provide consultative service to state institutions. »

Title IVb (Services for Physically Handicapped). This title is being
implemented by improving the State Library’s collection of material
for the blind and physically handicapped and by establishing a pilot
program in a local library to demonstrate the need for adequate library
programs for the handicapped.

2. Reader Services

The Reader Services Bureau administers seven public serviece sec-
tions which provide direct library services for patrons and interlibrary
loans. Representative of the units in this section are a rare books seec-
tion, a books for the blind unit, a general circulation section and a
legislative reference section. :

3. Law Library

This unit maintains legal reference material for use by the Legisla-
ture, the bench, the bar, law enforcement agencies, 1aw students and
the pubhe .

4.  Technical Services

This unit, containing six sections, is responsible for the acquisition,
maintenance and improvement of local library collections and admin-
isters a processing center initiated by the Library Services and Con-
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struction Aect which purchases catalogs and classifies books for 45
libraries subseribing to the service.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approvel of this item as budgeted. General Fund sup-
port for the State Library in 1970-71 is proposed at $1,880,000 for the
administration of the State Library and the administration of the state-
financed library development program. The proposed amount for 1970
71 represents a decrease of $1,550 under the present level.

During 1969-70 a total of 3.0 positions were established administra-
tively with federal funds for support of the Library Services and Con-
struction Act and 1.8 positions were deleted from the State Library,
Federal Technical Services, for which the federal grant had not been
renewed, for a total increase of 1.2 positions for fiseal year 1969-70.

The State Library proposed position request for 1970-71 consists of:
6.7 deletions and 5.5 additions for a total reduction of 1.2 positions. Of
the 6.7 proposed deletions 6.0 involve State Library functions which
are supported by state funds, and the deletion of 0.7 temporary help
position is under the Library Services Construction. Act, Services for.
the Physically Handicapped which is supported by federal funds. The
5.5 proposed additional positions are under the Library Services and
Construction’ Aect, supported by federal funds. They are for adminis-
tration, the processing center, and services for the physically handi-
capped.

STATE TEACHERS’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM
Items 83 and 84 from the General Fund

and Teachers’ Retirement Fund Budget page 328
Requested 1970-71 » $2,600,684
Estimated 1969-70 2,398,194
Actual 1968-69 1,845,133

Requested increase $202,490 (8.4 percent)
Increase to improve level of service $39,699

Total recommended reduction - " None
' . Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

We recommend that the Legislature amend Section 14101 of 318
the Eduecation Code to require school districts to increase their
share of the administrative costs of the State Teachers’ Retire-
ment System from $1.00 to $1.25 semiannually for each teacher
employed for a General Fund appropriation reduection of
$134,815 and a corresponding increase in the Retirement Fund
contribution.
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General Retirement

Fund . Fund
Total Requested __. $1,400,460 - §1,200,224
Recommended Reduction and Augmentation__._ —134,815 . 4134,815
Total Recommended $1,265,645 $1,335,039

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

In 1913 the Legislature established a statewide system for payment
of retirement salaries to public school teachers in California. A Public
Teachers’. Retirement Salary Fund was established to support: the
system. It was administered by the State Board of Education, the
original governing board of the system. In 1944 the name of the system
was changed to the State Teachers’ Retirement System (STRS). The
retirement system remained under the direct jurisdiction of the State
Board of Education until 1963 when it was removed from the Depart-
ment of Education and placed under the control and management of
the nine-member State Teachers’ Retirement Board.

The board consists of three ex officio members (Superintendent of
Public Instruction, the Controller, and the Director of Finance) and
six members appointed by the Governor for four-year staggered terms.
The board is responsible for setting policy and making rules. It has
the sole power and authority to hear and determine all facts pertain-
ing to applications for benefits under the retirement system and to
make all decisions pertaining to the administration. The board also has
exclusive control of the investments of the Teachers’ Retirement Fund
and the administration of the fund.

In 1967 the Legislature enacted a bill providing for a new position
of Chief Executive Officer to be appointed by and responsible to the
Retirement Board. The Chief Exeeatlve Officer is the top administrator
in the agency.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Objectives of the Program

The objectives of the State Teachers’ Retirement System are: (1) to
provide retirement allowances, disability benefits and survivor benefits
for teachers working in the public schools, (2) to aid in the recruitment
and retention of a gualified body of teachers, (3) to provide for the
orderly retirement of aged and infirm teachers, and (4) to assure that
all members of the retirement program are aware of their rights, bene-
fits and current status.

~ Structure of the Program

Organization. The system’s reorganization, as approved by the
board in 1968, has been completed. As a result of the recommendations
made by a management survey of the STRS by the firmi of Peat, Mar-
wick, Mitehell and Company in 1967, for the Joint Legislative Retire-
ment Committee, the STRS headquarters was expanded from a three
division structure to five divisions. These divisions are (1) Records
and Statisties Division, (2) Member Service Division, (3) Accounting
Division, (4) Management Control Division and (5) Data Processing
Division.
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Some of the most significant changes resulting from the reorganiza-
tion include: (1) the establishment of a formalized systems and pro-
cedures group within the Management Control Division to assist in the
development of computer-oriented, monthly reporting procedures and
management information systems; (2) the division of the responsibil-
ities of the former Membership Division into the newly formed Ree-
ords and Statistics Division and Member Service Division; (3) the
creation of the position of Actuarial Coordinator within the Manage-
ment Control Division to function as liaison between the board, the
top administrative staff of the system and the consulting actuarial
firm and (4) the formation of an executive committee to deal with day-
to-day administrative activities within the STRS.

Membership.  On June 30, 1968, the system had 305,707 active mem-
bers. An active member is anyone who has money on deposit in the
Retirement Fund. Service, disability and survivor benefits were paid
in the same period. to 37,661 members. By the end of the budget year, .
it is estimated that the active membership will have increased to 334,354
and the members receiving benefits will have increased to 43,051, Table
1 illustrates the growth of the membership and the beneficiaries for an
eight-year period.

Table 1
Number of Active Members and Beneficiaries

Year : Active members Total receiving benefit
1965-66 : ' 263,533 31,795
1966-67 274,788 33,443
1967-68 290,848 35,510
1968-69 305,707 37,661
1969-70 (estimate) : 320,173 39,984
1970-71 (estimate) - 334,354 43,051
1971-72 (estimate) 348,977 46,019
1972-73 (estimate) 363,943 48,905

Monthly Reporting. The study entitled Actuarial Survey and Status .
Report on Administrative Improvement presented in May 1969 to the
Joint Legislative Retirement Committee concluded that ‘‘Practically
every function at STRS is severely hampered by the lack of a com-
plete and current member record.’”’ The information which is required
to update service and contribution data are contained in the county
reports submitted to the STRS. Since the STRS was founded in 1913,
these reports have been prepared annually. Annual reporting has
resulted, for example, in delays from three to as many as 18 months
after the effective date of retirement before a retired member could
expect to receive his first payment. Members’ annual statements of
accounts were also not available from 2 to 2% years after the end of
the fiscal year to which the contributions were attributable. _

" To simplify and accelerate the flow of data to the STRS, it was
decided to change from annual to monthly reporting similar to the
Public Employees’ Retirement System. Four counties comprising 10
percent of the system’s membership started reporting monthly on.
July 1, 1969. It is planned that in the next three fiscal years the entire
system will be fully on monthly repc 'ting and members’ statement
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of accounts will be provided 60 to 90 days after the end of the school
year.

Verification Program. One of the long-range projects of the STRS
is the program to verify members’ service, and to record this infor-
mation in both the manual and mechanized records at the STRS head-
quarters. In the 1969-70 budget, 46 additional limited-term positions
were authorized for the system’s accelerated verification of service
program which had a backlog of about 90,000 records. The funds to
support this program have not materialized. The verification program
has been scaled down in the current and budget year. The majority of
the 46 limited-term positions will be reclassified and reassigned to
monthly reporting which the system has determlned to be of a more
critical need.

Electronic Data Processing (EDP). Under a joint agreement con-
cluded in June 1968, the STRS shares the use of a computer system
with the Public Employees’ Retirement System (PERS) and the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, By combining resources with PERS,
the Teachers’ Retirement System is now able to take advantage of the
technology and experience of the PERS personnel. Additionally, this
approach will provide cost savings at STRS for equipment and per-
sonnel, and provide greater equipment capability than could otherwise
be afforded by a STRS operated system.

The STRS’s Data Processing Division has devoted considerable time
to collecting and developing data for the Joint Legislative Retirement
Committee to determine the actuarial valuation of the Teachers’ Re-
tirement Fund. The division has also been engaged in converting bond
‘and mortgage accounting procedures from puncheard accounting
methods to computer proeessing., Through the use of EDP capabilities,
it is planned that retirement contributions will be reported on a
monthly basis, allowing annual posting to be accomplished approxi-
mately three months after the close of a fiscal year. The conversion
of its operations to EDP equlpment is expected to continue through
1972-73.

Investments. The services required to execute the investment pro-
gram as approved by the Retirement Board are performed for the
STRS by the staff of the Public Employees Retirement System through
an interagency agreement. In fiscal year 1970-71. STRS will support
50 percent of the cost of the Bond Investment Office and 50 percent
(up from 20 percent in the current year) of the cost of the Investment
and Mortgage Section.

Prior to 1968, it was the policy of the Retirement Board to invest
only in corporate and governmental bonds. The board changed its’
policy in 1968 and allowed the STRS to invest in the mortgage market.
During the 1968-69 fiscal vear, the system made purchases and com-
mitments totaling $175 million consisting entirely of debt securities.
Bonds accounted for $112.4 million and single-family FHA-VA mort-
gages amounted to $62.6 million or 4.2 percent of the total investment
portfolio. The system’s investments into the mortgage area accounted
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for approximately 86 percent of the total investment eommitments for
the year.

- The rate of return on the investment portfolio at the end of 1968-69
amounted to 4.93 percent, up from 4.57 percent from the previous
year. The following table indicates the book value of the investment
portfolio and the rate of return for the past five years.

Table 2
Investment Portfolio
Fiscal year Investments at ) Rate of return
ended June 30 book value (millions) Percent
1965 . $975 4.199,
1966, : 1,099 4.23
1967 1,235 4.39
1968 -__ 1,366 4.57
1969 1,534 4.93

In 1969 the Legislature approved Assembly Constitutional Amend-
ment 15 to amend the California State Constitution permitting the
STRS to invest in common stock. If successfully acted upon by the
voters in November 1970, the STRS will have the same authority to
invest in common stock now possessed by all other retirement systems.

Recodification of the Law. The Peat, Marwitch, Mitchell manage-
ment survey for the Joint Legislative Retirement Committee in 1967
also recommended a complete recodification of the STRS Law to make
it simpler, understandable, and administratively ‘workable. During the
1969 session of the Legislature, the Retirement Board supported AB
1728 to completely recodify the STRS Law without making any sub-
stantive changes. This bill became Chapter 896, Statutes of 1969, and
became effective November 10, 1969,

Measuring the Costs

The total proposed support budget for the State Teachers’ Retire-
ment System for 1970-71 amounts to $2,600,684 of which $1,400,460
‘or 53.8 percent is funded through the General Fund. The remaining
amount, $1,200,224 comes from the State Teachers’ Retirement Fund
made up of school district contributions and excess interest earmed
from the Retirement Fund.

In the current year, STRS is authorized 245.2 positions of which
73 are for limited terms. Of these limited-term positions, 46 authorized
by the 1969-70 budget for the verification program have not been filled
because of the failure of school districts to contribute their share (25
percent) of the administrative costs of the STRS. The remaining 27
limited-term positions were authorized to handle backlog problems in
preparation for the change to monthly reporting. They will terminate
at the end of this fiscal year resulting in the total reduction of author-
ized positions for the STRS from 245.2 in 1969-70 to 218.2 in 1970-71.

There are no requests for increases in the authorized manpower level
for the 197071 fiscal year. The STRS does request, however, to fill 41
of the 46 positions authorized for 1969-70 and not filled. The 41 posi-
tions will be filled as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Filling of Authorized Positions for 1970-71

Positions .
27 will be used for limited-term positions for monthly reporting.
7 will be used for workload and level of service increases throughout the

system (2 retirement officers, 1 senior stenographer and 4 clerks).
7 will be assigned to theé verification program.

41 Total propesed by STRS

+5 will remain unfilled.
46 Total proposed by the budget

Although the budget indicates that all 46 positions will be filled
before salary savings, the STRS believes that there are sufficient funds
in the budget to support only 41 positions beeause of the increase in
salary savings. The 1970-71 budget has increased the total amount of
salary savings from $39,925 this fiscal year, which excludes the savings
for the 46 unfilled positions, to $92,235 for 1970-71. We feel that a tech-
nique which increases salary savings to maintain authorized positions
is a questionable budgetary practice and should be discontinued.

Increase in School Districts’ Share of Administrative Costs

We recommend that the Legislature amend Section 14101 of the
Education Code to require school districts to increase their share of
the administrative costs of the State Teachers’ Retirement System from
$1.00 to $1.25 semiannually for each teacher employed for a General
Fund appropriation reduction of $134,815 and a corresponding increase
in the Retirement Fund contribution. Section 13805 of the Education
Code preseribes that the administrative costs of the Teachers’ Retire-
ment System are to be divided bétween the General Fund (50 percent)
and the Retirement Fund (50 percent) made up of 25 percent from
school district contributions and 25 percent from excess interest from
the Retirement Fund. The school distriets’ share is further limited to
$2 per teacher per year employed in the months of October and March.

It is estimated that school distriet contributions for the administra-
tive costs of the STRS will be unable this fiscal year to meet the 25
percent share. The 1969-70 budget had been predicated on the basis
of 294,000 contributing teachers. It is estimated, however, that the
money received from districts will cover only 248,000 teachers, a differ-
ence of 46,000 teachers or $92,000 less than anticipated. These estimates
are based on actual computer counts made in the county reports sub-
mitted in October 1969. The STRS has reported that the difference
between the number of teachers counted and the number contributing
is probably caused by a floating force of 13 to 16 percent of the teaching
foree not employed when the count is made in October and March.

As we have previously noted, the amount of General Fund money
requested to support the STRS is approximately $200,000 more. than
the amount provided by the school distriet contributions and interest
contribution. Although the Attorney General has ruled that the General
Fund expenditures to administer the STRS are permitted to exceed the
50 percent statutory limitation, we feel that school districts should con-
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tribute their share as employers. We recommend therefore, that the
rate per teacher be increased from $1 to $1.25 semlannually in 1970-71.
‘The 25-cent increase multiplied by the number of teachers reported by
the school districts (269,630) will increase the Retirement Fund con-
tribution by $134,815 from $1,200,224 to $1,335,039 and thereby reduce
the General Fund appropriation from $1,400, 460 to $1,265,645 for a
General Fund savings of $134,815.

HIGHER EDUCATION
SCOPE AND FUNCTION

The public higher education system in California, composed of 120
campuses and colleges serving over one million students, is the largest
in the nation. This system is separated into three distinet segments—
the University of California, the California State Colleges and the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges. To provide a guideline for orderly and
sound development of this system, the Master Plan for Higher Edueca-
tion in- California 1960-75 was developed and largely incorporated
into the Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960. The purpose of the
act was to define the functions and responsibilities of each segment and
to establish an economical and coordinated approach to- the needs of
higher education.

The University of California

In addition to the instruection funetion which is basic to all segments
of higher edueation, the University of California is designated as the
primary state-supported agency for research. Instruction is provided
to both undergraduate and graduate students in the liberal arts and
seiences and in the professions, including the teaching profession. The
University has exclusive jurisdiction over instruetion in the profession
of law and graduate instruction in the professions of medicine, den-
tistry, veterinary medicine and architecture. It has sole authorlty for
awarding the doctorate degree with the exeeption that in selected fields,
joint doctoral degrees may be awarded in conJunctlon with the Cah—
fornia State Colleges.

The California State Colleges

The primary function of the state colleges is to provide instruction
to both undergraduate and graduate students in the liberal arts and
sciences, in applied flelds and in the professions including the teaching
profession. The granting of bachelor’s degrees and master’s degrees
is authorized but doctorate degrees may not be granted except under
the joint doctoral program noted above. Faculty research is authorized
only to the extent that it is consistent with the instruection function.

The California Community Cblleges

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

Governance and Student Eligibility

To govern the University of California the State Constitution grants
full power of organization and government to a 24-member board of
regents with substantial freedom from legislative or executive control.
The University system consists of nine campuses, including a separate
medical facility at San Francisco, and numerous special research facili-
ties located in all sections of 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 affili-
ated with the University, operates under a separate statutory board
of directors.

The opportunity to attend the University is open to all high sehool
graduates who finished in the upper 124 percent of their graduating
class and to qualified transfer students from other institutions.

The California State Colleges are governed by a statutory 20-mem-
ber board of trustees created under the Donahoe Act of 1960. Although
the board of trustees does not have the constitutional autonomy of the
regents, the act did provide for centralization of the policy and ad-
ministrative funetions which are carried out by the Chancellor’s office.
The system includes 19 existing campuses including the new California
State College at Bakersfield scheduled to open in the fall of 1970. Ad-
mission to the state colleges is open to students in the upper one-third
of their high school graduating class and to qualified transfer students
from other colleges and universities.

A 15-member Board of Governors of the California Community Col:
leges was created by statute in 1967 to provide leadership and direction
to the development of the existing 92 campuses that ecomprise the sys-
tem. Effective July 1, 1968, the new board assumed all the administra-
tive and control functions related to the community colleges that were
formerly placed in the State Deaprtment of Education. Unlike the
University and state college systems, community colleges are adminis-
tered by local boards and derive the primary source of funding from
the local tax base. As a result the new board is directed by statute to
maintain this local autonomy and control as it relates to the administra-
tion of the colleges. Admission to the community colleges is open to any
high school graduate. Other students may be admitted under special
exceptions such as apprentice training, previous military service and
educational potential.

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education is an 18-member
advisory body created under the Donahoe Act to provide a coordinated
review of the higher education system. The council advises the Gover-
nor and Legislature as well as the governing boards of the three seg-
ments on matters pertaining to state finanecial support, long- range
physical development, new programs and other ¢oncerns.
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ADMISSION AND ENROLLMENT

The three segments of California’s public higher education system
admit students on the basis of varying ability and achievement levels.
By statutory regulation any high school graduate must be admitted to
a public community college and additional authorization is granted to
admit any person who is 18 years of age. Although the respective gov-
erning boards establish the admission standards for the state colleges
and the University, these standards have been in conformity with guide-
lines established in the master plan. As a result standards are set for
admission to the state colleges with the intent to restriet the admission
of freshmen to those who were in the top one-third of their high school
class. At the University admission standards limit freshmen to the
top one-eighth of their class.

For admission to advance standing at the state colleges and Uni-
versity, transfer students are required to have a grade point average
of 2 and for those students not originally eligible to enroll as freshmen
at the University a 2.4 average is required. Both segments require a
bachelor’s degree for admittance to graduate study but individual
departments at the University usually establish additional require-
ments.

Both the University and state colleges are allowed to waive admission
standards for selected students with academic promise. The original
master plan guideline provided for a 2-percent level of waivers but to
accommodate disadvantaged students this was increased to 4 percent.

University policy places higher admission standards for undergradu-
ate nonresidents than for California residents. Whereas resident stu-
dents accepted as freshmen come from the upper one-eighth of the high
school graduates, only nonresident students in the upper one-sixteenth
“of the graduates are admitted.

Enrollment data is the major factor used for determining the budg-
etary needs of higher education for both support and capital outlay.
As a result accurate projections of student demand are necessary if
the master plan objective to provide higher education services to all
qualified students is to be accomplished. It should be emphasized that
this objective of the master plan was intended to apply to the entire
higher education system rather than to each segment separately.

The master plan survey team anticipated that all qualified students
might not be provided for at the campus of their choice or even the
segment of their choice. This was clearly the concept of the recom-
mendation 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 the University and the state colleges. The only
method available to the segments to redirect students to the community
colleges is to deny those students admissions under the assumption that
the students will enroll in a community college.

Enrollment estimates included in the budget are reported in a dif-
ferent manner for each segment. University enrollment statistics in-
clude a distribution of students by level of enrollment through the
budget year, but for the state colleges this information is provided on
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the basis of level of instruction. The community colleges instruct only
lower division students but report information on the basis of average
daily attendance since they receive state funding on sc¢hool apportion-
ment basis.

The enrollment data for the three segments of public higher educa-
tion is provided in Table 1.

Table 1
Annual Enrollments
Actual Estimated Proposed
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
FTE FTE ~ FTH

University of California
Lower division 29,190 - 29,370 28,975
Upper division 36,515 39,335 41,928
Graduates : 29,554 32,776 30,830
Totals 95,259 . 101,481 101,733

California State Colleges
Lower division 68,849 71,320 77,300
Upper division : 84,489 93,930 105,000
Graduates 9,050 9,990 11,435
Totals 162,438 175,240 193,735
Community Colleges ADA ADA ADA
Totals 308,183 341,482 385,000
Grand Totals 565,880 618,203 680,468

EXPENDITURE SUMMARY

The actual and estimated total and state expenditures for higher
education since 1968-69 are shown on Table 2. In the support budget
there is a $33.9 million increase over the current year in state funds
while total expenditures have decreased by $71.1 million. The state’s
share of the total cost of higher education will be at a low for the
three years at a level of 55.7 percent of the $1,331 million total. The
Capital Outlay budget estimates a total expenditure of $286.1 million
in the current year and $142 million in the budget year, the state share
of which is $155.9 million and $70.1 million respectively. The state
share of capital outlay will be 49.3 percent in 1969-70, the lowest for
the three years shown. However, it is difficult to make conclusive ob-
servations on capital outlay expenditures. Funds listed for 1969-70
and 1970-71 might not be spent in those years and will show up again
as capital outlay expenditure items in future budgets. Similarly, the
expenditure estimates for these two years include funds authorized but
not spent in prior years. The capital outlay figures shown for 1968-69
are final. '
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“Table 2

Expenditure Summary for Higﬁer Education

(in thousands)*

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 ‘Proposed 1970~71
Capital Capital ‘Capital
Support outlay 2 Total Support outlay Total Support outlay Total
Coordinating Council for $866 —_— $866 $1,075 — $1,075 $1,068 — $1,068
Higher Education ___. 505 R— 505 559 — 559 546 __ 546
University of California 2 657,747 $91,278 749,025 736,897 $49,858 786,755 763,902 $25,391 ~789,293
290,546 146,228 336,774 329,679 37,554 367,233 333,000 16,120 349,120
California State Colleges_ 288,606 101,248 389,854 356,455 180,286 536,741 895,657 78,510 474,167
237,549 70,395 307,944 288,116 87,809 375,925 311,214 34,793 346,007
Community Colleges _____ 861 _ 31,976 32,837 4277 56,533 60,810 1,482 38,034 39,616
: 592 13,609 14201 3,846 30,344 34,190 838 19,064 19,902
o Hastings College of Law- 1,332 436 1,768 1,642 30 1,672 1,836 _— 1,836
%) 803 436 1,239 1,058 30 1,088 1,231 - 1,231
% Maritime Academy _____ 914 96 1,010 1,034 259 1,293 978 ks 1,055
700 96 796 815 259 1,074 762 ks - 839
State Scholarship and 8,505 — 8,505 13,705 — 13,705 14,898 — 14,898
Loan Commission __.._ 8,437 —_— 8,437 13,611 - 138,611 14,846 — 14,846
Higher Education —— — —— —— — —— . 9,130 - 9,130
Opportunity Program . _— — . _— - _— 9,130 - 9,130
Total Expenditures ..  $958,831  $226,034 $1,183,865 $1,115,085  $286,966 $1,402,051 $1,188,951  $142,012 $1,330,963
Total State
Expenditures _______ 539,132 130,764 669,896 637,684 155,996 793,680 671,567 70,054 741,621
State Expenditures as a <
- percent of Total Expen- . :
ditures ____ . ___ 56.2% 57.99, 56.79% 57.2% 54.4% 56.6% 56.49, 49.39% 55.7%

t Figures not in italics constitute total expenditures. Figures in italics constitute General Fund expenditures.
2 ALl expenditures included except those for special federal research projects.

8 Includes unexpended funds from previous fiscal years.
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MAJOR SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
IN CALIFORNIA

A summary of the funding of current expenditures for higher edu-
cation in California for the last completed fisecal year, 1968-69, is
shown in Table 3. The total expenditure figure for the University of
California of $657.7 million excludes $259.1 million of federal funds
supporting three large federal research projects administered by the
University. With these research funds included, the state support
of $293.9 million amounts to 32 percent of the University’s 1968-69
expenditures. An additional 6 percent is supported from student fees,
15.7 percent from other sources and the remaining 46.3 percent from
federal funds. Without these federal research projects included in the
total, the University’s support budget is funded 44.7 percent from state
sources, 25.1 percent from federal sources, 21.9 percent from other
sources and 8.3 percent from student fees.

The California State Colleges’ operating budget for 1968-69 totals
$288.6 million and does not include $17.2 million in federal funds for
college research, institutions and special projects. Excluding these
funds which are handled through foundations, the state’s share of the
budget totals 82.3 percent, the federal share totals 4.9 percent and
student fees equal 7.9 percent.

Our estimate for the community colleges is based on projections from
1967-68 data. This is necessitated by the lack of more eurrent informa-
tion due to the late reporting schedule on official community college
data. According to our estimate, 68.8 percent of comimuhity college
support comes from local funds, 29.5 percent comes froini state funds
and 1.7 percent from federal funds and student fees.

Approximately $1.6 billion was expended for higher education sup-
port in 1968-69. Of this amount $674.4 million (or 48.4 percent) was
from state funds, $245.7 million (or 18.4 percent) was from local sup-
port, $206 million (or 15.4 percent) was from federal support and the
remaining amount totaling $238.6 million (or 17.8 percent) came from
student fees and other sources. '
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“Table 3

Expenditures for Higher Education Current Expenses by Source of Funds 1968-69
(in Thousands)

Lrewming [eIouss)

State Local Federal Student .
Institutions ' support support support fees Other? ‘Totals Percent
University of California $293,934 _— $164,851 $54,695 $144 267 ~$657,747 49.2
NCahtorma State Colleges 237,649 — 14,048 22,717 14,300 288,614 21.5
Ot Community colleges ! 105,465 245,684 4,000 2,000 — ~857,149 -26.6
Other agencies ® 10,446 __ 23,117 654 _— 34,217 29
Totals. $647,394 $245,684 $206,016 $80,066 $158,567 $1,337,727  100.0%
Percent of total 484 18.4 154 6.0 118 100

1 Estimated.
2 Private gifts and grants, endowments, sales and other earnings, et

3 Ineludes Hastings College of Law, the California Maritime Academy, the Co

ordinating Council for Higher Education and the State Scholarship and Loan' Commission,
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STUDENT CHARGES

There are two types of student charges utilized by California’s
system of higher education to gather additional revenue. These are
tuition and fees.

According to the Master Plan for Higher Education, ‘‘tuition is
defined generally as student charges for teaching expense, whereas
fees are charged to students, either collectively or individually, for
services not directly related to instruction, such as health, special
clinical services, job placement, housing and recreation.”” Although
there has been a traditional policy as enunciated in the Master Plan
that tuition should not be charged to resident students, there has been
an equally traditional policy to charge ‘‘fees’’ to resident students.

All three segments impose a tuition on students who are not legal
residents of California. Foreign students at the University are required
to pay the same tuition as other nonresidents but statutes require a
separate lower fee at the state colleges. Exceptions to the ‘‘tuition-
free’’ policy can be found at the University of California where a
small tuition is charged to resident students in selected health sciences
fields and at the -Maritime Academy.

There are two basic types of fees charged both resident and non-
resident students enrolled in the regular academic session of the Uni-
versity and state colleges. The first is the registration fee, or materials
and service fee as it is called at the state colleges. These mandatory
fees are intended to cover laboratory costs and other instructionally
related items, student health services, placement services and other
student services incidental to the instructional program. The second
type includes auxiliary service fees which are user fees for parking
facilities, residence halls and residence dining facilities.

The Regents have the constitutional powers to determine the level of
tuition and fee charges. Section 23751 of the Education Code author-
izes the Trustees to establish the level of fees but maximum levels of
resident tuition are established by statutes. The Board of Governors of
the Community colleges is required to set the level of nonresident tui-
tion and the local colleges may levy fees to cover parking and/or health
services to a maximum of $10 per year.

Table 1 illustrates the current level of the tuition and fees at the
various segmeiits, Where these vary from campus to campus, a range
is indicated.
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Table 1
Basic Annual Student Charges—1969-70
(Academic Year) Culifornia
University California  Commnunity
of California State Colleges. Colleges
Registration fee oo $300 $108. $0-102
Tuition—residents * -
Medicine 250 — —
Dentistry-pharmacy ________.__ 200 — _—
Tuition—nonresident® _________._ 1,200 890 375
Foreign ] 1,200 255 375
Student organization fees __.___.__. 13-33 18-30 __
Student union fees . ___.__ 11-31 6-18 ——
Applieation fee 10 10 —
Auxiliary services fees
Room and board ________.______ 985-1,200 618-1,260 .
Parking 30-50 2645 0-122

1 Tuition charges are in addition to other fees.
2 Statutory maximum for the community colleges is $10 for parking or health semces or a combination of both,

The registration fee at the Un1vers1ty and the materials and services
fees at the state colleges, represent, the primary fee that is charged to
all students. Although there are similarities in the uses of these fees,
there are also important differences. Tables 2 and 3 show the expendi-
ture distribution by student of these fees for the University and state
colleges. A comparison of these tables shows the University has gone
~well beyond the state colleges in utilizing this type of fee as a source
of income for such areas as intercollegiate athletics, cultural programs,
and student grants-in-aid.

Table 2

Distribution of University of California Registration Fee
(Cost per Student)

Instruction and Research: ] 1969-70

Laboratory fees $27.00
Organized Activities and Auxiliary Enterprises: »

Intercollegiate athletics 15.40
Extension and Public Service: :

Arts and lectures 5.80
Student Services: . .

Dean of students . 3.20

Bducational student and alumni placement 13.70

Public ceremonies and cultural programs - 310

Recreation activities 11.40

Health service 71.90

Student aid administration . 9.40

Counseling __ 14.60

Foreign student program - 2.80

Housing service 6.80
Miscellaneous student services 8.50
Student Aid:

Grants-in-aid 38.30

Edueation opportunities program : 19.50
Provisions for Allocation : :

Capital debt service 20.00

Unallocated fees 28.20
Total ‘ $300.00
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Table 3
Distribution of California State Colleges Materials and Service Fee
(Cost per Student) 1969-70

Administration and teaching $36
Student health services
Student personnel 41
Financial aid —-__ 7

Total $108
Tuition

One of the recommendations of the 1960 Master Plan was for the
respective governing boards to ‘‘reaffirm the long-established prineciple
that state colleges and the University of California shall be tuition free
to all residents of the State.’’ A review of the historical practice in the
two segments indicates that neither segment has, as a matter of policy,
been entirely tuition free.

The 1868 Organic Act establishing the Unlversmy, authorized tuition
with the qualification that ‘. . . as soon as the income of the Univer-
sity shall permit, admission and tuition shall be free to all residents
of the state.”” After three months of a tuition of $10 per semester, the
regents declared a tuition-free poliey for all departments of the Uni-
versity except the medical colleges. Medical students presently pay a
tuition in the amount of $250 while students of dentistry and pharmacy
pay $200 per year. Tuition has been authorized by statute since 1862
at the state colleges. Prior to 1933 various course fees were charged
depending upon the individual course taken. From 1933 to 1953 the
state colleges openly charged a small tuition which amounted to $17
per year until 1953 when it was merged with the materials and service
fee. Although no ‘‘tuition’’ has been charged since then, statutory
authorization still exists in Section 23753 of the Education Code which
limits the yearly tuition that may be charged to $25.

The philosophy of tuition-free education in the community colleges
has been firmly established and only recently can be seen the use of
mandatory fees for noninstructional costs in such areas as health serv-
ices and parking.

The General Fund revenue problem now facing the state, which
stems in some measure from the rapid increase in expenditures for
higher education during the past decade, has generated considerable
reevaluation of the so-called ‘‘tuition free’’ policy.

In October 1969, the Coordinating Council for Higher Eduecation,
after reviewing a staff report on student charges, concluded that
charges at the University and state colleges, when compared to those
in other states, appeared to be low and that additional revenue beyond
that to be provided from state and federal sources would be required.
As a result the council directed its staff to “prepare specific proposals
for increased student charges.’’

Following review of the staff alternatlves at the December 1969
meeting, the following action was taken by the counecil :
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‘““The Coordinating Council advises the Governor, the Legislature,
the Board of Regents, and the Board of Trustees, that student eharges
should be increased moderately at the University of California and the
California State Colleges, and that the following policies be adepted
with regpect to such charges:

1. Inecreased student charges should be set by the Board of Regents

of the University and Trustees of the State Colleges. Revenues

from these charges should be used to:

a. Fund debt service for capital outlay expenditures (over and
above the level of existing 1969-70 state support) for instrue-
tional and student service facilities, exclusive of health seiences.

b. Supplement student finanecial aid in order to increase access

to the University and state colleges of students unable to attend

because of financial reasons.
2. Revenue over and above that needed for debt service and student

aid should be used at the discretion of the respective governing.

boards.

3. Increased charges should be collected in the form of a “‘flat’’

charge.”’

Estimates of Revenues from Tuition

Estimated revenue for various levels of tuition were made in the
coordinating council study by the University and state colleges. The
estimated met revenue at levels of $100, $200 and $400 are shown in

Table 4.
Table 4

Estimated Net Revenue from Various Levels of Tuition 1970-71
(Revenue in Millions)
: Levels of tuition

$100 3200 3400

Universitir of California® . $5.1 $9.9 $18.7

California State Colleges ' i 8.6 14.2 19.9
Totals ' $13.7  $241  $386.

1 University estimates do not include additional administrative costs associated with tuition increase or financial-

aid programs and should be reduced accordingly.

The net revenue is obtained by reducing the estimated gross revenue
to reflect the anticipated reduction in student enrollment and the addi-

tional student aid required to offset the increased fee for low-income

- students. For example, the University estimate anticipates that an
increase of $100 in 1970-71 would divert about 2,300 students away
from the University out of a total enrollment estimate of 97,000. With
the addition of a student aid program that equaled the increased
charge, it is estimated that about 1,000 of these students would be
retained by the University.

Comparisons to Fees in Other States
The council’s conclusion that student charges at’ the University and

state colleges appear to be lower than those in many comparable states;

stems from a council staff report on student charges. This report com-
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pared University charges to those of 104 member 1nst1tut10ns of the
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges and state
college charges were compared to those of 225 member institutions of the
American Association of State Colleges and Universities.

The University -comparisions were made over a seven-year period
(1962-63 to 1968-69) and showed that in each of these years student
charges at the University were below either the mean or median charge
of the 104 institutions. In 1968 the mean charge was $393 and the
median was $360 as compared to the average University charge of $334.

Comparisons for the state colleges was made over a three-year period

(1966-67 to 1968-69). In 1968 the mean charge was $347 and the

median was $300 as compared to the average state college charge of
$117.

The council staff discounted the relevance of these surveys on the
basis that there does not appear to be a logical connection between
some national ‘‘norm’’ and the desired amount of higher education in
California. In addition, there are two other cr1t1c1sms of these compari-
sons that should be noted.

The primary criticism is that the institutions chosen for comparison.

purposes are really not comparable. The list of 104 institutions used
to compare with the University include many institutions that are not
‘classified as universities by the American Association of University
Professors and many of these have low tuition rates. Included in the
list are Federal City College ($75), University of Puerto Rico ($144),
Prairie View A & M College ($166), and Maryland State College
($220). It is interesting to note that of the 225 institutions compared
to the state colleges none of the institutions are recommended by the
council as a comparison institution for determining state college faculty
salary needs.

A second criticism is that the 1968-69 data do not reflect recent
increases in tuition. Many public institutions have increased tuition
and fees for 1969-70. Tables 5 and 6 show the tuition and fees for the
nine public institutions of the ‘‘Big Ten.’” These institutions are pro-
posed by the council to be used for University of California salary
comparisons. Table 5 compares 1969-70 tuition and fees and shows the
increase over 1968-69 for in-state students and Table 6 gives this
information for nonresident students.

For resident students large fee increases occurred in 1969 at Purdue,
Indiana and Iowa and eight of the nine institutions increased fees
significantly. None of these institutions have lower fees than the Uni-
versity of California. For nonresident students as shown in Table 6
large fee increases also occurred, but in this case University of Cali-
fornia fees would still exceed those of five of the nine public supported
““Big Ten’’ schools.
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Table 5

Tuition and Mandatory Fees in Public “Big Ten” Universities
(1968-69. and 1969-70)

1968—69 1969-70 Increase

Illinois . $270 $352 $82
Indiana 390 650 260.
Towa : 370 620 250;
Michigan : 480 480 _—
Michigan State ______________ ) 556 589 ‘33
Minnesota 405 510 ’ 105
Obhio State ) 510 - 600 90
Purdue - 400 - T00 300
‘Wisconsin -350 430 80

Mean $415 $548 $133

Median . 400 589 234
University of California _.____ $318-3481 $318-3511 —

1 Mandatory fees vary by campus depending on special student fees. The majority of students are required to
pay between $20 to $30 in addition to the $300 registration fee.

Nonresident Tuition and Fees in Public “Big Ten” Universities
(1968-69 and 1969-70).

1968-69 196970 Increase

Illinois $850 $958 $108
Indiana 1,050 1,490 - 440
Towa 1,000 1,250 250
Michigan 1,540 1,540 i o
Michigan State .. ___________ 1,264 1,399 135
Minnesota 951 1,251 300
Ohio State 1,110 1,650 540
Purdue 1,200 . 1,600 400
Wisconsin 1,150 1,630 480

Mean $1,124 $1,419 $295

Median ___________________ 1,100 1,490 380
University of California _.___ $1,5618-1,5481 $1, 518—1 5511 $0-3

1 Mandatory fees vary by campus depending on special student fees. The majority of students are required to
pay between $20 and $30 in addition to the $300 registration fee and $1,200 tuition.

Types of Tuition Plans Available

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education staff report explored
five alternative plans for increasing student charges. These plans with
some of the findings on each plan are summarized below.

1. Student charges in conjunetion with a comprehensive loan pro-
gram. The staff concluded that loan programs are less equitable
than other alternatives primarily because they do not include
means tests. In addition the costs of admlmstratlon of these pro-
grams appear to be high.

2, Graduated student charges based on financial ability to pay. One
of the weaknesses of this type of plan is that the factors commonly
used in evaluating need are not included in the plan. Although
based on adjusted gross income as a test of ability to pay, other
factors such as family size, assets and extraordinary expenses are
not evaluated.

3. A flat student charge in conjunction Wlth student financial aid for
those unable to meet the additional cost This is the alternative
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recommended by the council on the basis that it provided the
most equity to the student.

4. A differentiated student charge in conjunction with student fi-
nancial aid. The charge would be based on a benefit or cost concept
by level of instruction or discipline. Although this approach may
be the most efficient method of pricing higher education, the
problem of clearly identifying the educational benefits of each
discipline dppear to preclude council staff’s acceptance of this
method.

5. A voucher system whereby the state subsidy per student is al-
lowed each student for use at the institution of his choice whether
it be public or private. This would be accompanied by an increase
in student charges. This could be an extension of the existing state
scholarship program.

Proposals Considered by the Regents

At the January 1970 meeting of the regents two plans for raising
student charges were submitted for consideration. The first, by the
president of the University, is in conformity with the recommendatlons
of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education. This proposes to
increase fees in 1970-71 by $180 with an additional increase of $180
in 1971-72. The details of the plan were for half of the increase to be
applied to the existing registration fee to be used for additional student
financial aid. The other half of the increase would be collected from the
establishment of a new educational facilities fee to provide additional
capital outlay funds. University estimates of gross revenue from these
fee increases show that $18.6 million would be anticipated in 1970-71
and $38 million is estimated for 1971-72.

The plan presented to the regents by the Governor proposed the same
inerease for undergraduate students of $180 for 1970-71 with a further
increase of $180 in 1971-72. For graduate students a slightly higher
increase was proposed of $225 for each year. Under this plan all funds
-would be collected as a resident tuition and would be used to meet a -
part of the enrollment-related support costs of students rather than
for capital outlay and student aid. In addition, the plan proposes that
students with demonstrated financial need could defer payment of the
tuition by accepting an obligation to repay after completion of
their education under the same conditions as existing NDEA or other
University loans are now made.

Legislative Review of Tuition

We recommend that the uses of any new revenue which may result
from the levying of a tuition or fee increase at the University be in-
cluded in the legislative review of the 1970-71 budget for the Uni-
versity. The University Plan to apply any additional revenue from an
increased student charge to capital outlay and student aid and the
Governor’s plan to apply the increase to enrollment-related support
both require close legislative review.

The 1970-71 Governor’s Budget makes no provision for any addi-
tional revenue from increased student charges and the budget does not
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indicate those expenditure areas where a financial deficit exists. Be-
cause the Regents of the University have constitutional authority to
increase student charges, this authority allows the University, without
legislative approval, to. increase revenue and expenditures over and.
above what is reported to be a statement of need in the 1970-71 Gov-
ernor’s Budget

If it is the intent to apply any increased revenue from a new tuition
charge to expenditure areas.of the budget that are normally considered
to be state funding respons1bilities then it is suggested that the effects
of this policy be considered in the total University budget review prior
to final legislative appropriation.

AVERAGE COST PER STUDENT

Average cost data have several uses. They can be used for perform-
ance analysis and, to a certain degree, as a measure of accountability.
For the purpose of planning, they can be used to establish financial
trends and evaluate changes over a period of time. When the cost
data are constructed with a consistent methodology, it is possible to
compare relevant cost factors among institutions. Such information is
understood generally and is in constant demand.

In our 1967-68 Amnalysis we recommended that the Coordinating
Couneil for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of
California develop average cost-per-student data. The Senate Finance
Committee requested the council to develop similar information for
both the state colleges and the junior colléges.

In our analysis we stated that average cost data should reflect the
following :

1. Represent the total 1nstruct10nal expense w1th1n the institution
and, thereby, serve as an index of the cost of educating students.

2. Show the total cost of having one student attend the University
for a year.

3. Reflect the cost to the state of havmg one student attend the
University for one year.

4. Enable the state to identify what it is paying for.

5. Permit identification of costs that are not directly student- related
or induced.

6. Fulfill the need for a budgetary standard that will reflect the
degree of economy in total University expenditures as well as state
support.

7. Allow the identification of the cost of instruction research and
public service as well as the increased benefits to each to be derived
by increasing program levels or establishing new programs.

We further specified that the report should include information on
the type of dollar base used, the method of prorating budget costs and
the composition of a cost deﬂatmg index if used.

In its report to the Legislature entitled Cost-per-Student Computa-
tions in California Public Higher Education, the council attempted to

' ,develop data which would satisfy all but the last two eriteria, for.
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which a major cost study would be required. At that time we mnoted
that the figures for each institution are not directly comparable in-
asmuch as they are produced from systems which budget and account
for their funds in different ways, because full-time equivalent students
-are caleculated differently in each system and because the total costs
of ]ZaCh system reflect the different educational funetions assigned to.
each. : ‘

Our final comment on the report stated:

‘“Unfortunately, the method of arriving at enrollment determined
costs in this report does not allow for the computation of avérage
cost for graduate or undergraduate student. Thus, we are unable
to show expense of educating students at different levels in the
educational process. Also, as we noted above, this method does not
satisfy the latter two criteria of fulfilling the need for a budgetary
standard that reflects the degree of economy or identifying the costs
of the delineated functions of the institutions and the benefits to be
derived by expanding these functions. These items are all useful in
cost analysis, and better methodology should be developed which will
produce this data.”’

The only activity since this report in developing cost-per-student
data is the work done by each segment in relation to the new program
budget structure.

Tables 1 and 2 show the enrollment-related costs per student using
the Coordinating Counecil method for the University and the state eol-
leges. The data is shown from 1958-59 through 1969-70 on a current-
dollar basis and a 1969-70 constant-dollar basis so as to eliminate the
inflationary effects on the dollars.

On a constant-dollar basis both the University and state colleges show
a higher cost per student in 1969-70 than in any previous year.

Table 1

Enroliment Related Costs Per FTE Student
University of California

1958-59 Through 1969-70

Eapenditures per FTH Eaxpenditures per FTE student
student (Constant 1969-70 dollars)
Total State Total State
1,712 1,339 2,527 1,976
1,813 1,416 2,577 2,013
1,879 1,471 2,654 1,999
1,910 1,496 2,536 1,986
2,054 1,607 © 2617 . 2,048
2,168 1,698 2,713 2,125
2,252 1,759 2,759 2,155
2,408 1,883 2,830 2,213
2,691 2,106 3,082 2,412
2,743 2,152 3,028 2,376
2,946 2,321 3,058 2,409

3,088 2,453 3,088 2,452
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Table 2

Enrollment Related Costs Per FTE Student
California State Colleges

1958-59 Through 1969-70

Bgpenditures per FTE- Hzpenditures per FTE student
! student (Constant 1969-70 dollars)
) ) . ’ Total State Total State
1968-59_______._ 941 863 1,532 1,405
1959-60___-____ 1,024 909 1,607 1,426
1960-61.._______ 1,099 988 1,608 1,445
1961-62________ 1,126 994 1,626 1,435
1962-63________ 1,166 1,026 1,617 1,423
1963-64________ 1,185 1,032 : 1,615 - 1,406
1964-65________ 1,196 1,050 1,591 . 1,397
1965-66________ 1,308 1,179 : 1,619 1,460
196667 _______ 1,430 1,265 1,666 1,474
1967-68.________ 1,460 1,308 1,621 1,452
1968-69________ 1,676 1,481 : 1,739 1,537
1969-70___.____ 1,811 1,594 1811 1,694

Although the Coordinating Couneil report did produce a comparable
method for determining enrollment related costs per.student for com-
munity colleges, we are unable to collect the historical- data necessary
to present a comparable table. For the purpose of general information
Table 3 shows the dverage current expenses of education paid by state
and local funds per unit of average daily attendance.

Table 3

Total Current Expense of Education®
‘California Community Colleges

Current expense of education

Year per average daily attendance.
1958-59 ) $520.52
1959-60 . 575,32
1960-61 568.63
1961-62 - 576.22
1962-63 603.30
196364 . 592.14
196465 : . 609.41
1965-66 o 632.07
196667 699.90
1967-68 727.32

1 Exeludes food service, community service and capital outlay.

YEAR-ROUND OPERATICN

We recommend rejectio'ri of the proposed termination of the sum-
mer quarter year-round operation program.

Background .

Year-round operation in higher education is the operation of an in-
stitution for either four quarters or three semesters in an effort to
achieve the maximum utilization of all existing facilities before making
the decision to build new campuses or colleges. In California the prob-
lem of rapidly increasing enrollments and the need for facilities caused
the idea of year-round operation to be advanced as early as 1955 in the:
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Restudy of the Needs of California Higher Education by T. R. Me-
Connell, T. C. Holy and H. H. Semans. o

- This proposal was given further support in the Master Plan for
Higher Education in Califormia which recommended that all public and
private institutions of higher education offer summer programs equiva-
lent to one quarter of a year and that ‘‘The coordinating agency study
during 1960 the relative merits of trimester and four-quarter plans
for year-round use of the physical plants of both public and private
institutions, and on the basis of that study recommend a calendar for
higher education in California.’’

In 1962, the University of California decided to begin planning for
conversion to year-round operation. This action and the master plan
recommendation caused the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in 1963 to (a) undertake a study of the entire coneept of year-
round use of facilities in all segments of higher education, and (b)
place itself on record in favor of ‘“. ... the greater utilization of all
higher education facilities and personnel . . .”” The study was completed
in February 1964, and resulted in a reaffirmation of support for the
general concept of year-round operation and a specific endorsement of
the quarter system as soon as adequate planning and funding could be
obtained. This recommendation coincided with similar opinions re-
ceived by the segments through their own preliminary studies. The Leg- .
islature endorsed year-round operation in Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 24 during the 1964 General Session, and based on the
Governor’s request, responded to the neéd for planning funds by ap-
propriating $350,000 for the University and $233,873 for the state col-
leges for the 196465 fiscal year and $125,000 and $117,616, respec-
tively, in 1965-66. These funds were used for systemwide planning and
the establishment of conversion procedures at the individual campuses.

The financial estimates on year-round operation indicate that while
there will be short-run increases in operating expenses, they will be
more than offset by long-run decreases in capital expenditures. The first
such estimate was offered in February 1964 by the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education. It concluded that year-round operation at
the University and state colleges would inerease operating costs be-
tween 1967 and 1975 by $109.7 million in 1963 constant dollars, but
that capital outlay savings in the same period would amount to $177.2
million for a net savings of $67.5 million. Using preliminary data in the
1968-69 analysis we offset the capital outlay savings against- (a) the -
costs of a lower summer quarter student faculty ratio. (b) of cycling

"from two semesters to three quarters, and (c) of planning and con-
version, Our analysis produced a net higher education saving of $43.4
million by 1975-76, which, although tentative, was not disproved. For
further evidence we recommended that the Coordinating Council for-
Higher Education study this matter and report to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee prior to November 1, 1968.

1968 Restudy Confirms Substantial YRO Savings

The council contracted with a private management consulting firm
in early 1968 to reevaluate the concept of year-round operation in both
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segments of higher education. The report was rendered in October of
1968 and shows that the decision to initiate year-round operation will
produce significant savings to the state. It is estimated that the Uni-
versity and the state eolleges will save $85 and $12 million respectlvely
through 1975-786.

+ After reviewing the report and comments on it from the University
and state colleges the council passed the followmg resolutions on Feb-
ruary 3, 1969:

Eesolved, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
advise the Governor the Legislature, the Trustees of the California
State Colleges and the Regents of the Universify of California that
it concurs with these recommendations; specifically, that the concept
of year-round operations is sound and can result in significant total
cost savings for the University of California and the California State

_ Colleges, both in the short term and the long term ; and be it further

Resolved, That the Council advises the Regents of the University
and the Trustees of the California State Colleges that those eampuses
and colleges not now offering a summer quarter should be analyzed
by the respective governing boards to determine those where cost
savings can be realized and initiate planned conversion for them at
the earliest practical date, consistent with the econversion planning
schedule recommended by the consulting firm ; and be it further

Resolved, That the Council request the Trustees of the California
State Colleges and the Regents of the University of California to
request their staffs to study the effects of scope and breadth of sum-
mer quarter course offerings and the resultant effects on enrollment
toward the determination of whether the already significant finanecial
benefits of year-round operations can be inereased and to report these
findings to the Council by December, 1969; and be it further

Resolved, That the Council request the Governor and the Legis-
lature to provide the necessary financial support now and in the
future so that the greatest potential savings from year-round opera-
tions can be realized.

Legislative Support

The Governor’s Budget for 1968-69 d1d not include planning funds
for the continuanece of year-round operation at the state colleges on the
rationale that higher operating expenses would prevent long-run sav-
ings. This action was amended by the Legislature which added $396,241
into the budget to provide planning funds at San Fernando Valley,
Chico, San Jose, and Fullerton, but the Governor vetoed the augmen-
tation on the basis that the Coordinating Council was studying year-
round operation and funds should be withheld pending completion of
the study.

This action was continued in the 1969-70 budget in that the funds
requested by the colleges for planning at the four colleges were not
included in the Governor’s Budget. The Legislature directed the con-
tinuation of year-round operation and augmented the 1969-70 budget
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by $4OQ,OOO for planning which was again vetoed by the Governor on
the rationale that this item was ‘‘low on the Trustees’ priority list.”’

1970-71 Budget Proposes Termination of YRO

The 1970-71 budget proposes to completely eliminate the summer
quarter programs at the University and state colleges.

The state college rationale for termination is based on fiscal consid-
erations. In a letter of explanation the Chancellor’s Office has stated
that ‘‘at a special meeting on October 15, 1969, the Trustee Committees
on Educational Policy, Finance and Faculty and Staff Affairs, ap-
proved the 1970-71 State College support budget request of $335.6 mil-
lion and established certain principles for the submittal of a priority
listing of supplemental requests above the initial allocation. In imple-
menting these principles, intended to serve the maximum number of
students, at current levels of academic quality, within available re-
sources, it was decided to phase out the State-supported, summer quar-
ter operation. This decision was made in relation to the funding which
could be made available in 1970-71 and was not considered by the
Board of Trustees as long range policy issue.

‘“ After careful consideration, the summer quarter was identified as
a program which can be discontinued to accommodate the higher pri-
ority needs of the academic year, because: (1) it has the least impact
on the instructional program; and (2) for the same number of dollats,
more students can be accommodated systemwide in the academic year
than during the summer quarter.”’

Termination of Year-round Operation Is Poor Policy ‘

We believe that there are neither sufficient policy nor fiseal reasons
upon which YRO can be reasonably terminated. All public studies on
this subject have made conclusive statements as to the savings to be
realized by the year-round operation program. The Coordinating Coun-
cil resolution discussed previously was the result of the most recent
such study. Existing data show that except for one college the summer
quarter programs are less expensive than the regular quarters.

We believe that it is inconsistent for the budget to fail to provide
eapital outlay funds neeessary for expanding enrollments while at the
same time canceling major programs which offer better utilization of
existing facilities. There is clear evidence that enrollments will continue
to grow at a relatively high rate while it is increasingly difficult to -
construet facilities due to lack of bond funds and interest rate ceilings.
‘We believe that the Legislature should subject the rationale of the
budget to serious investigation during the budget hearings and restore
the year-round operation program to the extent feasible at this late
date relative to academic programming for the 1970 academic year.
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SPACE UTILIZATION IN CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The history of facility space utilization in California dates from the
1948 ‘‘ Report of the Survey of the Needs of California in Higher- Edu-
cation’’ and was followed by the 1955 ‘‘Restudy’” of these needs. The
‘““Restudy’’ recommended a standard room utilization of 36 sched-
uled hours per week with class enrollments averaging 67 percent of
room capacity. These standards were in effect until the 1960 Master
Plan reduced them by concluding that evidence at that time indicated”
more moderate standards should be established. The Master Plan reec-
ommended that (a) standard utilization of classrooms shall in no case
average less than 30 scheduled hours per week with class enrollments
averaging 60 percent of room capacity and that (b) the newly estab-
lished Coordinating Council for Higher Education should study this
matter.

8Space Utilization Studies of the Coordinatihg Council for Higher Education

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education began its study of
space utilization in 1963 and in 1966 rendered an extensive report on
classroom, laboratory, office and library space utilization. The council
found that as of fall 1963 each segment’s instructional rooms were
scheduled as shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Average Hours per Week of Classroom Use, Fall 1963
University of California and State Colleges

5p.m. to
8 a.m. to 10 p.m. .
5 p.m. Daily and
(5-day) Saturday Total
Maximum use possible 45 hours 34 hours 79 hours
California State Colleges (1963 actual) __.____ 25.1 4.3 29.4
University of California (1963 actual) _______ 27.1 1.8 28.9

The percent of station occupancy when classrooms were in use av-
eraged 72 percent at the state colleges and 57 perecent at the University.

The council determined that ‘‘it is unrealistic to hope a campus could
be so planned, using computers, that classes could be scheduled all
hours of the day in all rooms,”” and discredited Saturday use by stating
““‘while some courses are offered on Saturday, utilization on that day is
almost always lower than on weekdays.’’ As to station oceupancy rates
the counecil found that ‘‘obviously, classrooms cannot be filled to 100
percent capacity since students drop and add courses, courses change
somewhat each semester, and it is impossible to predict class sizes in a
way as to allow them to fit perfectly into classrooms of equal sizes.”” It
then recommended a standard that classrooms be scheduled 34 hours
out of a 45-hour week (8 a.m. to 5 p.m., 5 days) with the student
station oceupancy averaging 66 percent. Table 2 compares this stand--
ard to the fall 1963 scheduled usage..
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Table 2

State College and University Classroom Utilization, Fall 1963
Data Compared to 1966 CCHE Standard
5 p.m. to .
8am.to 10 p.m. Percent of
5 p.m. Daily end Total total stations
(5-day) Saturdey hours occupied

CCHE Standard 34 hours none 34.0 66%
California State Colleges _____._.___ 251 4.3 29.4 72
University of California —_________ 27.1 1.8 28.9 57

This standard was adopted and is currently in effect for capital out-
lay planning for the state eolleges and the University.

Included in the same report was the recommendation that the stand-
ards should be continually reviewed and that a new utilization study
and a complete review of the space standards should be planned for fall
1968.

Space Utilization Studies of the Legislative Analyst

Our office has previously made recommendations to increase space
utilization and cited the fact that the defeat of Proposition No. 3 in
1968, which would have provided bonding for higher education faecili-
ties construetion, mandated reexamination of opportunities for greater
utilization. In seeking information for the 1969-70 Analysis, we found
three things. First, the CCHE had not updated the data it produced
in 1963, second, the state colleges had neither instituted formal space
utilization reports into their data requirements at the Chanecellor’s level
nor, in most cases, at the college level and, third, the University had
maintained the data in a useful form. ,

Table 3 shows the most recent utilization situation.

Table 3
The California State College and University Classroom Utilization Factors
Fall 1968
8 a.m.=5 p.m. 8 a.m.=10 p.m.
Hours of Station Hours of Hours of Station Hours of
room accupancy station roem occupancy station
State College utilization = percentage  utilization  utilization.  percentage  utilization

Chico e 328 . 75 241 37.2 73 26.4
Fresno . ______ 444 57 25.1 47.2 56 25.6
Fullerton _.——______ 39.7 74 29.5 49.3 72 35.4
Hayward __ .. ____ 29.6 T4 21.3 34.2 69 23.3
Humboldt __________ 33.2 67 21.8 34.6 66 22.7
Long Beach ..._.____ 36.1 82 29,2 48.3 79 - 879

Los Angeles _______ . 38 66 251 48.6 65 32
Pomona ___ .. __ 319 76 23.7 31.9 76 23.7
Sacramento _______. 35.2 73 25.8 43.8 70 30.2

San Bernardino ____ 29 55 16.3 31.9 54 17
San Diego —_______ 38.2 72 271 43 70 29.6
San Fernando _____. 33.9 73 249 39.5 70 27.2
San Francisco ___..._ 40.2 66 26.2 47 63 29.6
San Jose —_________ 33.2 T4 24.7 39.1 71 28.2
San Luis Obispo —___ 35.2 79 27.5 36.9 79 28.8
Sonoma - __________ 29.6 70 20.7 31.4 71 21.7
“Stanislaus .- .____. 35 56 19.8 39.6 56 21.5
All State Colleges_ 35.7 1. 249 41.6 70 29.1
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Table 3—Continued

The California State College and University Classroom Utilization Factors

Fall 1968
8 a.m.=5 p.m. 8 a,m.~10 p.m.
. Hours of Station Hours of Hours of Station Hours of
room occupancy station roem occupancy station
University of California  utilization  percentage  utilization utilization  percentage  utilization

Berkeley _________ . 28.5 53 15.1 29.9 52 155
Los Angeles _______ 26.4 58 153 27.9 56 15.6
Davis . __________ 29.0 70 2083 - 299 70 20.9
Riverside —._._______ 27.3 55 15.0 28.4 54 15.3
Santa Barbara _._.__ 23.8 66 15.7 26.3 67 17.6
San Diego _________ 28.5 57 16.2 30.9 59 18.2
Irvine . ________ 32.9 58 191 38.8 58 225
Santa Cruz -..____ 22.6 81 183 24.3 80 19.4
Total University _ 27.1 59 16.0 28.8 58 16.7

CCHE Standard ___ 84.0 66 224 -

Thus, in comparison to the CCHE hour usage and station occupancy
components of the space utilization standard, the' University’s utiliza-
tion was below standard while the state college’s utilization was above
standard on the scheduled hour component. Compared to the fall 1963
data the state colleges have increased their utilization by 12.2 hours
per week (414 percent) while the University has not increased its
utilization. '

These comparisons are not very meaningful, however, if they are
based on relatively low standards. In relation to full five-day utiliza-
tion the CCHE standards require that rooms be scheduled only 48
percent of the total of all hours available, i.e., 34 hours out of a total
of 70 hours between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. daily. In the 1969-70 analysis
we recommended that a standard of 75 percent (53 hours) be realized.
This would be accomplished by extendirig the current 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
standard to the 5 p.m. to 10 p.m. period. This relationship along with
the actual segmental experience is demonstrated in Table 4.

Table 4 Percent
8 a.m.~5 p.m. 5p.m—~10p.m. Total of full
(5 days) (5 days) (5 days)  wutilization
Full utilization —_____-_____ 45 hours 25 hours 70 hours 100%
Legislative Analyst .

Recommendation ________ 34 19 53 75
Current CCHE Standards__ 84 0 34 48
University of California

(1968 actual) ___________ 27.1 1.7 28.8 411 -
State Colleges )

(1968 actual) ___________ 85.7 59 41.6 59.4

Our recommendation was based on the consideration that (1) build-
ing construction funds were scarce and (2) qualified students were
being denied admission to state colleges when there appeared to be
space available in the evening hours. We believed that it was reason-
able to recommend that the institutions which have been constructed
on a standard for use between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. to provide a balanced
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education program should, with the same standards, utilize the evening
hours using the following considerations.

A. Budget Considerations. The major budget factor is that any
increased utilization must be accompanied with additional instruction
positions and related office space. Better utilization is promoted pri-
marily to gain savings in capital outlay funds and under conditions
of inadequate capacity, to permit added enrollments. All normal costs
related to an increase in the number of students must be recognized.
The support budget for the state colleges is based on formulas gen-
erated by inputs of FTE students. Nearly all functions of the insti-
tution’s budget are affected. More students require additional student
aid personnel, accounting personnel, admissions and records personnel,
financial aid assistance, security personnel and related building space.

B. Educational Policy. The existing facilities have been constructed
under an eduecation policy which stresses the teaching relationship of
close faculty-student contact. Within this policy is the factor that class
size should not exceed certain limits, This teaching function of the state
colleges has led on an average to undergraduate class size of 40 students
and a graduate class size of 20. The current space has been constructed
with this factor in the design at a classroom utilization rate of 34 hours
per week with 66 percent station occupancy. To suddenly change our -
utilization of stations to 100 percent, as might appear possible at first
glance, would increase our class size by approximately one-third. This
is a significant change in the level of education. One-hundred-percent
student station occupancy can and has been achieved in some classes.
To require this level of all classes would create new constraints on the
‘education system which must be fully evaluated. Thus, only classes
which can draw large classes would be taught. Courses in nursing, engi-
neering, special therapy and physical education which currently have
low enrollments might be dropped.

If student assignments were mandated, then again we have signifi-
cantly changed the education policy of the state. The normal matrix
for a bachelor’s degree is for a student to achieve 120 units of credit
over a four-year period of time. Within this matrix are some required
courses. However, there are sufficient ‘‘elective’’ courses to allow in-
dividual interests to develop into a career pattern. A requirement of
100 percent station occupancy would appear to place more mandated
class assignments upon the student. Our proposed standards would
maintain current class size while seeking to utilize more hours.

Current Status of Space Utilization Studies

Based on the above considerations, the 1969 Budget Conference Comi-
mittee directed that ‘‘all segments.of higher education are required to
report by November 1, 1969 on their proposed method of how to reach
a classroom utilization standard of 75 percent of the hours available
between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. Monday through Friday (53 hours). The
student stations in each room shall be at least two-thirds utilized under
this proposal.”’ In addition, the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation was directed to restudy its standards.
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Reports in accordance with the above legislative directive have been
received from the coordinating councﬂ the state colleges, the University
and the community colleges.

Coordinating Council for Higher Education. On October 20, 1969,
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education transmitted an’ infor-
mation program report on its restudy of existing space and utilizdtion
standards. The council reports that during June of 1969 an advisory
committee on utilization was formed to determine (1) the extent of

intersegmental cooperation required to conduct a utilization study, (2)°

the type of data to be collected for subsequent analysis (in terms of
space inventory and its utilization), and (3) a time table for data col-
leéction and a final report.

The council’s report states ‘‘that space inventories for the three seg-
ments as of fall term 1968 were available, but that a course section
report relating to inventory utilization Would not be available from the
community eolleges until fall 1969. Therefore the committee established
the following schedule for completing its report.

1. Collect space inventory and course section reports for the fall
term 1969.

2. Complete study of utilization by June 1, 1970.

3. Analyze data, and revise standards where appropriate.

4. Submit final report to the Legislature by November 1970.

In view of this schedule, the council staff has proposed to the office
of the Legislative Analyst that the reporting date be postponed until
November 1970,

At a December 3, 1969 Ways and Means hearing on this subject we
were concerned that the approach taken by the council appears to be
oriented to, and dependent upon, what utilization is currently being

: accomphshed While this may be informative, we were uncertain as to
how it effects a planning standard to the degree that a report on the
most feasible standard must be postponed until reports on current utili-
zation are submitted. We believe that the orientation of the report

should be in a positive direction towards what maximum standards are

possible within sound educational considerations.

Since the December 3, 1969 hearing, additional information has.

been received from the Coordinating Council which discusses more ex-
tensively factors that will be studied by the council. These include
- scheduling policies, student and faculty resistance to changes, parking
problems and stage of campus development. The net effect, however,
is that council advice on this subject will not be available until Novem-
ber 1970.

State Colléges. The report submitted by state colleges does not
directly answer the legislative directive to report ‘‘on their proposed
method of how to reach a classroom utilization standard of 75 percent
of the hours available between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. Monday through
Friday (53 hours).’” Instead, the report offers rebuttals to our argu-
ments for a 53-hour utilization schedule and concludes that further

study is necessary, during which time an interim goal of 830 hours per
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week will be adopted for station utilization in classrooms. (The cur-
rent CCHE standard is 22.4 station utilization hours per week while
our proposal would call for 35 station utilizatioh hours).

Rebuttals include the arguments that:

. Space utilization is already of high priority to the state colleges.
. The current class scheduling system would be destroyed by adop-
tion of the proposed utilization standards.

. Current utilization rates are higher than for any other state.
The current high utilization rates have been achieved at the ex-
pense of important (unspecified) educational objectives.

. Since students prefer day classes it is possible that a cost benefit
analysis would show that in some instances it would be less costly
to eliminate evening programs and build more facilities for day
time use.

Master plans will have to be reexamined.

. Class laboratory experience may be reduced.

Additional faculty office and library space would be needed.
Automobile traffic and parking problems would be monumental.
. The potential for student unrest would be increased. One of the
important factors in counteracting unrest, the extracurricular ac-
tivity program, would be necessarily curtailed.

o o DD

Somuo

The arguments presented are of a general nature. The report does
not specify which educational objectives are expended due to increased
utilization ; it does not present a cost benefit analysis to substantiate
the argument that building more space for day use may be cheaper
than having evening programs, and in any case it assumes existing stu-
dent preferences. It does not specify how much class laboratory work
would be reduced and it does not specify the quantity of office, parking
and library space needed. '

As stated previously, the basis of our utilization proposal of 53 hours
is that the current facilities which were designed and constructed to
present a balanced academic program during 75 percent of the 8 a.m.
to 5 p.m. time period, be also utilized 75 percent of the 5 p.m. to 10
p.m. time period. (Saturday classes could be used to reduce this 75
percent factor). While it is possible that students and faculty may find
evening class less desirable, we must face the fact that approximately
10,000 qualified students were not admitted to the state colleges this
fall. If given the choice of evening classes or no classes, we believe it.is
reasonable to assume that serious students would choose the former.

‘While on the one hand we are presented with arguments of why
higher utilization cannot be achieved, it is interesting to note that data
submitted for the fall of 1968 shows that many colleges are close to
achieving the 53-hour (75 percent) standard of room utilization.
Fresno, Fullerton, Liong Beach, Los Angeles and San Francisco were
achieving at least 47 hours of classroom use as shown in Table 3.

Two of the colleges, Fullerton and Long Beach, exceed our stand-
ard when the room utilization and station occupancy components are
combined to ascertain station utilization. In regard to this the Chancel-
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lor’s Office report maintains ‘‘this situation developed due to a willing-
ness on the part of the faculty and staff of the colleges to extend both
themselves and the facilities. This was necessary- because of an enroll-
ment increase of great magnitude. However, there is no question that
this over utilization of the existing physical plant and faculty and staff
was considered to be a temporary condition and eventually, as the.
physical expansion of the state college facilities caught up with the
1;111011ment projections, normal utilization of facilities- would return.
Thus, it is not necessarily sound to use the situation of the last few
years as the basis for increasing utilization of the physical facilities.”’
~ We believe that part of the Chancellor’s Office proposed future re-
view should be devoted to extensively examining” the Liong Beach and
Fullerton colleges. as case examples used in the study of the effects of
high utilization. Sueh a method would provide more specific informa-
tion to be related to educational policy and would provide data which
would show whether or not the so-called ‘‘overutilization’’ had any
measurable negative effect on the quality of education.,

Umniversity of California. The University of California’s report of
November 1, 1969, on achieving the proposed standard of 75 percent
of the 70 hours available between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. five days per
week does not present a new planning goal as does the state college
proposal. It doés include management directives to the campus chan-
cellors concerning the need for better utilization. It specifies that
California leads the nation in space utilization. The report includes
facility inventory data and analytical studies designed to show that
increased classroom utilization could lead to increased total costs.

The study on increased costs is based principally on the argument
that afternoon and evening classes would attract lower than average
class sizes which would produce a high salary cost per unit of instrue-
tion. Such high costs would cancel any capital outlay savings in three
to five years.

We have reviewed the statistical material presented by the Uni-
versity and agree that based on the assumption of lower than average
student attendance, additional utilization of classrooms could produce
more total ecost than savings. This assumption is based on traditional
attendance patterns which must be weighed in light of current student
demand -for entrance into higher education. The decision to choose
afternoon and evening classes is currently being presented in a different
context than in previous years. We believe that qualified students
will be more willing to choose such classes when the alternative is
the denial of admission to higher education.

An important schedule of data entitled ¢‘Utilization Rates and Unit
Areas of Organized Class Facilities’’ which has tradl‘monally been in-
cluded in the regents’ budget was not included in the November 1,
1969 1nformat10n presented. This schedule is designed to show each
campuses’ room utilization, station occupancy and station utilization
rate.

At the December 3, 1969 hearing, University officials explained that
EDP problems led to the absence of the data. Since that hearing the
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data have been compiled and submitted to the Legislature on Janu-
ary 20, 1970, as shown in Table 3.

Additional information from the University submitted in January
1970 has stressed the University’s willingness to ecooperate in the effort
to obtain better classroom space utilization. The information states
that it is scaling down capital outlay requests for additional classrooms,
that space per student has been reduced and that a new computer
based system is under design to improve effectiveness of scheduling.

Community Colleges. The Board of Governors of the Community
Colleges reports that under a contractual relationship (Comprehensive
Facilities Grant Program) with the Coordinating Counecil for Higher
Education, it is conducting a study relating to the existing utilization
among the several community colleges in California. Upon completion
of this study it will be able to tell the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee the current utilization rates in efféct in the community colleges.
‘While not challenging the findings in relation to the recommendations
contained in the conference committee report, it desires agreement
to complete the study. It is estimated that this utilization study will
be completed about October of 1970.

A second consideration is that the 10-year programs for capital outlay
construction, authorized by Chapter 19 of Division 14 of the Education
Code, require that these programs be submitted to the Chancellor’s
Office 21 months before the fiscal year in which the programs repre-
sented in a 10-year plan will become effective if acted upon favorably
by the Legislature. This factor hinders the implementation of higher
standards during 1970-71.

Conclusions o
From the foregoing we reach the following conclusions:

1. All segments of public higher education in California are seeking
to improve their utilization of faeilities.

2. No segment of higher education has fully demonstrated how 75
percent utilization can be achieved, although individual state colleges
approximate that degree of utilization.

3. The most recent state college data show that the colleges are

utilizing their lecture rooms an average of 41.6 hours with a station
occupancy rate of 70 percent for a station utilization rate of 29.1
hours.
" 4. The most recent University of California data show that the
campuses are utilizing their lecture rooms an average of 28.8 hours
with a station occupancy rate of 58 percent for a station utilization
rate of 16.7 hours.

5. The current Coordinating Couneil for Higher Educatlon utiliza-
tion standard calls for a lecture room average use of 34 hours with a
station occupancy rate of 66 percent for a station utilization of 22.4
hours.

6. The Coordinating Council for Higher Education will present a
review of its standards on November 1, 1970.
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7. The most effective additional room utilization will oceur only if
class sizes are maintained at the average station occupancy rate.

8. All supportive services such as security, faculty and related space
must be recognized when student enrollments are inereased due to
increased utilization.

9. Enrollments may be limited sigmificantly i the near future due
to space limstations. We believe that our findings demonstrate addi-
twnal capacity in the University and state college systems. By increas-
in room wtilization between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. to 75 percent there is
classroom space available in almost every institution. The unlimited
choice of students and faculty in arranging courses may be affected
somewhat, but we believe that this a better alternative thom denying
admwsw'n to qualified applicants.

TEACHER PREPARATION IN CALIFORNIA

On October 27, 1969 our office prepared an extensive report on
teacher training in response to HR 843 of 1969 and questions of the
Assembly Education Committee. The material presented an overview
of the major precredential and posteredential teacher training pro-
grams currently being conduected in the State of California in accord-
- ance with the following outline :

Programs Primarily for Preservice Teacher Training
Traditional Higher Education Programs
Internships .
Distribution of EPDA Funds 1969-70
Federal Teacher Corps
The Need for In-service Training
Programs For Both Preservice and In-Service Teacher Training
Laboratory School Programs _
Preservice and In-service McAteer Projects '
Programs Primarily For In-service Teacher Training
The Elementary And Secondary Education Act
Title I—Compensatory Education
Title IIT—Supplemental Educational Centers
Title IV—ESEA—Educational Laboratories
Professional Development And Program Improvement Act of 1968

The Continued Need to Prepare Teachers X

In reviewing teacher training programs it is helpful to discuss the
current magnitude of the teaching force and California’s projected
needs. In February 1967, the State Department of Education issued
a major study entitled “Teacher Supply and Demand in- California,
1965-1975.”” Table 1 summarizes the enrollments and teacher demand
reported. :
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Table 1

Enrollment and. Teacher Demand .1960-1975
* School Year Hlementary Level Secondary Level All School Levels

Actual Enrollment Teachers  Enrollment Teachers Enrollment Teachers
1959-60 __ 2,189,568 70,258 1,001,117 41,130 3,190,745 111,388

1960 _____ 2,284,203 73,412 1,083,898 44,088 3,368,101 117,500
1961 _____ 2,377,918 76,879 - 1,166,782 46,643 3,544,700 123,522
1962 _____ 2,472,768 80,890 1,261,487 50,5639 3,734,255 131,429
1963 _____ 2,668,695 84,702 1,359,641 54,426 3,928,336 139,128
1964 _____ 2,654,791 88,982 1,434,552 58,512 4,089,343 147,494
1965 _____ 2,740,888 92,914 1,486,241 61,282 4,227,129 154,196
Projected
1966 _____ 2,838,736 97.865 1,572,024 64,808 4,410,760 162,673
1967 _____ 2,914493 102,244 1,639,172 67,731 4,553,665 169,975
1968 _____ 2,979,945 105,098 1,716,143 71,061 4,696,088 176,154
1969 _____ 3,039,399 109,172 1,783,327 73,750 4,822,726 182,922
C 1970 . __ 3,077,033 111,190 1,851,874 76,769 4,928,907 187,949
1971 _____ 3,110,536 113,053 1,918,209 79,677 5,028,745 192,730
1972 _____ 3,158774 115,347 1,969,778 81,976 5,128,552 197,323
1973 _.___ 3,213,595 117,762 - 2,025,276 84,081 5,238,871 201,843

197475 __ 3,272,237 120,311 2,074,238 86,234 5,346,475 206,545

‘While the total yearly inerease in teacher demand increases by
4,000-5,000 per year this must be considered in conjunction with turn-
over due to retirements, family duties, ete., estimated in Table 2.

Table 2
Maximum Estimated Annual Teacher Requirements 1960-1975
Replacements Growth Total )
- Year Eigmentary + Secondary  Elementary = Secondary Elementary Secondary _ Grand Total

1960-1961 __ 5,831 3,414 3,154 2,958 9,000 6,400 15,400
1961-1962 __ 6,093 3,659 3,467 2,555 9,500 6,200 15,700
1962-1963 __. 6,381 3,871 4,011 -3,806 10,400 7,800 18,200
1963-1964 __ 6,714 4,195 3,812 3,887 10,500 -8,100 18,600
1964-1965 __ 7,030 4,517 4,280 4,086 11,300 8,600 19,900
1965-1966 __ 7,386 4,856 3,032 2,770 11,300 7,600 18,900
1966-1967 __ 7,712 5,086 4,951 3,526 12,700 . 8,600 21,300

Projected

1967-1968 __ 8,123 5,379 4,379 2,923 12,500 8,300 20,800
1968-1969 __ 8,486 5,622 2,849 3,330 11,300 9,000 20,300
1969-1970 __ 8,723 5,898 4,079 2,689 12,800 8,600 21,400
1970-1971 __ 9,061 6,121 2,018 3,009 11,100 . 9,100 20,200
1971-1972 __ 9,229 6,371 1,863 2,918 11,100 9,300 20,400
1972-1973 __ 9,383 6,613 2,204 2,299 11,700 8,900 20,600
1973-1974 __ 9,674 6,804 2,415 2,105 12,000 - 8,900 20,900
1974-1975 __ 9,774 6,979 2,549 2,153 12,300 9,100 21,400

From the data in Table 2, we can estimate a teacher demand of ap-
proximately 20,000 per year for at least the next five years. Under cur-
rent output conditions, California’s institutions of higher education
will not be able to supply the total demand. A part of the supply will
come from institutions outside of California as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Estimates of Teacher Supply
Elementary Secondary Totals
: Out of Out of Outof  Grand
Year Calif. State Calif. State Calif. State Totat

196768 ________ 4,100 1,360 5,300 2,970 9,400 4,330 - 13,730
1968-69 ________ 4,500 1,500 5,800 3,250 10,300 4,750 15,050
1969-70 ________ 4,900 1,630 6,300 3,530 11,200 5,160 16,360
1970-71 ________ 5,300 1,760 6,900 3,870 13 ,200 5,630 17,830
1971-72 ________ 5,700 . 1,900 7,400 4,150 13,100 6,050 19,150 -
197273 ________ 6,200 2,060 7,800 4,380 14,000 6,440 20,440
1973-74 ___ . ____ 6,600 2,200 8,400 4,710 15,000 6,910 21,910
197475 ________ 7,000 2,330 8,900 4,990 15,900 7,320 23,220

The above projections were based on findings that currently 31 per-
cent of the teachers with between zero and three years of teaching ex-
perience come from out of state. Thirty-seven percent of K-8 teachers,
.and 42 percent of 7-12 teachers came from out of state., Therefore, it
was estimated that 25 percent of new K—6 teachers and 36 percent of
new 7-12 teachers can be expected to come from out of state. Ratios
based on these estimates were applied to the inputs from California to
estimate the number of teachers from out-of-state institutions entering
California teaching between 1967 and 1974, shown in Table 3.

A final important consideration is the finding that the teacher out-
put of California’s institutions of higher learning is predominantly
secondary credentialed teachers despite the school districts’ demand for
more elementary credentlaled teachers than secondary credentialed
teachers.

The Need for In-service Training

In the Teacher Supply and Demand Report mentioned previously, a
sample of 4,874 teachers shows that 22 percent of California teachers
have taught (not including gaps) 0-3 years, 36 percent 4-10 years,
27 percent 11-20 years, and 13 percent more than 20 years. ’

About 9 percent of K-6 teachers and 6 percent of 7-12 teachers W111
reach mandatory retirement age before 1975. The fact that approxi-
mately 40 percent of our teachers have taught more than 10 years
does not in itself lead to quahtatlve conclusions. However, when cou-
pled with the small amount-of in-service training demonstrated in our
report, the conclusion follows that a higher priority should be given to -
in-service training,

Conclusions )

Our full report is too extensive to be included. However, from our
review of the programs outlined we made the following findings:
General Findings

1. The teacher training function is of Jow academic priority within
our institutions of higher education and our state and federal categori-
cal aid programs.
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2. There is a need for more statewide interaction between 1nst1tu-

. tions of higher education and school districts in the area of preservice

and in-service teacher training.

3. There is little formal statewide or reglonal dissemination of
teacher training information.

4. The central offices of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges have not assumed a leadership role in encouraging
innovative teacher education programs.

Preservice Teacher Training

" 5. There is a need to provide more preservice classroom experience
prior to student teaching. Academic courses requiring such participa-
tion have not been fully utilized.

6. Internship and teacher aide programs are of demonstrated use-
fulness. They help recruit people who have realized their teaching
orientation at a late stage in their academic development. They provide
income to those that might have foregone teaching preparation due
to economic reasons. They can relieve district recruitment problems.
They can be utilized in models oriented towards.in-serviece training.
They can prov1de valuable education services which aid the instruc-
tion function in classrooms.

7. There is no formal recognition of internships in the budget for-
mula used to generate faculty positions for the schools of education.
Such positions can be generated through reimbursements from distriets.

8. There is ability within existing budgets for institutions of higher
education to adopt experimental teacher training programs of proven
effectiveness, i.e., courses requiring more in-district participation.

Laboratory Schools

9. On-campus laboratory schools no longer serve the teacher training
function for which they were originally designed. On-campus labora-
tory schools have not clearly demonstrated that their current function
cannot be adequately performed in distriet laboratory schools. ’

10. District laboratory school programs are less expensive than on-
campus laboratory schools, can usually handle the same projects and
have the advantage of being a joint venture with school districts,

“““ywhere the action is’’ and relevant to community needs.

11. The EPDA Development Centers have a reasonable program de-
sign. They are, however, limited in effectlveness by the high cost per
unit of training.

Federal Programs

12. Title I and Title III programs have not emphasized teacher
training needs.
State Programs

13. The McAteer RATE program has done little to address teacher
training needs as spelled out by the Legislature in Education Code

‘Section 6454(b).
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14. The MecAteer RATE program has over-invested its limited
teacher training funds in one progect of unproved statewide effective-
ness.

In-service Teacher Tmmmg

15. Traditional in-service teacher trammg programs are of random
orientation and limited effectiveness in addressing major programs su.ch
as low student performance in reading and math,

FINANCING CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Background

California’s commumty college system congsists of 68 districts gov-
erned by local boards which operate 92 colleges. These colleges offer
two years of instruction leading to the Associate of Arts degree which
for some students is the termination of their academic careers while
~ for others it is the midpoint to a bachelors degree achieved by trans-
fering to a four-year institution of higher education. In 1968-69 there
were 417,774 students in average daily attendance calling for an ex-
penditure of approximately $350 million in support budgets of which
the State of California provided approximately one-third ($105,465, -
390) while the local districts provided the remaining support Wlth
minor federal government support.

At the statewide level the Board of Governors of the Communlty
Colleges was created by Chapter 1549, Statutes of 1967, to ‘‘provide
leadership and direction in the eontinuing development of junior col-
leges as an integral and effective element in the structure of publie
higher eduecation in the state.”” The functions of this board were specifi-
cally designed to preserve local autonomy and control in the relation-
ship between the new board and the governing boards of the local
community colleges and the duties each is to perform. The board is
composed of 15 members who were appointed by the Governor for the
first time on January 15, 1968.

Financing Community Colleges

As mentioned previously, approx1mately one-third of the total sup-
port budget costs for community colleges is provided by the State of
California. The percentage of state support by college varies from as
low as 7 percent to as high as 50 percent depending prlmarﬂy on the
results of an apportionment computation formula.

State apportionments are determined by first providing a flat basie
aid grant of $125 per ADA to all districts maintaining community
colleges regardless of local wealth. Additional state support is then pro-
vided to less wealthy districts by the use of a foundation program
designed to provide equalization aid.

In the following example a district with $100,000 of assessed valua-
tion per student would receive the basie aid of $125 per student with
$268 in equalization aid for a total state allocation of $393 per ADA.
Using the following formula the equalization ald (E) per student
would be the produet
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. District Aid
1969-70 Basic
Equalization = Foundation — Aid 4+ )Standard Local
Aid Amount ($125) Computational X Assessed
(E) ($643) Tax Rate ($0.25) Valuation
per ADA

(B) = $643 — [$125 + ($0.25 X $100,000)]
(E) = $643 — $125 — $250
(E) = $268

A wealthier district which could afford a hlgher district aid eontribu-
tion would receive less equalization aid due to the formula, while the
veéy wealthiest districts would receive basic aid but no equahzatlon
ai

The theory behind the equalization aid formula recognizes that there
should be a minimum statewide level of support for community colleges
set at the foundation level with local districts supplementing this in
accordance with the level of support which is feasible. District re-
sourees are raised from property taxes fixed by law at a maximum level
of 35 cents per $100 of assessed valuation for general purposes with
limited permissable overrides.

Problems with Current Financing System

The chief problem with the current ﬁnanelng procedure is that a
great variance occurs in expenditures per student throughout the 68
college districts largely due to the fact that high wealth districts (those
with a large assessed valuation per ADA) can raise more revenue than
a low wealth district with the same tax effort.

Thus, in 1967-68 the average current expense spent per regular resi-
dent student ranged from a low of $568 to a high of $1,220 with an
average expense of $727. In terms of the distribution of the 285,247
regular ADA students in 1967-68, 83.4 percent (238,027) were in
colleges spending less than $766 in average current expense per student
($766 was the average state level of expense on high school students the
same year). The remaining 16.7 percent of the students were in those
colleges spending from $766 to $1,220 per student. While the level of
expendlture per student is not the only criteria of educational quality,
it is reasonable to assume that the level will be less for those students
(83.4 percent) in colleges spending less than $766 per student than for
those in colleges spending more.

A related factor is that the wide range of ability among districts
allows for variations of tax effort by loeal taxpayers with less wealthy
districts having to produce a greater effort (tax rate) in order to sup-
port students at levels comparable to wealthier districts. In 1967-68
district tax rates for community college purposes ranged from 35 cents
to 85 cents. This disparity is further aggravated by the constitutional
and statutory requirement for the $125 basic aid program which is
allocated regardless of need or local ability to pay.

A final consideration is the fact that the Master Plan for Higher
Education established the community colleges as a major element in
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California’s system of higher education. By promoting the 60-40 pro-
gram in four-year colleges wherein only 40 percent of undergraduates
should be freshmen and sophomores, it placed a burden on community
colleges to handle students diverted from the four-year schools due to
the policy. The Master Plan recommended that the State of California
should fund 45 percent of community college costs in consideration of
the above program and the statewide benefits received. However, as
of 1969-70 the state’s share of such funding is less than 33 percent.

Alternative Funding Proposals

Changes in’ the current funding for community colleges have been
considered in several recent reports. In 1966 the State Department of
Education contracted for a report entitled ‘‘Financing Junior Colleges
in California,”” in 1969 the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion presented a report entitled “Review of Junior College Finance”’
and recent agendas of the Board of Governors of the Community Col-
leges have presented additional information on the subject. From these
sources we will discuss the major alternatives for changes in the levels
of funding and systems of funding.

Levels of Funding

Full State Funding. The State of Cahforma could assume full
responsibility for funding community college support costs. This ar-
rangement would relieve local property taxes of approximately $200
million in obligations and allow for more uniform distribution of funds
per student.

The major dlfﬁculty with this approach is that it would add a large
and rapidly growing fiscal burden onto the state tax base and it would
also constitute a major change in education policy. Current policy
recognizes that community colleges are to be managed by locally elected
boards capable of responding to local needs. Total state support would
probably lead to more central review and control, presumably by the
Board of Governors and state control agencies.

50-50 Fundmg In accordance with the Master Plan guideline and
the increasing responsibility of the community colleges, the state could
increase its share of support from its eurrent approximate level of 33
percent to 50 percent. This would allow the current system of local
administration to continue.

The major drawbacks to this proposal are- (a) that while seeking
more funding from statewide revenue, it does not propose to reform
the current inequities of expenditure per student and tax efforts dis-
cussed previously, and (b) the additional state eost would be approx1-
mately $60 million.

- Changes in Systems of Funding

Divide State School Fund into Two Funds It has been proposed
that the existing school fund could be separated into two funds, one
for K-12 education grades and one for grades 13 and 14. This would
follow the concept of Senate Bill 1481 of the 1967 Legislative session.

The advantages of this proposal would be related to gaining increases
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in the foundation level and correspondingly in the state fundlng share
It is argued that separate indentification would aid in comparing com-
munity college support to state college and University support instead
of comparing it to K-12 support. Additional advantages would be the
retention of ‘‘school fund’’ identification which has the constitutional
assurance of top priority for state funds, has procedures for emer-
gency situations and could be modified by law W1thout including con-
siderations which affect K-12 districts.

The disadvantages of ‘this approach relate to the fact that current
inequities would continue and it is feared that too miuch state control
would result.

Uniform Statewide Property Tax. Under a system of uniform
property tax all assessed valuation in the state would be taxed at per-
haps 25 cents per $100 to provide the local share of the foundation
program. Provision could be made to allow locally desired overrides
and the payment of additional costs' by nondistriet territory for equip-
ment and capital outlay. Frunds would be collected at the local level
and remitted to a special state fund to be allocated on an ADA basis.

The uniform tax levy system would reduce the effect of individual
district financial ability, continue a foundation program approach
and provide a finaneial incentive for nondistrict territory to annex to
a district. In addition, it would not affect local control and under cur-
rent law it would result in a 10-cent general purpose local tax usage
(the difference between the 85-cent statutory limit and the 25-cent
statewide tax).

A discussion of basic reform in the system of pubhe school finanece
starts on page 191 of this Analysis. We believe that legislative action is
necessary for basic reform in the current system of finance, Criteria
against which reform should be measured can be found in the discus-
sion on page 193. These criteria include greater equalization through a
statewide property tax for schools and a more meaningful definition
- of the foundation program.

' STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE GOVERNANCE
“OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The 1969 Conference Committee directed that the general issue of
the student’s role in the process of governance and the application of
that role in the current governing structure of the individual state
colleges and University campuses be examined by special task forces
in each segment of higher education. It directed that these task forces
(1) be representative of admlmstrators faculty and students, (2) be
convened at the earliest possible date in order to implement thelr find-
ings and recommendations by fall 1969, and that (3) final reports on
the recommendations and their 1mplementat1on be rendered to the
Legislature by the fifth day of the 1970 session so that any financial
implications can be adequately cons1dered

_ State Colleges
In response to this directive the state colleges have reported that
there is little doubt that the future holds the prospect of increasing
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student involvement in institutional governance. While the pace and
process will vary from college to college, the direction is set.

Expanding involvement on all-college committees will eontinue. and-

it seems likely that students will ultimately take seats on faculty tenure,
retention and promotion committees. However, it is probable that the
greatest ‘‘growth rate’” will be at the academic departmental level.

The colleges’ report is still in a preliminary form since it was be-
lieved that the size of the California State College System, and diver-
sity of its 19 individual colleges, makes reliance on a single, system-
wide task force, charged with developing recommendations with equal
relevance for all institutions, somewhat questionable.

A series of regional study groups will begin their work in late Janu-
ary 1970. Bach group will be composed of administrators, faculty and
students representing from two to four colleges. Groupings will be
based on size and similarity of institutions.

Representatives from these regional study groups will form a sys-
temwide task force by late February, charged with integrating the
findings and recommendations of the regional groups into a final report
to be submitted to the Legislature by early June.

University of Cal ifornia

The University of California has submitted a more extensive task
force report on student participation in governance. The task force
was eomposed of three students, three professsors, three chancellors
and two members of the presulent s office.

Basic guidelines included the assumptions that students should pro-
vide leadership in decisions which affect student life on campus and
faculty should provide leadership in decisions that involve curricula
and courses. As a result-of their deliberations the task force has made
the following recomniendations:

1. Departments and other similar units should establish a means
for increased involvement of students in the decision making process.

2. Colleges and multidepartmental schools should establish a means -

for involving students in the formulation of overall policy.

8. Campus administrators should create suitable mechanisms for in-
suring effective student input at every appropriate point in the ad-
ministrative process.

4. The Academic Senate should continue to develop and 1mplement
procedure by which students become increasingly involved in consulta-
tion and discussion of matters related to scholarly endeavors, courses
and curricula.

5. In the light of prior recommendatwns and in order to insure
effective representative student involvement in campus decision mak-
ing processes, student governments should be strengthened by all possi-
ble means.:

6. Campuses should provide a means by which broad concerns of
the University can be discussed by representatives of the entire com-

munity—faculty, students, staff and administration—and which would

provide advice to the various segments of the University.
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In discussing these recommendations it was determined that the key
administrative unit of the University is the department, since its role
_is to initiate. In diseussing the validity of student government policies
the task force rejécted the view that low voting rates or eontroversial
statements should invalidate such policies. However, the strengthening
of student government is still needed. Student voting on the Academie
Senate was discouraged, yet participation on committees, except those
dealing with personnel matters, was encouraged.

While it is too soon to judge the results of the segmental task force
recommendations, we are encouraged by the attitude and efforts made
to date. While no one study or report can be definitive in establishing:
the proper approach to a complex social issue in institutions of higher
education, it can provide needed ideas and leadership. Of particular
relevance is the sixth recommendation made by the University. Envi-
sioned in the discussion of this recommendation was the establishment
of campus forums to provide open communication.

COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

Items 85 and 86 from the General Fund ~ Budget page 339
Requested 1970-71 _. $546,186
Estimated 1969-70 558,633
Actual 1968-69 504,727
Requested decrease $12,447 (2.2 percent) , '

Total recommended reduction None
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS ' Analysis
1. Admissions page

‘We recommend that the Coordinating Councﬂ for H1gher Edu- 358

cation analyze the admissions priority plan expressed in the Mas-
ter Plan for Higher Education, compare it with existing policies
and plans implemented by the segments and make recommenda-
tions about the advisability and feasibility of implementing the
Master Plan recommendations in California’s system of higher
education. The report is to be made to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.

- 2. Federal Programs

We recommend that the $30,495 T1t1e VIIT program be trans- 366
ferred to the Office of Intergovernmental Management which has
state program responsibility of state/local relations and plan-
ning.

We recommend that an evaluation of the Title VIII Commu-
nity Development Training Program’s success and failure be
presented to the Governor and Legislature annually after the
final completion of projects.
© We recommend that the Legislature submit a resolution to
California’s congressional delegation to amend Title VIII of the
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Housing Act of 1964 to incorporate a fixed allocation of funds

formula giving weight to states with urban centers.
3. WICHE

We recommend that the Legislature seek clarification of the 368
Governor’s intent to withdraw from WICHE. We recommend
Calﬁfornia ’s continued membership.

GENERAL' PROGRAM STATEMENT

The Coordinating Council for Higher Eduecation was established by
the Legislature under the Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960 based
on a recommendation in the Master Plan for Higher Education to pro-
vide an independent agency to coordinate the activities of the Univer-
sity of California, the California State Colleges and the Community Col-
leges. The council recommendations are advisory and are generally
intended to prevent duplication of responsibilities and to assure a satis-
factory level of quality in each segment of higher education consistent
with its assigned function.

The council has 18 members. of which 9 are appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. Six of the Governor’s appoint-
ments are general public members and three represent California’s pri-
vate colleges and universities. Of the remaining nine members, three, in-
cluding the president, represent the University of California and are
selected by the regents, three, including the chancellor, are selected by
the board of trustees to represent the California State Colleges, and
three, including the chancellor, are selected by the Board of Governors
of the Community Colleges,

1970-71 Budget
The Coordinating Council’s budget for 1970—7 1 is eomposed of seven
programs totaling $1,112,997 as shown in Table 1.

_ Table 1~ )
Programs of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
Actual Hstimated  Proposed

Program 1968-69  1969-70 1970-7¢t
. State Coordination $482,253  $510,165  $497,219
. Higher Education Facilities and )
Equipment ~____ 145,722 111,705 114,683
Higher Education Facilities Comprehenswe
Planning 180,935 353,175 354,575
. Community Service and Continuing-
Education —__ 42139 54,527 56,025
. Training in Community Development- _______ (13,147) 30,495 30,495
. Higher Educational Opportunity _.__—__._._ — 20,000 45,0001
. Western Interstate Commission . ___ 15,000 15,000 15,000
Totals —- $866,049 $1,095,067 -$1,112,997
Revenues .
General Fund $504,727  $578,633  $591,186
Federal Funds 361,322 516,434 . 521,811

1 Allocation from appropriation made by Item 99.

~
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A. STATE COORDINATION PROGRAM
- Actual Estimated  Proposed

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Change

Expenditures _ $482,253 $510,165 $497,219 $12,946
Man-years 25.6 25.5 24.5 —1

According to the Donahoe Act, the council is to carry out its advisory
responsibilities in three ways: (1) by reviewing and ecommenting on
the budget requests submitted to the Governor and the Legislature by
the University and the state colleges, (2) by making recommendations
on the articulation of the functions of the University, the state colleges

and the community colleges and (3) by advising the Governor and the .
Legislature on matters affecting the orderly growth of each segment

such as the need for and the location of new colleges, campuses and
programs. The counecil fulfills these obligations by presenting a series
of advisory reports on a wide variety of subjects. In the current year
it has presented or will present reports dealing with additional centers
operation, federal programs, continuing eduecation, junior colleges and
other subjects. In addition, the council responds to special requests
from the Governor and the Legislature. These include studies on the
doctor of arts degree (excellence in teaching), the governance of junior
colleges, multiyear budgeting, cost-per-student, faculty workload, auto-
matic data processing, student financial aid and others. A more exten-
sive list of studies is shown in the Governor’s budget presentation.

Budget modifications to this program include the transfer of 1.5
positions to the training in Community Development Program dis-
cussed elsewhere in this analysis and the elimination of a supervising
clerical position.
Admissions Priority Plan for Higher Education Needed

We recommend that the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
analyze the admissions priority plan expressed in the Master Plan for
Higher Education, compare it with existing policies and plans imple-
mented by the segments and make recommendations about the adwisa-
bility and feasibility of implementing it in California’s system of
- higher education. The report is to be made to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.

Restrictive admissions standards were established in the Master Plan
for Higher Education under the policy guideline that “‘the quality- of
an institution and that of a system of higher education are determined
to a considerable extent by the abilities of those it admits and retains
as students. This applies to all levels—Ilower division, upper division,
and graduate.”” The separation of functions between the University of
California and the California State Colleges justified a separate stand-
ard for each segment. However, the Master Plan was explicit in stating
that ‘‘both should be exacting (in contrast to public higher educational
institutions in most other states) because the junior colleges relieve
them of the burden of doing remedial work. Both have a heavy obli-
gation to the state to restrict the privilege of entering and remaining

_to those who are well above average in the college-age group.”’
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The Master Plan recommended that ‘‘in order to raise materially
standards for admission to the lower division, the state colleges select
first-time freshmen from the top one-third (33} percent) and the Uni-
versity from the top one-eighth (124 percent) of all graduates of Cali-
fornia public high schools.”” In discussing the alloeation of students
among institutions, the survey team foresaw a possibility of over-
erowding: and stated that -‘‘the tightened admission standards .
will help to divert many students to the junior eolleges; so may over-
erowded conditions on state college and university campuses. Persuasive
counseling might help sell the merits of the junior colleges. . . . Eventu-
ally, the systems may have to resort to quotas and develop methods of
selection in addition to basic admission requirements. . . . Among the
better criteria suggested for choosing those applicants to be admitted
to a particular institution, when all cannot be accommeodated, are the
following :

1. The best students should be granted their first choice. The Tech-
nical Committee on Selection and Retention of Students stressed the
importance of giving the exceptional applicant the privilege of choosing
where he is to go.

2. Continuing or reentering students at ‘each institution should be
given preference over new students.

3. Applicants within commuting range might be chosen before those
requiring dormitory accommodations.

4. The more advanced student could be favored over the less ad-
vanced.

The team is less favorably impressed with these possible erlterla

1. Students with extracurricular skllls———athletlc forensie, musical—
might be preferred.

2. Sons and danghters of alumni might be given some preference.

3. Applications might be accepted in the order in which they are
received, providing admission standards are met.

4, Choice by chance, through drawing lots, could be resorted to if
other means fail.”’

We believe that the criteria for admissions expressed by the Master
Plan are reasonable.

In contrast to these Master Plan guidelines, the current state college
admissions plan appears to be based on the less favorable criteria. Thus,
admissions are based on chronological order in which they are received
with choice by drawing lots used to decide when the number of appli-
cants of equal chronological priority exceeds the opemngs available. In
addition, there appears to be an inconsistency concerning the third
Master Plan desirable admission criteria that “appllcants within com-
muting range might be chosen before those requiring dormitory accom-
modations.”’ In December 1969, Hayward announced that it would
give priority to surrounding area transfer students over out-of-area
transfer students. However, the same policy was not announced at the
other bay area colleges, San Jose, San Francisco and Sonoma. It would
appear that such .unilateral decisions allow Hayward area students an
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admissions advantage since they have highest priority in their own
area and equal priority as San Jose and San Francisco.

We believe that a thorough analysis of the Master Plan’s dadmissions -

priority system as it compares to existing priorities in the University
and state colleges should be accomplished. It is possible that if Califor-
nia’s institutions of higher education eannot enroll all qualified stu-
‘dents and if the current admissions policies are unreasonable an overall
admissions priority program may need to be legislated. If it is, the
advice ‘of the Coordinating Council should be ascertained.- -

Enrollments in Higher Education

In response to the 1969 Budget Conference Committee report the -

Coordinating Couneil is studying enrollment projection methods
throughout higher education. Preliminary information released in De-
cember of 1969 states that:

““There is too little intersegmental exchange of information
as to policies and procedures which affect enrollment figures.
Moreover, each segment prepares its own figures, in effect; there
is no attempt to allocate total potential enrollment among the
segments.

Enrollment projections are increasingly subgeet to management
in relation to physical capacity and are drifting further away
from representing actual ‘demand.’ The Department of Finance
Phase ‘I projections, based upon grade progression analysis, are
not sufficiently sensitive to variations and trends in local and
statewide participation rates to provide an acceptable measure of
enrollment demand. Nor do they provide an adequate measure of
the extent to which current enrollment demand is actually being
met by public and private institutions of higher education in
California.

The procedures which surround the preparation and approval
of annual current expense budgets do not make adequate pro-
vision for unforeseen enrollment changes.’’

A final report on this matter is expected in the spring of 1970. We
believe that a stronger role by the council in reviewing enrollments
would be an appropriate leadershlp and coordinative p0s1t10n within
the guidelines of its responsibilities.

Federal Funds Report

In response to the 1969 Budget Conference Committee directive that
the council evaluate a coordinated system of (a) reporting current
federal program requirements, and (b) reporting the volume and use
of federal funds in California institutions of higher education. The
council has reported that work in this area is currently being accom-
plished at the federal level. Rather than duplicate a complex task, the
council has decided to review the output of the federal effort and report
to the Legislature thereafter. We believe that this is a reasonable ap-
‘proach.
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B. HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT PROGRAM
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 197071 Change

, Expenditures _____ $145,722 $111,705 $114,683 $3,978
Man-years ____.____ 5.9 7.2 72 -

A. Higher Education Facilities Act. Under Title I of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1968 the federal government provides
matching funds on a one-to-one federal-state basis for Junlor colleges,
technical institutes and four-year institutions to assist in financing the
construction, rehabilitation or improvement of academic and related
facilities. In its role as the administering ageney (designated as such by
the Legislature in 1964) the Coordinating Council is responsible for the
receipt and processing of applications from all public and private in-
stitutions of higher learning, the establishment of priorities for these
projects and recommendation to the U.S. Commissioner of Education of
projects eligible for. funding in accordance with the state plan. In addi-
tion, it may from time to time make recommendations for revisions
in the state plan which must also be approved by the commissioner.
Expenditures for the program are shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Allocation of Federal Funds Under Title I
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963

Actual Actual Actual Actual

1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69
University of California______ $10,732,742 $11,913,404 $2,660,715  $2,491,751
California State Colleges_____ 18,573,761 19,821,464 16,084,003 7,050,179

Junior colleges and technical

institutes —________________ 7,762,896 6,953,420 5,265,020 6,678,961
Private colleges —____________ 9,910,010 7,063,874 3,101,000 5,611,901
Totals $46,979,400 $45,752,162 $27,110,738 $21,832,792

B. Equitpment Program, Higher Education Act. The second ele-
ment, Title VI-A of the Higher Education Act of 1965, is designed to
improve undergraduate instruction by providing instructional equip-
ment and closed-circuit instructional television on a one-to-one match-
ing basis. The federal allocation is made to the states on the basis of a
two-part formula which acecounts for the number of full-time students
in the state in comparison to the full-time students nationally and the
state’s per capita income in comparison to that of other states.

According to the regulations of the program, no institution may make
more than one application per year or receive more than'$100,000 for
laboratory equipment or $50,000 for closed-circuit television. As the
designated administering agency for this program, the council is re-
quired to review all applications for assistance, establish priorities,
make recommendations for approvals to the U.S. Commissioner of
Education and recommend changes in the state plan. Table 3 shows
the expenditures for this program in 1968-69.
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Table 3
Allocation of Title VI-A Funds
1968-69
Segment Grents awarded Amount
Category I—Equipment :
Independent Colleges 13 $271,834
Community colleges J— 7 325,987
State colleges _ i 1 50,000
University of California 27 766,082
Total 48 $1,413,903
Category IT—Closed Circuit TV :
Independent Colleges 1 $3,914
Community colleges _.: 7 135,292
State colleges ___ 3 23,937
University of California 0 .
Total TV 11 $163,143
GRAND TOTAL 59 $1,577,046

The 7.2 positions budgeted for the above activities are fully reim-
bursed from federal funds. We recommend approval. :
C. HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING PROGRAM

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change
* Expenditures ____. $180,935 $353,175 $354,575 $1,400
Man-years —..———— i 2.1 8- 4 1

> This program is financed by a three-year grant from the U.S. Office
of Education, is intended to enable California to develop a ecomprehen-
sive plan for the construction of higher education facilities over the
next 10 to 15 years. The plan is to include all two- and four-year public
and private institutions. »

The program was authorized by an amendment to Title I of the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and has three basie purposes:
to improve the methodology of enrollment projections for the segments,
to assist in the preparation of a facilities inventory of the junior col-
leges and to formulate a California Facilities Planning Guide.

This planning effort will have significant carryover effects on state
spending for capital outlay for the segments since the facilities inven-
tory information can be used to produce relevent space utilization data.
As we discussed previously in the Scope and Function Section, the
future needs of the segments can be more precisely analyzed and
predicted with this type of data.

The budget for 1970-71 proposes one higher education specialist IT
position needed to handle computerized information gathering, storage
and utilization. Funds for this program are reimbursed from the fed-
eral government. We recommend approval.
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D. COMMUNITY SERVICES AND CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAM
Actual Estimated Proposed
1968-69  1969-70 1970711 Change

Expenditures $42,139 $54,527 $56,025 $1,498
Man-years 3.5

The Commumty Services and - Continuing Educatlon Program was
established under the provisions of Title I as amended of the Higher
Education Aet of 1965, to strengthen the public service functions of
colleges and universities as a means of combating various community
problems including those of inadequate housing, poverty, recreation
needs and employment. Funds are allocated on a one-to-three (state-
federal) matching rélationship. The amount of each state’s allocation is
determined by a flat grant of $100,000 with the remaining funds shared
on a population basis. As the agency selected for the administration of
the act, the council is responsible for review, establishment of priorities,
recommendations to the federal government for application approvals
and changes in the state plan.

Program activities which have been conducted under Title I include
leadership training for minority groups, eommunlty awareness pro-
grams for regional planning, urban planning seminars for city man-
agers, middle management seminars on urban program solving,
consumer education and home management classes for disadvantaged
groups, training and counseling of minority businessmen from dis-
advantaged communities, municipal leaders’ seminars in computer-based
information systems, leadership training in community-school relations
and TV symposia on community problems.

There are no changes proposed in the level of service. We recommend
approval.

E. TRAINING IN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Actual Estimated  Proposed
1968-69 . 1969-70.  1970-71 Change

Expenditures- : $13,147 $30,495 $30,495 -
Man-years 1 1.5 15 -

Title VIII of the Federal Housing Act of 1964 is designed to pro-
vide training and educational opportunity to state and local govern-

- . ment personnel involved in community development. The program

objective of such activity is to improve the quality of urban life. The
federal administrator of this program is the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD). HUD’s objectives in community
development training support include preparation of manpower for
the more traditional urban responsibilities of public housing, urban
renewal and redevelopment, code inforcement and relocation. New and
emerging responsibilities, such as low and moderate income housing,
community organization, equal opportunity in housing and employment
and all other phases of community development, neighborhood facili-
ties, economic development and industrialization, urban planning, and

363




Education . Items 85-86

Coordinating Council for Higher Education—Continued

the erucial sector of state and local urban administration are also con-
sidered important elements of health community development program.

The 1968 amendments to Title VIIT of the Housing Aect of 1964
provide for the training of subprofessionals, in addition to the tech-
nical and professional personnel who were eligible for training under
the original legislation. The amendments also broaden the scope of
employing agencies to include private nonprofit organizations which
are conducting or have responsibilities for housing and community de-
velopment programs. As these organizations are assuming an increas-
ingly important role in community development, especially in the de-
velopment of low and moderate income housing, the designated state
agency is encouraged to design training programs to meet the needs
of their employees who are eligible for training under Title VIII. Thus,
all references to public sector employees include employees of private
nonprofit organizations as well as employees of state and local govern-
ment, with eommunity development responsibilities.

State Administration

Title VIII funds are allocated on a 50-50 matching basis by HUD
using a system which involves a designated state agency as an agent
to coordinate and give priority to the funding requests. Despite HUD’s
retention of final deecision control and its establishment of procedures
which closely involve it in state programs, it attempts to operate under
the policy that ‘‘building the capability of the designated state agency
as a full partner in community development training will receive a
high priority.’’

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education was designated by
the Legislature (Chapter 65, Statutes of 1966, First Extraordinary
Session, Education Code Section 22757 ) as the state agency to carry
out the purposes of Title VIII. Although Title VIII is an urban de-
velopment program, it was felt in 1966 that there would be a heavy
emphasis upon institutions of higher education and therefore Section
22757 was included in a bill designating the Coordinating Council as
administrator of two titles of the federal ngher Education Act of
1965.

Title VIII Funding

Funds were first appropriated for this program in 1968. The total
amount of money available nationally for the program has been $3
million in each of the past two years. In 1967—68 the council-approved
plan contained 17 projects requesting $252,000. A grant of $135,000 to
fund nine projects was received. In 1968-69 the plan contained 17
projects requesting $270,000. A grant of $151,000 to fund 11 projects
was received.

It is expected that another $3 million will be available nationally in
fiscal year 1969-70. The state’s General Fund administrative cost for
this program has been approximately $15,000 per year, while the par-
ticipating local agencies must fund the 50 percent matching amounts.
Table 4 shows the planned 1969-70 distribution of Title VIII funds
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Table 4
Summary of Title VI Projects 1969-70

Local agency Project Federal funds Total cost
CCHE State Administration ______ $15,203. $30,495
Chico State College . .____ Problem Sensitivity ______ 12,893 26,352
UCLA______ _ ________. Manpower Development __. 42,150 85,055
State Personnel Board..___. State-Local Training ______ 19,791 39,582
Merritt College___________ Community Planning ______ 14,950 29,900
UCSC Loecal Program Budgeting __ 9,420 18,840
State Department

of Housing _ Housing Code Workshops __ 10,286 20,686
UCIL ‘Regional Solutions ________ 10,000 20,000
USC Preservice Training ______ 9,991 20,572
Walnut Creek____________ Inservice Training ________ 3,124 6,324
Oakland Inservice Training _______ 3,617 7,260

Totals 11 projeets ______________ $151,425 $305,072

F_rom the data in Table 4 it can be concluded that Title VIII pro-
grams are generally administered by institutions of higher education
distributed throughout the State of California with the main focus on

aiding in the solutions of urban problems through specialized personnel
training. :

Current Program Difficulties

As we have reviewed this program, three problem areas have emerged
which should be addressed in the immediate future. The first problem
is that of receiving program performance evaluations, the second con-
cerns whether there is a more appropriate state agency to administer

the program, and the third concerns the amount of California’s Title
VIII allocation.

Performance Reports Needed

Program performance evaluation data is important to all government
programs in California regardless of their being large, small, federal,
state or local. In large programs such as those administered by the
compensatory education staff of the Department of Education the state
has established evaluation staffs to obtain objective feedback data. On
smaller programs such as Title VIII, the independent evaluation cost
would not be justified. Such evaluation becomes the duty of the pro-
gram administrators at the federal and state level. Visitations and
required reports from the project staff should be used for input to be
analyzed for perhaps an annual report on accomplishments. To date,
we are unaware of any comprehensive performance reports produced
by the federal government or the CCHE.

Change of Administrative Agency Needed

The second problem with the Title VIII program is whether or not
the CCHE is the proper administrative agency. While it is true that
institutions of higher education are the chief participants, the program
is designed to improve local community development. The issue centers
on the merits of administration by organizational unit or by program
responsibility. Thus, arguments can be made that state agencies with
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responsibility for community development should administer Title
VIII. Such agencies could be the Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development or the Office of Intergovernmental Management.
The most recent data available on the administrative agencies in
other states for Title VIIT demonstrates that this program is generally
assigned to an agency which handles state and local governmental
relations or state planning. Only nine states administer this program
through education agencies and none use a department of housing.

California’s Title VII1 Allocation Needs Increase

A third problem with this program concerns the amount of funds
received by this program in relation to the total amount available. As

- stated previously, approximately $3 million have been available in

funding years 1967-68 and 1968-69. However, California has only re-
ceived some $150,000 (5 percent) in each year. A general indicator
of appropriate allocation is the percentage California’s population
bears to the nation’s total which is 10 percent. While the percentage of
population index should not always be the sole criteria of allocation,
this index coupled with the fact that Title VIII is an urban community
development program gives strong support to the argument that Cali-
fornia is not receiving an appropriate allocation of funds. As stated
previously, there is no fixed allocation formula, but rather a subjective
criteria established by HUD administrators.

Since this is a federal program, the courses of action available to
effect increases in the allocation must be classified in an ‘‘inducement’”
category rather than in a ‘“‘direct control’’ category. A resolution by
the California Legislature to our Washington delegation seeking Title
VIIT amendments to insure that a fixed allocation formula giving
weight to urban factors is devised would be one course of action. A
second (adminstrative) course of action would be for California to
decline to participate in the Title VIII program on the rationale that
$150,000 has little impact on California’s needs. If HUD chose to accept
our declination it would void their program in an important area of the
nation and perhaps place them in a difficult situation in justifying
future appropriations. This course of action risks the current funding
level which as stated in the premise is somewhat deficient in its ability
to make an impact in California.

Conclusions and Recommendations

1. We recommend that an evaluation of the Title VIII Community
Development Training program’s success and failure be presented to
the Governor and Legislature annually after the final completion of
projects.

2. We recommend that the $30,495 Title VIII program be trans-
ferred to the Office of Intergovernmental Management which has state

-program responsibility for state/local relations and planning.

3. We recommend. that the Legislature submit a resolution to Cali-
fornia’s congressional delegation to amend Title VIII of the Housing
Act of 1964 to incorporate a fixed allocation of funds formula giving
wetght to states with urban centers.
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F. HIGHER EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS
_ " Bstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71  Chaenge
Bxpenditures ——-  $20,000 $45,000 $25,000

It is proposed that the Coordinating Counecil design a state plan
for EOP programs in California. In addition, the council will evaluate
the effectiveness of individual college programs and annually develop
for consideration a list of approved instructional programs. The funds
shown in this budget are to be allocated from a central EOP item
for all state agencies and is discussed on page 522 of this analysis. We
recommend approval as budgeted.

G. WESTERN INTERSTATE COMMISSION FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION COMMISSION PROGRAM

_ Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change
BExpenditures ______ $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 _—

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
(WICHE) is a nonprofit, public agency ereated by 13 western states
to administer the Western Regional Education Compact. This com-
pact was ratified by the Legislatures of the participating states in 1953

and had the objective of encouraging greater cooperation among the’

western states in the fields of higher education. California’s three mem-
bers are appointed by the Governor to serve four-year terms. WICHE s
total representation includes three members from each of the 13
participating states. Its main offices and staff are located at Boulder,
Colorado.

The Termination of California’s WICHE Membership

The Governor’s Budget for 1969-70 did not include membership
dues of $15,000 for California’s continued participation in WICHE.
This proposal was based on the argument that WICHE’s programs
do little to benefit California higher education, and there is not ade-
quate accounting for expenditures from membership dues so that it
is difficult to ascertain benefits related to the cost of the program,

On May 6, 1969 the Director of Finance requested legislative in-
clusion of the $15,000 dues for WICHE in the 1969-70 budget on the
rationale that ‘‘in order to withdraw from the compact it is required
that legislation be enacted so the Governor can execute and transmit
the intention of withdrawal.”” In accordance with the Governor’s in-
tent, the Legislature angmented the 1969-70 budget by $15,000 in a
special budget bill item with the following langpage: ‘‘. . . provided
that the Governor gives notice after July 1, 1969 that California in-
tends to withdraw from the compact after June 30, 1971.”’

On June 24, 1969 the Director of Finance requested that the Legis-
lature eliminate the restrictive language since the administration
planned to more thoroughly review the benefits of WICHE, Sinece both
houses of the Legislature had acted identically on WICHE in accord-
ance with the May 6 request, this was not a free conference difference
to be negotiated and consequently the restrictive language remained in
. the 1969-70 Budget Act. On September 5, 1969 the Governor gave
notice to WICHE of California’s intended withdrawal.
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Continued WICHE Membership Recommended )

We recommend that the Legislature seek clarification of the Gover-
nor’s intent to withdraw from WICHE. We recommend California’s
continued membership. It appears that the Director of Finance was
precluded from reanalyzing the benefits of WICHE participation due
to the late timing of the June 24, 1969 request. We believe that there
are benefits to California from this program and that our membership
should be continued. Of primary benefit is the student exchange pro-
gram wherein students from other WICHE states are admitted to
California institutions with fees up to $3,000 for the institution. In
1967-68 11 states sent $305,000 to seven California institutions to
cover 146 students.

Another benefit is the Management Information System discussed in
the state college section of this analysis. Under this system a common
data base can be established in all institutions of higher education in
WICHE’s member states, including California, in order to make com-
parisons of academic programs. We believe that the Legislature should -
encourage a reconsideration of this issue with a view to continuance
of WICHE participation by California.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Item 87 through 90 Budget page 346

Requested 1970-71 : $333,100,000

Estimated 1969-70 ——~ 329,779,406

Actual 1968-69 290,644,912
Requested increase $3,320,594 (1.0 percent)

Total recommended augmentation ___ : $607,000

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
1. Accelerate Overhead Savings page

As a poliey option, $2,250,000 of the additional 1969-70 380
overhead scheduled to -be returned to the state in 1971-72
may be applied for use in 1970-71 to fund shortages in the
University operating and ecapital budget.
2. Budgeting of Assigned Overhead 381
We recommend that in future budget presentations the
University be directed to include all expenditures of as-
signed overhead within the support budget expenditures.
3. Health Sciences 10-Year Master Plan 387
We recommend that the University be redirected to pre- =
pare a 10-year master plan for submission by November 1,
1970. .
4, Summer Quarter 391
‘We recommend that the Legislature reaffirm approval of
the summer quarter program and request the regents to re-
establish the operation in 1971.
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.5; University Patent Fund Income 402:

We recommend a reduction of $69,000 from organized- .
research to reflect the state’s share of 1968-69 University
Patent Fund Income.

6. Data Processing—Management Information Center 413-

We recommend an augmentation of $176,000 to permit
installation of remote terminals.

We further recommend that the University prepare a re-
port detailing standard administrative reports currently
prepared by the administrative data processing center for
submission by November 1, 1970.

7. Master Plan for Umvers1ty Computers 414

We recommend that the University develop a long-range
master plan that will identify the future computing needs
of the University. We further recommend that significant
expansion of computer hardware be deferred until the re-
port is completed. »

8. Deferred Maintenance Backlog. 417

We recommend an augmentatlon of $500,000 to reduce
the deferred maintenance backlog with a provision for
equal matching from University funds. It is further rec-
ommended that the University prepare a detailed list of all
deferred maintenance projects to be submitted by Novem-
ber 1 of each year.

9. University of California Retirement System ‘ 420
_ We recommend that the Universiy of California with
cooperation from the Public Employees’ Retirement Sys-
tem prepare a report ecomparing costs and benefits of the
University’s retirement system with PERS. It is further
recommended that the University not increase benefits prior
to submission of the report.

10. We recommend that the University report by November 1 423
of each year a detailed listing of the uses of budgetary
- savings.
GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The 1970-71 Governor’s Budget proposes that the State of California
appropriate $333,233,200 ! for support of the current operations budget
of the University in the fulfillment of its major functions of (1) in-
struction, (2) research and (3) public service as delineated in the
Master Plan for Higher Education in California and to carry out these
functions with distinction eommensurate with the needs of the state
as outlined in the Academic Plan of the University of California
196869 to 1977-78.

Instruction

A broadly based curriculum, leading to the baccalaureate degree is

offered by the University. In compliance with the Master Plan, in-

1 Includes $133,200 allocated from the Real Estate Education, Research and Re-
_ covery Fund. (See Item 196.)
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creasing emphasis is placed on instruction in professional fields and
graduate programs leading to master’s and doctoral degrees. In 1968-69
a total of 22,951 degrees were granted, including 14,545 bachelor’s
degrees, 5,347 master’s degrees and 3,039 doctor’s degrees.

Research

The Umvers1ty of California is designated by the Master Plan to be
the primary state-supported academic agency for research. The Uni-
versity places responsibility for administering research activities in
three organizations, according to its academic plan: (1) academic de-
partments, (2) agricultural research stations and (3) -organized re-
search units. Faculty members of academic departments engage in
departmental research for the stated purpose of enriching their instruec-
tional programs. Departmental research is budgeted as part of the
expense of instruction and departmental research. Organized research
- is conducted by agricultural experiment stations and separately or-
ganized research units and institutes. State funds are generally used
to provide core support and initiate research projects which normally
do not attract research grants. Also, state-supported programs offer
employment for students which provides experience that is a valuable
supplement to their academic education. The federal government is the
largest supporter of research at the University. In addition to state
and federal moneys, the University receives funds from private gifts
and grants to support its research activities.

Public Service

The public service function of the University is provided by Agri-
eultural Extension, University Extension and other public service pro-
grams. Agricultural Extension serves the agricultural community
through research and educational programs, and the statewide popula-
tion through improved agricultural products. Varied educational pro-
grams are offered by University Extension throughout the state which
provide opportunities for adult edueation and participation in public
affairs. Examples of other public services offered by the University
campuses are lectures, programs in art and special conferences. A por-
tion of the activities of the teaching hospitals and the library system
are examples of educational programs that provide services to the pub-
lic as a byproduct.

Enrollment Estimates

Institutional workload growth is best indicated by the size (enroll-
ment) and mix (level of instruction) of the student population. The
1970-71 workload is based in the Governor’s Budget on an estimated
enrollment increase of 5,944 or 6.2 percent for three quarters (academic
vear), but when the summer quarter students are included the total full
year increase is only 252 students or 0.2 percent. This results from the
major budgetary decisions to abolish summer quarter programs at the
Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses in 1970 which eliminates 5,692
FTE students. Table 1 compares 1969-70 budgeted enrollments to those
proposed for 1970-T1,
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Table 1

University of California Enrollments
(as shown in the 1970-71 Governor’s Budget)

Summary of enrollment A.ctual Budgeted Proposed: Change from.. .
full-time equivalent students 1968—69 1969-70 1970-71 1969-70
General Campuses
(Fall-winter-spring 4

quarters)

Lower division ______ 28,302 27,979 28,975 996 3.69%

Upper division ... 33,762 36,557 41,457 4,900 13.4

Graduates .

1st stage _———_____ 13,306 14,883 14,745 138 —0.9
2nd stage ——______._ 9,147 10,023 10,041 18 0.2
Subtotal ______.__ 84,517 89,442 95,218 5,776 6.5

Health Sciences:
(Fall-winter-spring

quarters) -
Upper division ______ 496 469 471 2 04
Graduates, ¢ ) .
1st stage —________ 4,924 5,373 - 5,582 209 3.9
2nd stage ..o 415 505 462 ‘—43 —875
Subtotal ________ 5,835 6,347 6,515 168 - 26
Subtotal, 3-quarter
enrollments .______ 90,352 95,789 101,733 5,944 6.2
Summer Quarter
Lower division ______ . 888 1,391 _— —1,391 _
Upper division ______ 2,257 2,309 - —2,309 —
Graduates
1st stage —________ 1,062 1,198 - —1,198 -—
2nd stage o ___ 700 794 . —T794 —
Subtotal _______._ 4,907 5,602 -—  —b5,692 —
University Totals
Lower division ______ 29,190 29,370 28,975 —395 —14
Upper division ______ 36,515 39,335 41,928 2,593, 6.6
Graduates :
1st stage —_—______ 19,292 21,454 20,327 —1,127 —53
2nd stage —_.______ 10,262 11,322 10,503 —819 —1.3
Total University__ 95,259 101,481 101,733 252 0.29,

Graduate Enrollments Reduced

The policy decision to abolish summer quarter programs has a sig-
nificant impact on the proposed enrollments for the University. These
estimates assume that only 25 percent of the undergraduate FTE
previously enrolled in the summer quarter would materialize as addi-
tional enrollment in the other three quarters. This assumption was not
made for graduate students and results in all of the summer quarter
graduate FTE being deleted from the enrollments.

There are other enrollment assumptions that apparently developed
in the budget process after September 1969 when the regents’ budget
was released. Graduate enrollments have been reduced well below the
previous long-range projections. The assumption that graduate enroll-
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ments will be stabilized at last year’s level in the regular three quarters
is a significant policy change from previous enrollment assumptions
made by the University. '

In addition, health science enrollments, primarily for interns and
residents, and graduate academic students have been reduced from
previous estimates.

These various enrollment assumptions are difficult to identify specfi-
cally in numbers. To assist in evaluating the true magnitude of these
changes, Table 2 compares the enrollments shown in the Governor’s
Budget with those printed in the regents’ budget in September 1969,
The latest estimates vary sharply from those originally released in
September and show a net reduction of 4,421 students. Some change
in estimates normally occur in the budget process between these two
estimates based on actual fall registrations but these were not of such
significance as to account for the magnitude of the changes shown in
Table 2.

Table 2

Comparison of 1970-71 Enroliments Between Regent's Budget
» and Governor’s Budget

1970-71 197071  Change from
, regents’ Governor’s regents’
General campuses budget budget budget
Lower division e ____ 28,208 28,975 767
Upper division . __________ 37,684 41,457 3,773
Graduates i
1st stage o ____ 15,986 14,745 —1,241
2nd stage . ______ 11,145 10,041 —1,104
‘Subtotal o ____ 93,023 95,218 2,195
Summer quarter :
Lower division . _______ 1,548 — —1,548
Upper division . 2,583 —— . —2,683
Graduates
1st stage . _______ 1,397 . —1,397
2nd stage o 953 _— —953
Subtotal _____._________ 6,481 — —6,481
Health sciences
Upper division —____— _____ . 481 471 —10
Graduates N
1st stage o ____ 5,632 5,682 —50
2nd stage 537 462 . —75
) Subtotal _______________ 6,650 6,515 —135
University totals
Lower division ____ . _______ 29,756 28,975 —181
Upper division . ______ 40,748 41,928 1,180
Graduates
1st stage . _____ 28,015 20,327 —2,688
2nd stage - —_____ 12,635 10,503 —2,132
Total *106,154 101,733 —4,421

From Table 2 one can conclude that the University will not accept
qualified students in 1970-71 to the same degree as in previous years.
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In addition, the reduced graduate enrollments reflect a clear departure
from the master plan policy for the University to expand enrollments
in the graduate division.

Limitation of Un_dergrfaduate Admissions

In the fall of 1969 the three northern campuses (Berkeley, Davis
and Santa Cruz) were required to limit enrollment and redirect stu-
dents to another campus within the system. The number of qualified
students who applied prior to the application deadline but were still
redirected to other campuses was 3,958. Many of these students were
unable or did not choose to attend the alternate campus made available
to them.

The budget states that the University budget reflects the policy to
admit all qualified undergraduate students. At the same time the
summer quarter programs at Berkeley and Los Angeles are eliminated
including 11,712 undergraduate students and one third of these repre-
sent 3,904 FTE on an annualized basis. The bulk of these FTE students
will not be accepted for admission to the other three quarters.

Of greater impact is the fact that all of the students affected by
dropping the summer quarter are at Berkeley and Los Angeles where
1970-71 budgeted undergraduates in the regular three quarters will be
569 students below the revised 1969-70 estimates. This indicates that
the FTE students who would have been attending summer quarter at
these two campuses will be either redirected to another campus or be
denied admission.

Program Budget Versus the Functional Budget

The 1970-71 budget includes the initial attempt by the University to
employ a program format. This is a departure from the functional
type budget previously used to evaluate the required level of state
financing. We have reviewed the University expenditure program
using both the program and the functional structures. This review has
produced two opposite conclusions. While the funectional budget indi-
cates the University has absorbed fiscal reductions in certain previously
accepted workload areas, the program budget shows the University in a
much stronger fisecal position over 1969-70.

The primary reason for this is that the historic budget was dis-
played in such a way as to provide for selective review of those areas
considered to be state programs or state funding responsibilities. On
the other hand the program budget format emphasizes total program
review from all financial resources whether these funds are state ap-
propriations or University-controlled funds.

State appropriations to the University comprise only a portion of
the total expenditures of the University. In the 1970-71 Governor’s
‘Budget state funds of $333,233,200 represents less than a third of the
total expenditures of the University which exceed one billion dollars.
The remaining funds are under exclusive control of the regents and
derived from a variety of sources including contracts and grants from
the federal government and endowments, gifts and grants from pri-
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vate sources, some of which have special restrictions associated with
the grant.

Under the new proposed budget it is difficult to relate separately
the state appropriations to any measurement of program-output or
need and a review of this type is discouraged by the presentation. Our
analysis for the 1970-71 budget retains identity of the state contribu-
tion and is not solely of the program budget. We suggest that in future
program budgets the University clearly identify the state’s financial
interest of the various program elements, thereby maintaining this
historic review capability. ' "

The Program Budget Structure

The program budget lists six programs of which three are supportive
to the others. Instruction, sponsored research and public service are
the primary programs, and libraries is separately identified as a fourth
program. The remaining two programs.consist of eduecational! sup-
porting services, undistributed and distributed.

The instruction program is the largest and represents 42.1 percent
of total University programs. Included here are all instruetional aectivi- -
ties including summer sessions and teaching hospitals which are prin-
cipally self-supporting activities. Total instruction is budgeted at
$321,988,000, an increase of $8,478,000 or 2.7 percent. We were unable
to identify the specific components of this inerease or to relate it to
prior formulas to determine state funding responsibilities. Further,
lack of output data precludes a cost-benefit approach to review of the:
data. . '

Lack of Qutput Data

The narrative in the budget describes University output as being
“‘educated persons, including trained professional manpower ; basic and
applied research funding and a variety of specialized services to the
- public.”’. In" further clarification the budget states that ‘‘the ideal
measure of’output would be the value added by means of education re-
ceived. This would include not merely the greater earnings capacity .
which results from higher education but also the greater ability to live
a full, rich and satisfying personal and social life.”” The discussion
continues with an explanation as to why it is difficult, if not impossible,
to measure this output and for this reason no output data are included.

We agree that educational output is difficnlt to measure but it ap-
pears the University has been hindered in its search for output data
by its own constraints. If the overall definition of University output
was not set in such broad terms, initial output indicators such as stu-
dent credit hours could be developed as well as other measures that
would be relatively easy to collect. We are concerned that the Univqr- )
sity attempt to develop output data in terms of ‘‘value added’ will
fail because it cannot be identified and evaluated and that more objec-
tive measurements such as student eredit hours, percentage relationship
of students graduating to students entering, numbers dismissed or put
on probation for failure to meet academic standards, ete., will be avoided
because the University considers such data not to be meaningful.
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
: Expenditures

Table 3 shows the University of California budget for the 1969-70
and 1970-71 fiscal years. It is divided into eumulative totals showing:
(1) Total Educational and General, (2) Total Support Budget, and
(8) Grand Total of All University Funds. The first total includes the:
basic funds necessary to operate the University’s current instrue-
tional, research and public service programs. The second total adds
self-supporting auxiliary services such as residence halls, parking fa-
cilities, intercollegiate athletics, campus cafeterias, bookstores, ete., plus
student aid programs. The grand total includes those funds desig-
nated as extramural by the University and is ecomprised of the total
support budget plus special research contracts (Atomic Energy Com-
mission) and other grants, contracts, gifts and appropriations received
from various public and private sources which are used to supplement
the University’s program. This total includes those funds designated
as ‘‘Expenditures Not Included in Overall Budget Totals’’ in the Gov-
ernor’s Budget. :

- Department of Finance Policy

In prior years, the Department of Finance developed the budget by
determining workload increases on a function-by-function basis. These
increases were normally determined by projecting unit costs for the
previously approved budget at the same rate into the budget year. Unit
costs vary from function to funection, but usually consist of such meas-
urements as students to be served and square footage to be maintained.

As far as we can determine, this method was not used in develop-
ing the level of state appropriations required for 1970-71. On a policy
basis an allocation of $333 million ($3.3 miilion increase over the
1969-70 appropriation) was given by the Director of Finance to the
University administration with the understanding that a budget would
be developed within this amount which would acecommodate all qualified
undergraduate students who were California residents. Further con-
straints were placed on the University such as the limiting of enroll-
ment for medical school interns and residents to the 1969-70 level and
providing no state funding for the Urban Crisis or Economic Oppor-
tunity Programs. Within this framework the University was given
freedom to allocate the $333 million to its higher priority needs with
the understanding that any specific enrollment -or program reduction
made by the University would have to be supported on education
policy grounds.

. The University Decisions

Faced with the decision to allocate an increase of $3.3 million or 1
percent to accommodate a predicted enrollment increase of 4,673 or
4.6 percent, the University chose to hold student enrollment to the
1969-70 level. This was accomplished by elimination of summer quarter
students and reducing graduate enrollments.
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Table 3
Proposed Budget for 1970-71

Summer quarter

Summer session

Teaching hospitals

Organized activities—other

Organized research

Libraries _____________

Extension and publie service

. Provisions for allocation

Budgetary savings

. Special regents’ program

Grand Total

1969-70 197071 Increase
. Instruction and departmental research $183,594,083 $189,099,890 - $5,505,807
11,583,475 - —11,583475
1,379,598 1,538,574 158,976
70,260,731 77,876,613 7,615,882
4,465,051 4,784,919 319,868
41,202,682 41,293,807 91,125
25,424,650 25,903,650 479,000
31,526,041 33,156,846 1,630,805
21,803,195 21,808,138 4,943
. Institutional services and general expense 11,418,101 11,768,264 350,163
. Maintenance and operation of plant_ 32,070,624 32,450,624 380,000
21,804,484 22,411,527 607,043
28,703,575 29,296,000 592,425
13,830,167 20,247,032 6,416,865
—11,152,100 —11,280,100 —128,000
8,030,000 7,129,000 —901,000
600,000 — —600,000
Totals, Education and General $496,544,357 $507,484,784 $10,940,427
40,850,776 44,608,866 3,758,090
6,263,109 7,560,929 1,297,820
Totals, Support Budget (continuing operations) $543,658,242 $559,654,579 $15,996,337
Sponsored research and activities 193,145,440 204,247,004 11,101,564 -
Special federal research projects 247,891,925 247,891,925 -
$984,695,607  $1,011,793,508 $27,097,901
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The University budget, including the $3.3 million increase, is a com-
bination of workload- increases, program reductions, and funding
changes, Table 4 shows that workload increases totaling $13,947,789
were added throughout the budget, but this was Iar@ely offset by
$11,302,085 in program reductlons

Table 4 .

University of California—Summary of Budget Increases—1970-71
State General Fund

‘Workload increases : Amount
158 faculty $1,801,200
144 teaching assistants. 979,776
Faculty support ______ . 1,180,000
Instructional use of computers 44,000
Health sciences instruction 1,249,250
Teaching hospital subsidy____ 331,000
Davis—Sacramento County Hospital 19,000
Irvine—Orange County Hospital 250,000
Dental clinics subsidy 150,000
Research grants and travel 94,860
Libraries _ : 479,000
Maintenance and operation of plant 379,797
Student services 97,570
Institutional services and general expense 118,720
Staff benefits i 593,425
Merit increases and promotions 5,587,691
Other provisions for allocation 93,500
Price increase 500,000

Totals, Workload $13,947,789

Program reductions ’
Summer quarter operations —$10,158,285
Urban crisis program —600,000
Deferred maintenance —500,000
Miscellaneous . —43,800 -

—$11,302,085

" Funding changes and offsets to state appropriation
University restricted funds included in instruetion items._.____.__ —$137,315
Increased budgetary savings —128,000
Reduction in U.C. General Fund income 497,664
State share of federal overhead —2.577,085
Reduction in yearend balances 3,018,626
Total $673,890
Total Increase, State General Fund i - $3,320,594
Revenue

In 1970-71 the total University support budget is $559,654,479, whlch
is an increase of $15,996,337 or 2.9 percent over 1969-70. Of this in-
crease, state funds added $3,320,594 and University revenue sources

“added $12,675,743. The state budgetary interest is not limited to the .

state appropmatlons An additional $27,444,398 of revenue listed as
University sources is comprised of funds that offset the need for state
appropriation. Specifically the amounts listed as ‘“‘prior year General
Fund balances’ represents unspent state funds from the 1967-68 ap-
propriations. In addition, the amount listed as ‘‘current year estimated
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overhead’’ is the state share of federal contract and grant overhead and
the ‘‘University General Fund’’ is composed primarily of tuition in-
come which is used to support those areas considered to be a state fund-
ing responsibility. These revenue sources are shown in Table 5.

Table 5
Revenues—Total Support Budget—1969-70 and 1970—71
196970 1970378 Increase
State appropriationd _____________ $329,912,606 $333»,233 200A . $3,320,594
University sources
General funds 14,990,293 14; 492’829” —497,664
Restricted funds o ______.__ 135,076,928 - 145,635,668 10,558,740
Funds used as income .
Current year estimated overhead__ 7,732,685 9,931,159 2,198,474
Prior year general fund balance __ 5,660,625 - 3,020,610 —2,640,015
Restrieted funds—current _______ 1,965,758 2, 370 758 405,000
Restricted fund balances —.._____ 206,882 B __ —206,882
Regents’ opportunity fund ______ 8,030,000 7,129,000 —901,000
Total educational and general ______ $173,663,171  $182,579,824 $8,916,653
Auxiliary enterprises and
student aid . _________ 40,082,465 . 43,841,555 3,759,090
Total University sources __._.___ $213,745,636 $226,421,379 $12,675,743
Total revenues __—____________ $543,658,242 = $559,654,579 $15,996,337

1‘Includes $133,200 allocated from thé Reéal Estate Education, Research and Recovery Fund. (See Item 196)
Overhead Funds from the Federal Government

Included as a revenue in Table 5 is'$9,931,159 for current year esti-
mated overhead representing the state share from federal grant and
contract activity. In-accordance with, a memorandum of understanding .
between the University and the Department of Finance, half of all
overhead receipts (after deductmg ‘agreed-to expendltures) are split
equally between the University-and the state. As shown below, esti-
mated receipts are $24,440,000. The amount listed as 196869 carryover
represents the difference between actual net receipts and the original
estimate in 1968-69 as determined by the formula.

Estimated overhead receipts $24,440,000
Less assigned overhead —2,370,758
$22,069,242

Less 50 percent U.C. share —11,034,621
Less 10 percent contingency —1,103,462
Total state share $9,931,159
Add 1968-69 carryover ’ 2,452,662
Total 1970-71 . : $12,383,821

The 1967 memorandum of understanding between the University and .
the Department of Finance defined the technical procedures to be used
fo estimating and dividing overhead receipts. The agreement states
that the overhead ‘‘shall be estimated in advance and 90 percent of the
state’s share shall be assigned to the fiscal year in which such overhead
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196970 (est.)
1970-71 (est.)

Table 6

Application of University of California Federal Contract and Grant Overhead Receipts

Overhead
receipts
$9,803,511
12,024,089
14,460.897
18,009,042
21,103,741
23,553,367
19,000,000
24,440,000

Application of overhead receipts

Finance
disallowed
contract

and grant

expenditures
$4,353
8,821
7,841
5,442
49,028
498
1,568,872

2,206,924

Finance
contract
and grant
adminis-
tration

$60,000
50,000
209,130

. 241,154
1,756,610
1,883,258
1,965,758
2,370,758

Governor’s
Budget
$3,949,951
5,389,850
6,871,682
7,294,334
7,575,000
8,372,130
7,732,685
9,931,159

Retained by
University

$3,949,951
5,389,850
6,871,682
7,294,334
7,575,000
8,372,130
7,732,685

9,931,159

Balance
$1,839,256
1,185,568
500,562
3,173,778
4,148,103
4,905,324

Distribution of Balance

06~18 SwaII

Governor’s
Budget
$919,628
592,784
250,281

'1,586,889

2,074,051
2,452,662

Retained by
University

$919,628
592,784
250.281
1,586,889
2,074,051

2,452,662
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will be received, the 10 percent to be withheld by the Unlver51ty shall
be set aside in a reserve to compensate for possible overestimates.’

Table 6 displays how the overhead receipts are applied for each fis-
cal year since 1963-64. Beginning with 1967-68 receipts are shown for
the year of receipt but for 1966-67 and before receipts were reported
the year following receipt.

The agreement further explains that the difference between the ac-
tual receipts and the amount estimated will be applied to a future
budget which is usually two years later. For instance the state’s share
of the 1968-69 excess overhead amounting to $2,452,662 is applied as
a reduction to the state appropriation in the 1970-71 budget. This can
be seen in Table 7 which shows the total amount of the state share of
receipts by fiscal year and how they are applied to the budgets for
1967-68 through 1970-71.

Table 7
University of California Federal Contract and Grant Overhead.
as Applied to the Governor’s Budget
Appropriated in the Governor’s Budget for

Overhead Receipts for 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 197071 Total

Prior year balances__ $511,984 - - - $511,984
196667 . ________ 7,294,334 $1,586,889 - - 8,881,223
196768 . _________ 7,675,000 - $2,074,0561 - 9,649,051
196869 ____________ o= 8,372,130 - $2,452,662 10,824,792
1969-70 _____ . ____ - - 7,732,685 - 1,732,685
1970-71 o __ - - - 9,931,159 9,931,159

$15,381,5318 $9,959,019 $9,806,736 $12,383,821 $47,530,894
Policy Option :

For consideration as o policy option, $2,250,000 of the additional
1969-70 overhead scheduled to be returned to the state in 1971-72
may be applied for use in 1970-71 to fund deficiencies in the Uni-
versity’s operating and capital outlay dbudgets.

In the 1969-70 budget it was estimated that $19,000,000 would be
received from overhead. This was a reduction of $1 million from the
$20 million originally estimated for 1968-69 on the basis that federal
research activity was being reduced. As shown in Table 6, actual re-
ceipts for 1968-69 amounted to $23,553,367, which was $3.5 million
greater than originally estimated. On the basis of this experience,
1970-71 is projected at $24,440,000. It is now apparent that the 1963-70
estimate is well below the actual amount we ean expect to realize. As-
suming that final receipts will equal the $23.5 million in 1968-69, we
can expect at least an additional $4.5 million of which $2,250,000 will
be the state’s share. Although these funds would normally be returned
to the state in the 1971-72 budget, we are suggesting that these identi-
fiable savings be applied to the 1970-71 budget to finance shortages we
have identified in other areas of the University budget, such as deferred
maintenance and the management information system, with the re-
mainder to be reallocated by the Legislature to meet the University’s
urgent capital outlay needs.
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Exbenditures From Assighed Overhead

We recommend that in future budget presentations the Universily
be directed to include all expenditures in assigned overhead within the
support budget expenditure functions.

Assigned overhead represents those expenditures related to contract
and grant administration that are funded from overhead receipts prior
to the 50-50 division of the funds. In the Supplementary Report of the
Committee on Conference on the 1968 Budget Bill, language was in-
cluded requiring any new positions funded in this manner to be identi-
fied for legislative review in the normal budgetary process. The
estimated expenditures identified in the Governor’s Budget show an
increase of $405,000 or 20.6 percent detailed as follows:

196970 1970-71 Change

‘Washington office .__._ $93,856 $101,109 $7,253
Indirect cost studies 82,592 73,182 —9410

‘Contract and grant administration —_____._____ 1,789,310 2,196,467 407,157

$1,965,758 $2,370,758 $405,000

Expenditures for contract and grant administration increase by
$407,157 or 22.8 percent but no explanation for this expansion is in-
cluded in the budget. The University has informed us that ‘‘this in-
crease will be allocated to appropriate budgets in Instruction, Research,
General Administration and Institutional Services and will be used
principally for additional technical and clerical staff. A review of the
support budget indicates that this increase is not shown as such in the
regular budget functions and these expenditures would appear to be
augmentations to the increases identified in the budget. We believe this
is improper budgeting. The uses of these funds should be clearly identi-
fied and reported within the budget functions, and because half of all
increases for assigned overhead expenditures are state funds these
should be shown with other state funds.

We are recommending approval of the expenditure increase on the
basis of the high priority placed on this item as indicated by the will-
ingness of the University to match the state share with the University
share. In addition, no other increase is provided in the budget for ad-
ministration.

1. INSTRUCTION AND DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH
Functional Description

The major goal of the University centers in this budget for instrue-
tion and departmental research. Included are the costs of teaching staff

and related support for the eight general campuses plus the medical

schools and health sciences centers.

Proposed Budget - . Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$183,594,083 $189,099,890 $5,505,807 3.0%

The instruction and departmental research budget represents 33.8

percent of the total support budget. Approximately 89 percent of the.
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total budget for this category comes from state funds. The proposed in-
crease is 3 percent.

The workload increase of $5,505,807 for this function is divided into
two distinet groupings for dec1s1onmak1nu purposes. These are (1) the
general campuses and (2) the health science schools. Workload for the
eight general campuses inereases by $4,004,976, or 2.8 percent over the
$141,008,223 -budgeted for this purpose in 1969-70. In the health sci-
ences $1,500,831 or 3.5 percent, is the proposed increase. The detail of
these increases is summarized in Table 8.

Table 8
Summary of Budget Increases, 1970-7t—Instruction and Departmental Research.
Proposed
General campuses ncrease
Faculty (158 FTE) —  $1,801,200
Related faculty support : 1,180,000
Teaching assistants (144 FTH) 979,776
Instructional use of computers 44,000
Total general campuses $4,004,976
Health Sciences
Medicine .
Davis (15.6 FTE faculty) $352,162
Irvine (upgrade faculty and increased support) .- ____ 155,099
Los Angeles (10 FTE faculty) 255,420
San Diego (15 FTE faculty) : i 573,986
Dentistry
Los Angeles (1 FTE chulty) : 28,420
San Francisco (2 FTE faculty) i 43,120
Pharmacy
San Francisco (1 FTR faculty) 24,711
Human Biology
San Francisco (1 Dean) 31,500
Veterinary Medicine .
Davis (1 FTE faculty) 34,413
Instructional use of computers )
San Francisco 2,000
Total Health Sciences $1,500,831
Total Instruction and Departmental Research $5,505,807

Increases at the General Campuses
Faculty Increase

We recommend approval of 158 mew faculty positions. The budget
proposes the addition of 158 full-time faculty positions. This will pro-
vide a total authorized level of 5,792 and represents a 2.9-percent in-
erease in staff, as compared to a 6.5-percent inerease in enrollment.
New faculty positions are budgeted at the third step of the assistant
professor class or $11,400 per FTE. The 158 new positions will require
an increase of $1,801,200, raising total budgeted faculty salaries to
$87,802,639 in 1970-71.

The traditional formula used to measure workload needs for new
faculty has been the relationship of faculty to students by means of
a student-faculty ratio. Because graduate students require greater
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faculty time and effort than undergraduate students, the University
has developed a system of weighting students by the levels of enroll-
ment. In this manner the weighted student-faculty ratio will not only
provide for increases in enrollment but will also reflect the changing
mix of students in the enrollment estimate. This is evident in the en-
rollment increases for 1970-71 where FTE student enrollment increases
6.5 percent but weighted FTE student enrollment increases by only
5.2 percent.

Student-Faculty Ratios

The weighting system was developed from fall 1964 experience at
Berkeley and Los Angeles where data was collected which reported to
be a reflection of a ratio of faculty hours to FTE students actually in
effect at each level of enrollment. This experience was processed through
a complex computation to arrive at weights for each level of student.
These weights per level of enrollment are 1.0 for lower division, 1.5
for upper division, 2.5 for professional schools, master students and
first-stage doctorals, and 3.5 for second-stage doctoral.

In the budget process these weights are applied to the FTE student
enrollment to determine weighted FTE for the eight general campuses
as follows:

1970-71 1970-71

FTE students Weights Weighted students
Lower division —__.__._.____ 28,975 1 28,975
Upper division ——_.________ 41,457 1.5 62,185
Graduate I _______________ 14,745 2.5 36,863
Graduate II . ________ 10,041 3.5 35,143
Total 95,218 . . ’ 163,166

The ratio of students to faculty are measured on both a weighted
and unweighted basis to determine prior growth trends. These weighted
and unweighted ratios for 1966-67 through 1970-71 are shown in
Table 9. On a weighted basis the ratio increases from 27.53 in 1969-70
to 28.17 in 1970-71. The unweighted ratio increases from 15.88 to 16.44
for the same years. :

Faculty Contact with Students

In last year’s analysis we attempted to evaluate faculty workload for
. teaching, which makes up the largest single factor in a faculty mem-
ber’s workload. We noted that one significant measurement is faculty
contact hours. These are calculated by combining the hours per week
spent in organized classes and the hours per week spent supervising
individual graduate students in tutorial courses.

Data on faculty contact hours have been collected and reported by the
University since 1962 for each individual campus. These data were
compiled from the schedule of classes which provided accurate informa-
tion on regularly scheduled courses but required an estimated factor
to compute contact hours for graduate students enrolled in tutorial
courses for credit. In our 1969—70 analysis we showed this information
for 1965, 1966 and 1967 &t the five largest campuses for both faculty -
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Table 9
Student-Faculty Ratios 1966~67 through 1970-71
. Actual 196667 " Actual 1967-68 Actual 1968-69 Budget 1969-70 Budget 1970-71
By campus Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted W eighted Unweighted W eighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted
" Berkeley__.__.________.__ 27.16 14.21 28.75 15.22 28.08 14.92 28.56 15.03 28.85 15.25
Davis 24.60 15.63 27.38 17.11 28.33 17.96 28.20 17.57 28.53 17.65
Los Angeles___________. 27.32 15.45 28.78 16.46 28.11 16.05 29.11 15.92 29.51 16.19
Riverside__ - _________ 19.25 11.74 21.12 12.46 22.61 13.32 24.70 14.56 27.02 16.69
Santa Barbara..__.______ 2211 15.84 23.03 16.00 23.62 16.03 25.38 17.12 27.53 18.44
San Diego———————_____ 19.76 11.14 21.88 12.79 24.46 14.24 27.88 15.82 27.20 16.54
Irvine : 15.17 10.95 18.57 12.16 20.37 13.35 24.16 15.67 25.76 17.36
83 Santa Cruz - ____ 11.94 9.95 15.41 12.29 18.04 14.14 2111 15.82 21.07 15.62
# FBight-campus average_. 24.64 14.36 26.16 15.28 26.41 15.47 27.53 15.88 28.17 16.44
By level of student
Lower division —________ 24.64 26.16 - 26.41 27.53 28.17
Upper division _________ 16.43 17.44 17.61 18.35 18.78
Graduate 1st stage___..__ 9.86 10.46 . 10.56 11.01 11.26
Graduate 2nd stage___._ T.04 T47 7.54 7.86 8.05

All students —— v 14.36 15.28 15.47 1588 . - 16.44
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regular ranks and irregular ranks. Table 10 is as it appeared last
year. - :
: Table 10

Average Number of Faculty Contact Hours Per Week *
Full-Time Faculty: Fall 1965-1966-1967

Percent distribution feculty time hours
! 1

Five
general Contact Full-time Average Less than and
campuses >  hours feculty  hrs/wk 3 3-6 6-9 9-12 12-15 over
1) (2) (8) (4) (B) 6y (M) (&) (9 10
Regular ranks
- 1965 24,703.4 2,721 9.08 49, 189 369 209 109% 129,
- 1966 24,428.8 2,844 8.59 6 24 32 19 8 11
1967 25,314.2 2,801 8.76 5 24 32 18 9 12
Irregular ranks
1965 5,530.4 491 11.26 2 11 23 23 21 20
1966 5,7556.2 534 10.78 4 15 22 20 20 19
1967 5,393.7 548 9.84 3 19 25 19 15 19
Totals—all ranks
© 1965 30,233.8 3,212 9.41
1966 30,184.9 3,378 . 894
1967 30,707.9 3,439 8.93

1Faculty contact hours are defined here by adding together the hours per week spent in organized classes and
hours per week spent supervising individual graduate students enrolled in tutorial courses for eredit. One
contact hour per week is credited for each graduate tutorial enrollee. :

2 Berkeley, Los Angeles, Davis, Santa Barbara and Riverside,

Comparing these data with the student-faculty ratios for the same

years, we concluded that when the student-faculty ratios were relatively
stable the faculty contact hours with students decreased. Conversely,
when the student-faculty ratio was increased substantially, then the
contact hours stabilized. On the basis that contact with students should
have high priority on faculty time, we suggested that a substantial
increase in the student-faculty ratio as proposed in the Governor’s
Budget was justified to keep contact hours from declining.

In an attempt to review the 1968 experience, we requested the Uni-
versity to provide us the fall 1968 data necessary to update Table 10.
The University responded with data relating to the regular ranks
only, and this' was in such form as to preclude updating last year’s
information, OQur further requests for the fall 1968 contact hour data
were unsuccessful. For this reason we can only assume that the 1968
data would continue the trend we noted in last year’s analysis and
that our conclusion that a substantial increase in the student-faculty
ratio will result in stabilized faculty contact hours was a correct one.

Therefore we can support the inerease in the student-faculty ratio as
proposed in the Governor’s Budget. '

Teaching Assistants .
We recommend, approval of 144 new teaching assistant positions. The

workload need for teaching assistants is based on the relationship of

positions to undergraduate students.- In the 1969-70 approved budget
the ratio of teaching assistants to undergraduate students is 1 to 40.83.
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To maintain this same ratio in 1970-71 the Governor’s Budget mcludes
144 new positions. These positions are related to a growth in under-
graduate enrollment of 5,896, which represents a 9.1 percent increase
over 1969-70. The five-year historical trend of the budgeted under-
. graduate-teaching assistant ratio is:

196667 - 41.33
1967-68 . 40.92
1968-69 - 40.84
1969-70__ - 40.83
1970-71 40.83

In 1969-70, 1,581 teaching assistants were authorized for total budg-
eted salaries of $11,125 185 The increase for 1970-71 will pr0v1de a
total of 1,724 teaching assmtants for a total of $12,104,961. This is an
inerease of 979,776 or $6,300 for each of the 144 pos1t10ns added.

Faculty-Related Support

We recommend approval of the $1,180,000 increase i faculty-related
support. This recommendation would maintain the same dollars per
faculty as were authorized in 1969-70.

In the various academic departments there are numerous support-
ing costs such as administrative, technical and clerical positions along
with related office, classroom and laboratory supplies and equipment.
Historically these items were merged into a, single grouping for budget
purposes and measured on the basis of dollars per faculty positions
to determine workload needs. In 1969-T0 the amounts budgeted for
supervisors of education, academic administrators and the graduate
division were merged with this group. This allowed the University even
greater flexibility in the use of these funds because these items had
been independently reviewed in the past. In the 1970-71 Governor’s .
Budget faculty support has been further expanded to include the
remaining miscellaneous items in this funetion.

The total budgeted amount for these purposes is $42,004,215 in
1969-70. The Governor’s Budget proposes an increase of $1,180,000
in 1970-71 to a level of $43,184,215. This increase was computed on the,
basis of the eurrent 1969-70 dollar. rate per faculty of $7,455. This
rate was then applied to the 158 new faculty positions resulting from
the workload increase.

New Formula Inappropriate

Despite the fact that this method was used to determine the dollar
workload level in the Governor’s Budget, the workload data in.the
program budget is based on expenditures per weighted student. The
narrative in the program budget states that the generally used budg-
etary standard in determining instructional support levels has been
_costs per FTE faculty but the University proposes using expenditures
per weighted student instead. This is followed by data which show
that the expenditure per weighted student -falls $6 from $271 in
1969-70 to $265 in 1970-71, :
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We are opposed to this proposal to use dollars per weighted students
as a measurement for faculty-related support and recommend continu-
ation of the costs per faculty formula. The weighted student concept
was developed to measure faculty time and effort per.level of student
and was to be used for projecting the faculty staffing. There is no logi-
cal basis for extending these specific weights to other cost elements
in the budget and we know of no other data or study that would
support such a formula,

The budgeted- academie support funds per FTE faculty are shown
in Table 11." Although there is no increase in the overall rate, the table
shows that expected allocations in 1970-71 result in considerable vari-
ance to the individual campus rates, :

Table 11
Budgeted Academic Support Funds per FTE Faculty
1969-70 1970-71 Change

Berkeley $7,892 7,921 $29
Davis 7,748 7,607 —141
Irvine ____ i . 9,634 9,278 —3856
Los Angeles : 6,949 7,009 60
Riverside ___. e 6,865 6,926 61
San Diego 8,724 8,120 —604
Santa Barbara : 6,211 6,524 813
Santa Cruz : 7,230 6,944 286

Total, all campuses $7,455  $7,455 0

Instructional Use of Computers :

We recommend approval of the $44,000 increase for instructional use
of computers.

For instructional use of computers $1,071,298 is proposed in 1970-71
which is an increase of $44,000 or 4.3 percent over 1969-70. There is no
clear history of approved workload indicators for this item and past
budget decisions have normally been made on a policy basis. The Gov-
ernor’s Budget proposes a new workload formula using a weighted stu-
dent concept similar to that used for faculty staffing. Weights of 1 for.
undergraduates and 2.5 for graduates:are applied. Using this basis the.
dollars per weighted student remain constant at $7.82 per student for
1969-70 and 1970-71. As far as we can determine there are no reliable
data that would support the use of these weights, and we do not recom-
- mend their use until it can be demonstrated that the weights accurately
reflect the difference between undergraduate and graduate require-
ments, : ,

Our recommendation for approval is based on the relationship of ex-
penditures to FTE students and not on the new formula.

If the 4.3 percent is related to the unweighted enrollment growth of
6.5 percent, the requested $44,000 increase is justified.

Health Sciences Planning :

We recommend that the University be redirected to prepare a 10-
year aceademic, physical and fiscal plan for all medical and health
seience schools. This study should include a discussion of the special
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studies reported in the progress report made to the Joint Legislative
Budget Commitiee in December 1968 and should include alternative
plans for increasing interns and residents at the medical schools. This
report should be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Commaittee
by November 1, 1970.

On the basis of our recommendation, the conference committee report
on the 1968-69 budget directed the University to prepare a 10-year aca-
demie, physical and fiscal plan for all University medical and health
science schools with a progress report to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee by November 1, 1968, and a final report by November 1,
1969. In our analysis we specified that these plans should be similar in
nature to that submitted in 1967 for the Davis School of Medicine and
in 1966 for the San Diego School of Medicine. These plans should relate
the commitment of future state funds and the growth of the schools to
the benefits to be derived by the state from the training and skills that
will be produced. It is ineumbent upon the University to make known
in full its future expectations for support of the health sciences by the
state in order that the Legislature can anticipate and provide for these
needs.

The progress report was submitted and reviewed in our analysis for
1969-70 at which time we noted the University was proceeding in an
appropriate manner toward the final report.

The conference committee further directed the University to inelude
alternate methods of increasing the University’s intern and resident
program for medicine and to include this in the comprehensive 10-year
plan,

‘We have received a report from the University entitled Planning for
the Health Sciences 1970 through 1980. The report consists of two sec-
tions. Section 1 includes 10-year enrollment and fiscal projections for
‘operating and capital budgets. Section 2 presents a brief narrative dis-
cussion of manpower needs in the various health care disciplines.

After reviewing this report we have concluded that it is not respon-
sive to the legislative request and does not relate to the proposed study
plan as presented by the University in the 1968 progress report. In last
year’s analysis we listed 10 general subject matter areas that the Uni-
versity reported it was in the process of studying. These were:

1. The goals and purposes of the University will be reviewed to
determine and define objectives of the health sciences program.

2. Information on the future composition of California’s population
will be compiled as a basis for projecting future health service demands.
3. A review will be made of the problems created by changes in per-
sonnel usage such as substitution of equipment for personnel, increases

in allied health fields and increasing specialization.

4, The probable supply of manpower will be reviewed in terms of
future immigration.

5. Program cost projections will include estimates of future per
student costs plus comparative costs at other universities. -

6. Studies of space needs will assist in projecting capital require-
ments,
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7. New standards will be developed for determining the amount of
teaching involved in the clinical setting. ‘

8. Research and its relationship to educational programs will be
studied.

9. Student demand for each of the health professmns will be re-
viewed.

10. Cons1derat10n will be given to future demands of faculty.

As far as we can determine none of these studies has been included
in this report. The enrollment and fiseal projections are the extension
of existing five-year projections found in the University growth plan
which has previously been published. These projections do not contem-
plate changes in existing programs or any significant poliecy areas and
as such are of little value for use in developing program alternatives.

Although Section 2 of the report does attempt to discuss the prob-
lems of manpower needs, this is primarily a narrative of some of the
existing ‘‘rule of thumb’’ indicators which we feel is not an adequate
or sufficiently sophisticated basis for use in projecting needs.

Further, the report does not include any reference to possible alter-
natives for increasing the intern and resident program as requested by
the conference committee.

‘We noted last year that the potential of this study was large and
complex and that a two-year reporting requirement would necessitate
a priority system for identifying the most urgent problem areas and
assuring concentrated study on them. Apparently the study was more
difficult than anticipated. It is the University’s intention to provide a
supplemental study in the fall of 1970 that will include the policy issues
and program changes we had contemplated. To assure there is no mis-
understanding of legislative intent we are recommending that the Uni-
versity be redirected to perform the study by November 1, 1970, within
the original framework,

Increases for Health Sciences

We recommend approval of increases relating to health sciences.

The increase of $1,500,831 requested for health sciences represents a
8.4 percent increase over the 1969-70 authorized level. This can be com-
pared to an FTE enrollment increase for health sciences of 2.6 percent.
Of the increase $1,336,667 is workload related to the expanding medical
schools. The remalnder of the increase is for dentistry ($71,540), phar-
macy ($24,711), human biology ($31,500), veterinary medicine ($34,-
413), and instructional use of computers ($2 000).

The increases for medicine at Davis and San Diego result from con-
tinuing enrollment expansion as initial classes of medical students pro-
gress to their third year. The increase of $352,162 at Davis will provide
for the salaries and related academic support for 15 FTE assistant pro-
fessor positions. The first year class of 51 students will bring the total
medical students to 148 for the first three years of study. Interns and
residents will increase by 47 for a total of 132, and graduate academic
students will remain at 24.
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At San Diego, 53 students will be enrolled in the first-year class with
48 each in the second and third years for a total of 149 medical stu-
dents. Interns and residents are expected to number 142 which is 12
less than last year, and graduate academic students will be 49, or 11
less than 1969-70. The budget provides for the addition of 15 FTE pro-

fessors and related support at a total of $573,986.

* The increase of $155,099 at the California College of Medicine at
Irvine includes $43,030 to provide for the upward reclassification of 24
FTE faculty positions that are unfilled. An improvement in the level
of academic support funds amounting to $112,069 is requested as a
partial offset to a $137,800 loss in reimbursements for Los Angeles
County. A total of 251 medical students is budgeted including a first-
year class of 63. Interns and residents will continue at last year’s level
of 325, and all 50 of the graduate academic students budgeted in 1969~
70 have been deleted from the 1970--71 estimates.

The previous expansion of the medical class to 128 at Los Angeles
continues to expand enrollments in the third and fourth year. A net
increase of 51 results in a total of 497 medical students. Interns and
residents are proposed at 770, an increase of 80, and graduate academic
students are reduced by 51 to 185. To provide for these expanding en-
rollments,; $255,420 is included in the budget for 10 assistant professors
and related support.

No increases are included for medieine at San Franciseo. Enrollment
includes 532 medical students, 574 interns and residents, 125 graduate
academic students and 64 paramedlcal students. v

For dentistry at Los Angeles and San Franeisco, three faculty posi-
tions are added for program improvements and minor increases in en-

Table 12

Health Sciences—Summary of Enrollment Increases
to New Workload Positions, 1970-71

Number of new Headcount enrollment increases

Los Angeles Center for the faculty proposed Number Percent
Health Sciences . :
Dentistry 1.00 4 1.1
Medicine __ 10.00 80 5.8
Nursing ___— — 25 13.2
~ Public health _— 25 . 8.3
San Francisco Medical Center
Dentistry _— 2.00 : — —
‘Medicine -_ _— 33 2.6
Nursing- — —14 —3.0
Pharmacy : ‘ 1.00 4 1.0
Davis . )
Medicine __ 15.00 99 483
Veterinary medicine . ______ 2.00 —15 . —3.3
. San Diego
Medicine 15.00 30 9.7
Irvine :
Cahfornla College of Medicine .______ _— —55 —8.7
Total increases ——_—_______ 46.00 216 3.4
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rollment. Los Angeles will have 372 dental students and San Fran-
cisco will have 302 in the four-year program and 87 in other dental
programs,

One faculty position is added for pharmacy at San Francisco and
Davis Veterinary Medicine to accommodate enrollment inecreases in
the regular program. The net enrollment increase in nursing students
is 11 graduate academic students, and no increases are included in the
budget for these students because they are admitted on a space-avail-
able basis.

The estimated enrollment increases for each health science school are
compared to the new faculty positions in Table 12.

School of Human Biology

Not shown in the program budget but identifiable in the functional
budget is the addition of a dean ($31,500) for the new School of
Human Biology at San Francisco. The new school will eonduct pro-
grams leading to M.S., M.A. and Ph.D. degrees and will provide in-
struction and research in biological, physical, social and behavorial sci-
ences related to health sciences. It is planned to provide for the initial
faculty in this school by transferring positions from other schools.
- The addition of the $31,500 for a dean is a relatively small amount
in relation to the significant future capital increases that would be
generated by this approval. In the construction program for the San
Franciseo campus, $2,036,000 in state funds is scheduled for new space
for the school by 1975-76.

2. SUMMER QUARTER
Functional Description

This budget function includes all operating costs for those selected
campuses which conduct summer quarters. Year-round operations were
initiated at Berkeley in the summer of 1967 and at Los Angeles in
1968. Irvine was scheduled to begin year-round operations in 1970 and
it was planned for all campuses to be on a year-round schedule by
1973.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$11,5683,475 — —$11,583,475 —1009%,

The Governor’s Budget reflects the November 1969 decision of the
regents to terminate all summer quarter programs at the University,
The existing programs at Berkeley and Los Angeles will be replaced
by the traditional summer session programs in 1970 and all future
plans to implement summer quarters at other campuses have been
halted. The reduction of $11,583,475 included $10,158,285 in General
Funds and $1,425,190 in University-restricted funds which are prin-
cipally student fees These funds have been allocated by the Un1vers1ty
to programs in the other three quarters.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Legzslature reaffirm its approval of the
summer quarter operation on the basis of more economical use of
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resources and facilities and the regents be requested to reestablish
summer quarter operations i 1971. The regents’ decision to abolish
the 1970 summer quarter was made without benefit of legislative review
or approval. Although the Legislature has an opportunity to review this
decision in the 1970-71 budget, the timing is of such a nature that it
is impossible to reestablish the program in 1970.

The summer quarter was initiated at the Berkeley campus in 1967
after more than a decade of studies and planning into the merits of
year-round operation. The goal of the summer quarter program was
to make more economical use of University facilities and to accommo-
date a larger number of students. Studies by the Coordinating Counecil
for Higher Edueation indicated that, although operating costs would
increase in the short run, long-range capltal outlay savings would more-
than offset these increases.

The explanation in the budget for termination of the program lists
unfavorable student enrollment and lack of summer services to teachers
and regular students who could not attend a full 12-week session.
Further, the budget states this is proposed as an ‘‘economy move.”’

It is true that initial student enrollments did not meet the planned
level of 40 percent of the other three quarters, but three years’ experi-
ence at Berkeley shows a consistent enrollment increase each year. Los
Angeles, which started operation one year later than Berkeley, has a
parallel growth pattern. This is reflected in Table 13, which shows the
actual summer quarter enrollments for Berkeley and Los Angeles com-
pared as a percent to the other three quarters. The estimates for 1970
‘were those originally programmed in the regents’ budget prior to the
decision to terminate the activity.

Table 13

Summer Quarter Enrollment (Head Count) and
Percentage of Other Three Quarters

Berkeley Los Angeles
Students  Percent Students Percent
1967 actual i 7,142 269, - _—
1968 actual 8,607 31 7,081 27%
1969 actual 9,938 36 8,002 31
1970 estimated* 10,452 38 9,063 36

1 As_ originally planned in regents’ budget prior to termination of the program.

The annual expansion of enrollments does not appear to reflect lack
of student interest. With a few more years of experience it is likely
that student demand would have exceeded the arbitrary 40-percent
ceiling placed on the enrollments by the University planners. Concep-
tually, there is no basis for assuming that the summer quarter could
not have eventually reached substantially the same enrollment levels
as the other quarters.

" One of the major education policies that served as a constraint to
summer quarter enrollment was that no compulsion could be exerted
on faculty to teach or on student to enroll. This was an alternative
that has been consistently rejected by the University.
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The second reason given is the coneern for providing servieces to
college and school teachers and regular students who were not able to
attend a full 12-week program. There are other alternatives available.
in addition to abolishing summer quarter. Special programs for teachers
were already provided concurrently and could have been expanded:
Another alternative available would have been to provide these spe-
cialized services through University extension.

The decision to eliminate enrollment of qualified students by dis-
continuing the efficient year- -round use of extremely high-cost facilities
must be considered as a major loss of both dollar and educational values
simply to achieve current operating savings incidental to discontinuing
the education of these students. We believe this is false economy.

There has never been any question as to the future ecapital outlay
savings resulting from year-round operation, but increases in current
operating costs have always been the prime concern from an economy
standpoint. The budgeted costs per student in the University summer
guarters has always been less than those in the regular academic year.
This is apparent when reviewing the enrollment related costs shown
in the program budget. On an unweighted basis the 1969-70 cost per
student was $1,824 but if summer quarter students are excluded from
the computation the cost per student increases to $1,872. This results
because of greater utilization of resources such as library books, educa-
tional equipment and administrative personnel. It is true that in the
early years of the program when enrollment did not meet estimates
that the actual costs were greater per student but this has been ecor-
rected by more realistic enrollment estimates. Table 14 compares data
for enrollment, faculty staffing and cost per student at Berkeley and
Los Angeles. In 1969-70 the actual costs per student show little vari-
ation from the budgeted amounts.

Table 14
Summer Quarter—Berkeley and Los Angeles
1968-69 . 1969-70
Berkeley : Budgeted Actual Budgeted Actual
FTE students ____ - _________ 2,625 2,720 3,059 3,137
Percent of annual enrollment __ 30% 31% 35% 369
Weighted students —_..__._______ 5,057 5,247 5,816 5,841
Faculty positions .. 181 181 207.50 207.50
Student-faculty ratio: .
Unweighted ___._____________ 141 15.0 14.7 15.1
‘Weighted 27.9 29.0 28.0 281
Instruction and research cost
per unweighted student ___ $1,328 $1,282 $1,374 $1,340 -
Los Angeles: :
FTE students .. ___ . ___ 8,043 2,189 2,633 - 2,603
Percent of annual enrollment __ 409%, 289%, 33% 319,
‘Weighted students .. ______ 5,488 4,141 4,813 4,785
Faculty positions . ________ 188 188" 171.81 171.81
Student-faculty ratio: ‘ ,
Unweighted ___ . ________ 16.2 11.6 15.3 15.2
Weighted - 296 22.0 28.0 27.9
Instruction and research cost
per unweighted student .. $1,205 $1,675 $1,344 $1,360
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3. SUMMER SESSION
Functional Description :

The Master Plan recommended that every publie higher education
institution that is able to offer academic programs in the summer
months do so to make full use of the state’s highér education physical
facilities. Limited summer sessions will be operated on eight of the
University campuses in 1970-71. This budget category is reported to’
contain all the expendltures associated w1th these summer programs.

Proposed Budget ; Change .
1969-70 o 1970-71 - Increase Percent
$1,379,598 $1,538,574 ’ .~ $158,976 11.5%

The summer session budget request is 0.3 percent of the entire sup-
port budget. A workload increase of $158,976 will be provided from
student fees.. The summer session budget as reported in the 1970-71
Governor’s Budget does not reflect the establishment of full summer
session programs at Berkeley and Los Angeles as a result of terminat-
ing the regular summer quarter budgets.

" Ina Un1vers1ty report to the regents in January 1970, a rev1sed
summer session budget was shown as approved at a level of $4,301,664
or $2,763,090 in excess of the amount shown in the Governor’s Budget
This budget showed a total enrollment of 31,705 (excluding San Fran-
ciseo) but this would be a misleading amount because many students
will attend both sessions of the summer quarter and therefore be
eounted twice. It is estimated that 20,540 students will enroll in the °
first session and 7,795 in the second session of which more than half
would ‘have been counted in the first session. In addition 3,370 stu-
dents are expected to participate in other special programs at the
various campuses.

These enrollment increases result from the assumption that the Berke-
ley and Los Angeles summer sessions will absorb about 75 percent of

" the enrollment previously planned for the summer gquarter, with the
remaining 25 percent being distributed through the regular three quar-
ters. Although it is true that the enrollment estimates have been ad-
justed to reflect this assumption, the actual result will be difficult to
verify. Summer session students are not regularly enrolled students
and are therefore not considered continuing students in the other
three quarters unless they were enrolled in the spring. We would
suggest that adequate data be maintained by the University in order
to evaluate the type of student enrolled in the 1970 summer sessions,
and to determine the number and percentage of regularly enrolled
students along with the full-time equivalency.

Table 15 shows the actual summer headeount enrollments for 1965-66

" through 1969-70. These enrollments have been adjusted to offset the

effect of double counting.

Greater Cost to the Students
If the students served in the summer session are indeed the same
students then it is obvious they will receive a reduced level of service
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Table 15
Summer Session Enrollment.
1965-66 1966-67  1967-68 1968-69 1969-70

Actual Actual: Actual A:ctual Actual

Berkeley _______________ 9,237. 9,225 300 i 84
Irvine - 87 472 249 509
Davis 9% 1,005 01,140 1,257 1,650
Los Angeles ____________ 8,538 10,211 7,382 2,907 1,592
Riverside ___ - __________ 631 633 704 - 792 1,008
San Franciseo .o __ 857 977 955 950 1,107
Santa Barbara _.________ 1,652 1,812 1,912 2,032 2,084
Santa Cruz _____________ . - 227 108 399
Total _________ _______ 21,709 23,950 13,092 9,072 9,133
Percent —13.7 +10.3 —45.8 —30.7 +0.7

for a considerably higher fee. For instance, a- student wishing to at-
tend both sections of the Berkeley summer session will be required to
pay $267 as opposed to the $87 fee paid at the Berkeley summer quar-
ter in 1969. Conversely the budgeted services to the students will de-
crease from a budget of over $7 million for the summer quarter to = -
$1,500,000 in the summer session. One could only conclude that the
summer session program produces an output of considerable less educa-
tional quantity and quality than the previous summer guarter.

4, TEACHING HOSPITALS AND CLINICS
Functional Description

Included within this function is funding of teaching hospitals for
which the University has major operational responsibilities. These in-
clude the hospitals at the Los Angeles Center for Health Sciences, the
San Francisco campus, the San Diego County University Hospital
and the Veterinary Teaching Hospital at Davis. In addition, the
medical schools at Davis and Irvine subsidize hospital patients at the
county operated hospital. The teaching hospital is intended to be the
focal point for the student’s exposure to patients and the core for..
instruction in the practice of medicine. In addition to the instructional:
aspects, each of these hospitals provides a public service benefit to the,
community in which it is located. The teaching hospital is looked to..
for excellence in it§ quality of medical care.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$70,260,731 $77,876,613 $7,615,882 . 10.89%

In 1970-71 state funds will support $11,739,649 or 15.1 percent of
the total budget for teaching hospitals and clinics. The proposed in-
crease of $7,615,882 is composed of $600,000 in state funds while the
remaining $7,015,882 represents increased patient care costs funded
from charges for service. These increases are summarized below.
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Summary of Budget Increases

Proposed

Workload Increase
University Hospitals (subsidy) $331,000
Davis-Sacramento County Hospital 19,000
Irvine-Orange County Hospital 250,000
Subtotal—State Funds $600,000
Increases funded by University income 7,015,882
Total Increase . $7,615,882

Teaching Hospital Subsidy.

We recommend approval.

For the three University hospltals the state subsidy will increase by
$331,000. The Governor’s budget states this will pariially cover price
increases and technological advances, thus indicating that the increase
does not cover total workload. From the data available to us we are
unable to determine the amount of this implied deﬁmency

A traditional measurement used as an indicator is a percent of the
state subsidy to the total budget which has been consistently falling.
This is reflected in Table 16 which shows a six-year trend of a de-
clining percentage. In 1970-71 the percentage of state subsidy to the
total operating budget is 13.9 percent compared to 15 percent in

1969-70.
Table 16
Human Medicine Teaching Hospitals
(San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego)
Six-Year Trend in Subsidy Usage

Total ' ’ Percent of
operating subsidy to

budget * Subsidy®  total budget
1965-66 i $25,862,302 $7,665,865 29.6
196667 38,132,646 9,446,873 24.8
196768 44 589,354 8,859,980 19.9
1968-69 54,403,014 8,628,022 15.9
1969-70 (estimated) —____________ 69,018,242 10,320,000 15.0
1970-71 (proposed) - _______ - 76,721,600 10,651,000 13.9

1 Tncludes San Diego beginning in 1966-67.

Because the state funds are provided to subsidize the charges to
departmental patients (as opposed to full paying private patients), a
better workload indicator is the relationship of state subsidy to depart-
mental patient charges. Performance criteria shown in the Governor’s
budget are reproduced in Table 17. State support as a percentage of
departmental inpatient charges remains constant between 1969-70 and
1970-71 at 19 percent. For outpatients the percentage remains at 30.6
for 1970-71. This indicates that the increase provided in the Governor’s
budget is adequate to meet workload growth.

Subsidy to County Operated Hospitals

We recommend approval. :
At their present stages of development the medical schools at Davis
and Irvine depend primarily on county-operated hospitals for clinical
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Table 17
: Performance Crlterla—Human Medicine Hospitals
Inpatient : : 1968269 196970  1970-71
*  Departmental patient-days 273,368 320,445 315,200
Charge per departmental patient-day __________ $107.50 $122.80 $129.17
State support per departmental patient-day __.__ $23.69 $23.38 $24.54
State support as a percent of departmental -
patient charges 21.9% 19.0% 19.09,
Outpatient : N
Departmental patient visits 384,100 405,504 871,650
Charge per departmental patient visit ___-______ $23.02 $25.29 $25.56
State support per departmental patient visit ___._  $5.60 $6.97 $7.84
State support as a percent of departmental
patient charges . 26.7% 30.6% 30.6%,

training of their students. A state subsidy is used to increase the num-
ber of specialized teaching patients at the county-operated hospital.
The 1969-70 budget authorized $231,000 for this purpose at Davis for
use at the Sacramento County Hospltal The 1970-71 budget includes
an increase of $19,000 for Davis and the initial allocation for Irvine to
bring the base subsidy for both schools to $250,000.

5. ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES—OTHER
Functional Description

This function includes activities organized and operated in connec-
tion with educational departments and conducted primarily as neces-
sary adjuncts to the work of these departments. Many dissimilar and
diversified programs are supported by this budget function. State sup-
port funds are largely used in four areas: (1) elementary schools at
Berkeley and UCLA which provide laboratories for experimentation,
research and teacher training in grade school curricula; (2) vivariums
at San Francisco, Los Angeles and San Diego which provide mainte-
nance and care of animals necessary for teaching and research in the
biological and health sciences; (3) medical testing laboratories and
-clinies which provide diagnosis for patient care; and (4) art, musie
and drama activity including an ethnic collection at UCLA. Other areas.
of state support include the dental clinic subsidy, the arboretum,
at Davis and a subsidy for the California Management Review. Non-
state funded items include hospital services provided by University
staff and contracted for by affiliated counties at San Francisco Gen-.
eral Hospital, the Harbor General Hospital, the Los Angeles County
Hospital and the Sacramento Hospital. In addition, support for special
engineering projects of service to industry. at Berkeley and intercol-
legiate athletics at smaller campuses are also included.

" Table 18 shows the distribution of these activities by type of expendi-
ture and fund source for 1968-69. The University general funds repre-
sent state appropriated funds to the University. The restricted funds
are primarily income generated by the activity itself and student fees,
provide $781,176 of the total.
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Table 18
Organized Activities
Analysis of 1968-69 Operations

Expenditure by type ' University Restricted
School of Education— general funds funds Total  Percent
special schools ______________ $409,959 $52,042  $462,001 8.59%
- Eingineering — 170,160 170,160 3.1
Medical testing labs and other
medical services . ... 542,726 1,592,975 2,135,701 395
Optometry and audiology
clinies — 151,208 151,208 2.8
Vivaria 882,584 4,463 387,047 7.2
Art, music, drama activities____ 156,924 429,458 586,382 10.9
Intercollegiate athleties __._____ . 807,940 807,940 15.0
Other 256,081 447,463 703,544 13.0
Total-—Amount _—___.______ $1,748,274  $3,655,709 $5,403,983
Percent o _________ 82.4% 67.6% 100.0%
Proposed Budget ] L Change
1969-70 - 197011 Amount Percent
$4,465,051 $4,784,919 $319,868 2%

State funds support 31.4 percent of the budget for organized activ-
ities—other. This budget category represents 0.8 percent of the total
support budget. The proposed increase is $319,868 or 7.2 pereent above
the 1969-70 level.

Of the increase, $150,000 is related to state funding while the re-
maining $169,868 in University funds will support arts and lectures
and recreational activities on the various campuses.

State supperted activities and the amount of state funds inecluded
in the 1970-71 budget are:

University Elementary School $412,109
Hducation Field Service Center 30,064
Neuropsychiatrie Institute School 2,240
Vivaria 312,195
Arboretum s . 25,907
Medical Support Laboratories 138,863
Facility for Advanced Instrumentation 40,528
Dental Clinie Subsidy 395,125 .
Art Galleries and Collections : 127,087
California Management Rev1ew 21,022
Other —4.879

Total State Funds Budgeted — $1,500,261

Workload Indicators

Workload formulas have not been developed for prOJectmg needs of -

activities included in this function. In the past, workload increases for

" these 1tems have been reviewed on an individual basis.

Increase Subsidy for Dental Clinics

The budget increase of $150,000 is proposed to be used for an in-
crease to the subsidy for dental patients at the dental clinics at Los
Angeles and San Francisco. Actually no budgetary authorization for

398




Items 87-90 Education-

University of California—Continued

use of state funds for this purpose has ever been approved for Los
Angeles but state funds have previously been appropriated for the
San Franciseo clinic. To fund the Los Angeles clinic in the past the
University has relied on the use of funds from.the human medicine
teaching hospital subsidy or the use of excess budgetary savings. In.
196869 a total of $147,611 in General Funds was expended for sub-.
sidy at Los Angeles.

Recommendatlon
We recommend approval.
The inerease in state funds.of $150,000 for the dental clinic at Los

Angeles is consistent with existing state policy at San Francisco. There.
is no other increase of state funds in this funetion,

6. ORGANIZED RESEARCH
Functlonal Description

State-supported activity included 'in the Governor’s Budget under
this function consists primarily of support for institutes and bureaus,
faculty research grants and travel to professional meetings and re-
search in agriculture, forestry and veterinary medicine. The largest
portion of the organized research budget which is received from pri-
vate individuals, agencies, and the federal government is excluded
from the support budget. At present California currently receives. 40
percent of its total research and development expenditures from the
federal government but is experiencing increasing competition for
these funds. If the special Atomic. Energy Commission contracts are
excluded, the ratio. of state dollars to federal dollars is 1 to 2.6. State
support is used primarily to meet the matching requirements of the fed-
eral government and provide for the administrative functions of or-
ganized research units.

Proposed Budget Change
' 1969-70 197071 Amount Percent
$41,202,682 -$41,293,807 C §91,125. 0.2%

The 1970-71 proposed budget includes approximately $36.9 million;
in state funds, or about 89.3 pereent of the total budgeted. This fune-
tion is 7.4 percent of the total support budget.

Workload Indicators

One formula that has hlstoueally been used to evaluate workload
increases in organized research is the relationship of research grants
and travel to FTE faculty positions. In effect this allowance repre-
sents the only enrollment related commitment on state funds for the
organized research function.

An amount of $465 is included in-the Governor s .Budget for each
proposed new faculty position. This is the same workload amount
added per faculty in the 1969-70 budget which 1ndlcates that no price
increase has been allowed.

There are no other traditional formulas for measuring workload in
the organized research function and other increases in state funding
. are reviewed on a policy basis.
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Progress Report on Agricultural Income

In prior analyses we have pointed to the relatively small percentage
of contributions by the private agriculture community to support Uni-
versity programs in agriculture research and extension. Budgeted state
support for agriculture research makes up more than half of all budg-
eted state funds for organized research. In agriculture extension pro-
grams with primary services to the agriculture community, state funds
account fot more than three quatters of the budget. In 1967 we noted
that the agriculture extension budget at that time exceeded $9 million
but received only $36,000 from sales and services and $20,000 from
agriculture extension sales. In response to our proposal for the Uni-
versity to produce more income from outside sources, language was
included in the 1967 Budget Act that required agriculture extension
to ‘‘propose a system of appropriate charges for the services it provides
for the agricultural community and related industries which will re-
duce General Fund contributions in subsequent budgets.”’

The Agricultural Extension service of the University submitted a
statement in response to this legislative directive which did not pro-
pose any system of charges for the services it provides. In our 1968-69
Analysis we were critical of this report on the basis that it was nonre-
sponsive to the legislative request. The Legislature again directed the
University to prepare a report on the feasibility wof establishing a
system of charges for services they provide.

After our 1969-70 Analysis of the Budget Bill was written we re-
ceived from the University the Report on the Feasibility of Increasing
Income from Activities of Research and Extension in the Division of
Agricultural Sciences, University of California.

Although the report did not include a specific schedule of charges
for agriculture extension, it did include a survey of potential areas
which could inerease revenue to the research program.

Although the University was not directly responsive to the question
of increased charges for the services it perforis, the report indicated
a potential to increase the amount of outside industry revenue to sup-
port agricultural research. This possibility of greater sharing of the
costs was the basis of our original recommendation in 1967.

Because it was too early to identify specific budget actions that
could be taken, we recommended that the University prepare a progress
report on the implementation of these items to be submitted to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1969 and this
was the action of the Legislature.

In response to this directive the University submitted a progress
report entitled Implementation of Programs to Produce Additional In-
come From Research and Extension Activities of the Division of Ag-

- riculture Sciences. In general, the report produced little information
not included in the previous year’s report. Following is a summary
of each of the potential areas of new income as proposed in the 1968
report followed by a report on the progress made since then,
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1. Establish an Agricultural Research Foundation

This proposal would create a research foundation for support of
research and extension programs. It is anticipated the appropriate
expenditure base for such a foundation would be in the neighborhood
of $3 to $5 million supported by agricultural interests. The primary
objective of the University for ereating such a foundation would be to
generate additional grant and gift income. The progress report showed
no tangible results although there has been a number of meetings with
the agricultural interests,

As to the budgetary effect, this proposal would probably result in
expanded research and there would be no offsetting saving to the state
without specific legislative direetion.

2. Patent and Production Rights .

Although the University presently has a system of royalty payments
for patents, the report suggested that inereased income could be ob-
tained by a more aggressive Regents policy applied to agricultural
research. A disadvantage noted in the report is the desire to maintain
the free flow of information from such research. The report suggests
that to increase the number of disclosures some incentive is needed
such as the return of a portion of the royalty income to the depart-
ments.

The progress report noted that although there had been an expansion
in agricultural patents since the last report, the potential for signifi-
cant new revenue was small. Aectivity in 1968-69 resulted in only
$249,000 gross income before expenses and payments to inventors.

Under existing policy, increased income generated from patent activi-
ties would have no effect on state appropriation. Our proposal to change
this policy with a resultant 1970-71 savings to the state of $69,000 can
be found on page 402. Additional information regarding the operation
of the patent program is also included.

3. Marketing Orders

In 1967-68, $290,000 in research funds came from self-imposed in-
dustrial market orders. The report suggests that this type of activity
represents a significant potential for increasing outside revenue. The
progress report noted three new marketing orders made by the rice,
prune and citrus industries had been established since the initial report.

In terms of budget effect, any expansion of this activity would serve
to create new specific mission oriented research that would probably
not result in an offset to state funds.

4. Agriculture Services Institute

A suggestion to establish a revenue-generating auxiliary enterprise
to charge for tests on soil, plant or animal tissue, water, feed, seed
and other services is réjected by the University. The report states that
such an institute would be in direct competition with privately owned
laboratories and the only potential fiscal advantage would be additional
profit income which would be questionable public policy.
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5. Special Surveys and Consultations

A system of charges could be developed for services when requested
by an individual or organization to provide special services when no
overall benefit for general agrieultural research is apparent. The Uni-
versity does not consider this to be a significant income potential unless
the primary research and teaching missions are downgraded. In addi-
tion, the progress report notes that such a policy would jeopardize the
tradition of voluntary in-kind contributions by the industry estimated
to be over $30 million.

6. Sale of Agricultural Publications

The University has appointed a speecial committee to study the publi-
cations and information programs of Agricultural Sciences. The report
suggests that substantial policy changes may result in additional income
for publications. The progress report notes that recommendations by the
committee are still under consideration. The publication program for
Agricultural Extension is budgeted at $390,411 in 1970-71 of which
about 34 percent is expected income. Other agriculture publications
amount to about $1.8 million of which only 2 percent is offset by income.

A substantially increased program here could result in a budgetary
offset if the additional revenue can be identified in terms of the addi-
tional production costs. We will continue to monitor this potential.

7. Charges for Schools, Shortcourses, Workshops, Conferences, Etc.

Agricultural Extension now follows a policy of collecting fees for
these events if they are more than one day’s duration. Although the
progress report notes that fees are being increased where feasible, no
specific detail as to the additional income to be generated is mentioned.
In 1968-69 about $86,000 was realized from this type of activity. It is
doubtful that this activity will generate income of any significant
nature.

8. Charges for 4-H Club Activities . ]

As noted in the University’s 1968 report, $43,400 was obtained in
1967-68 as revenue from conference fees. By establishing an ‘‘inciden-
tal fee’” for club membership it would be possible to obtain an addi-
tional $50,000. The progress report indicates that this proposal has been
rejected by the University on the basis that substantial membership fees
would present difficulties for development of 4-H Club programs in low-
income areas where much of the activity is presently directed.

Recommendation .

We recommend a reduction of $69,000 from orgamized research to
reflect the state’s share of 1968—69 University Patent Fund income.

Although not all inventions initiated by University employees may
be patented because of numerous legal restrictions, the University has
" had for many years a patent program which is one of the largest in the
‘nation. :

University policy requires that all employees engaged in research
sign a patent release. It is then the responsibility of the University’s
Patent Board to determine which research projects should be patented.
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Existing policy allows the inventors to retain 50 percent of net royalty
income after patent costs and 15 _pereent overhead costs have been
deducted. The remaining 1ncome is retained by the University for
regent determined uses.

The income and expenditures of the Un1vers1ty patent operation
from 1964-65 through 1968-69 are shown in Table 19.

Table 19

Patent Income and Expens.e
University of California—1964-65 through 1968-69

Gross Patent Payments to Net

income expenses inventors income
1964-65 $153,791 $46,169 $5,543 $102,079
1965-66 189,654 37,174 50,443 102,079
1966-67 _ 245,837 42,144 80,657 123,066
1967-68 186,441 40,727 - . 103,966 41,748
1968-69 249,179 65,093 19,603 164,483

University income is deposited in the University Patent Fund which
was created by the regents in 1952 and this fund had a balance of
$2,246,083 as of June 30, 1969. Income from royalties in 1968-69
amounted to $249,179 which was an increase over the $186,441 income
of the prior year. The net income deposited to this fund in 1968-69
was $164,483. In addition, investment income on the balance of the
fund resulted in $111,607 for a total 1968-69 net income of $276,000.

Because the state is a significant contributor of funds to the Univer-
sity research programs we feel the state has an interest in the income
generated by inventions of University employees. According to the
1970-71 program budget, sponsored research totals $193 million of
which $47 million, or approximately 25 percent, is from state funds.
On this basis, 256 percent of the net “‘profit’’ could be considered re-
lated to state generated support.

‘We would recommend that the state’s interest in patent fund income,
including interest, be established as a matter of policy and that 25
percent, or $69,000 of the 1968-69 income be deleted from the budget
for organized research as a reflection of this policy. Although this is a
relatively small amount, this policy would establish the state’s interest
in any significant inventions that might occur in such fields as elec-
tronies or pharmaceuticals.

Special Appropriations for Research

We recommend approval as budgeted of the following three special
appropriations. Included in the totals for organized research are three
special research programs separately appropriated in the budget bill.
Item 88 appropriates $334,900 for research in the conversion of sea
water and brackish water to fresh water, and Item 89 appropriates
$100,000 for research in dermatology. Item 90 appropriates $100,000
from the California Water Fund to support a research program in mos-
quito control. All three of these programs are continued at the 1969-70
level,
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7. LIBRARIES

Functional Description

Support for the current operatlons of the University’s nine campus
libraries as well as related college and school research branch and pro-
fessional libraries is included in this budget function. The University’s
10-year plan for library development states that its principal objective
is to support adequately the academic programs of the University. Ac-
cess to scholarly books, manuscripts and other documents is an integral
part of University teaching and research.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$25,424,650 $25,903,650 $479,000 1.99%

This funection represents 4.6 percent of the total support budget.
State support funds provide 98.1 percent of the library budget.

The 1970-71 increase of $479,000 is proposed entirely from the Gen-
eral Fund and will provide additional staff and related support for
reference and circulation activities. There is no dollar inerease over the
1969-70 level for book purchases, or related acquisition and processing
activities. An $11,000 increase for binding expense is offset by an equal
reduetion in library automation.

Workload Indicators

‘Workload projections for the library function for the most part have
previously been related to student enrollment. The library function is
normally separated into five subfunctions for review purposes. These
are book and periodical purchases, binding expense, acquisition and
processing, reference and circulation and library automation.

The workload projections were made on the basis of a three-quarter
average FTE student enrollment. Summer quarter students were ex-
cluded from the measurement. This year’s budget shows an increase
of 1.9 percent for the library function as measured against an increase
in student enrollment of 6.3 percent. We are unable to determine the
method used for projecting 1ibrary needs in the 1970-71 budget. Table
20 shows the relationship of the inereases in the library budget to the
increases in enrollment for each ecampus in the system.

Table 20
Libraries Comparison of Percents of Dollar to Enroliment Increases

197071 Increase
1969-70 Budget Amount Percent  Enrollment?

Berkeley $5,195,975 $47,564 0.9% 1.5%
Davis 3,413,413 69,564 2.0 8.0
Irvine 2,121,889 45,609 21 159
Los Angeles .. _____ 5,679,083 47,684 0.8 2.0
Riverside : _ 1,599,415 96,812 6.0 29.8
San Diego 2,592,676 32,614 1.2 14.5
San Francisco o _______ 768,595 8,013 1.0 0.9
Santa Barbara __ . __.___ 2,930,926 112,123 3.8 9.2
Santa Cruz o 1,122,778 19,017 1.7 - 5.9
Total $25,424,650 $479,000 1.9 6.3

1 Three-quarter average.
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The funds budgeted for the purchase of books and periodicals totals
$7,238,000 for the nine campuses and is the same dollar amount as au-
thorized in 1969-70 for this purpose. No increase has been allowed for
growth in student enrollment and no provision for price increases has
been allowed. Table 21 presents the five-year trend of volumes per
student since 1966-67 which shows a consistent increase per student
for the past four years. This trend is reversed in the 1970-71 budget
and the volumes per student falls from 107.3 in 1969-70 to 106.8 or
approximately the 1968-69 level.

The increases in the volumes per student in prior years was not
necessarily the result of prior budgets. Bach year there is a substantial
amount of volume additions to the University libraries from gifts and
purchase of special collections from endowments or other Unive-rsity
funds. For this reason it is likely the actual volumes per student in
1970-71 will exceed the amount shown in Table 21 and thereby con-
tinue the historic increase.

_ Table 21 ]
Volumes per FTE Student 1966-67 through 1970-71

FTE Total Volumes Volumes

Enrollment? in Collections per Student
196667 Actual? 79,293 8,149,298 102.8
1967-68 Actual 2 : 86,839 8,970,853 103.3
1968-69 Actual® 90,352 9,661,214 106.9
1969-70 Estimated __..___. ________ 95,789 10,282,000 107.3
1970-71 Proposed _________________ 101,781 10,870,000 106.8

1 Three-quarter average enrollments.
2 Corrected volume count. - *
38 Preliminary volume count.

Recommendation

We recommend approval. None of the inereases in the library budget
exceed the accepted workload indicators.

8. a. UNIVERSITY EXTENSION
Functional Description

The goal of University extension is to provide educational opportu-
nities for adults, promote participation in public affairs and to pro-
vide solutions to community and statewide problems. Continuing adult
education programs are offered by University extension throughout the
state.

University extension operates four basic education programs: (1)
professional upgrading; (2) cultural programs; (3) citizen responsi-
bility ; and (4) urban extension. In addition, four supporting programs
are also operated: (a) low-density population areas, (b) radio and
television, (e¢) administration, and (d) planning and development.
Professional programs are designed to create educational opportunity
for adults and the professional, administrative and managerial fields
in order that they may keep abreast of the latest research and develop-
ment in their respective fields. Cultural programs provide education
in art, musie, literature and humanities. Citizen responsibility programs
are designed to stimulate interest in. local, state, national and inter-
national problems. Urban extension includes programs in low-density
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population areas which provide opportunities for continuing adult
education. Radio and television programs consist of film and taped
extension programs which are made available to students in several
areas of the state and also assist in meeting the problems of increased
student population and staff shortage. Planning development is for the
study of new programs.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$18,489,301 $20,060,132 © $1,570,831 85

The proposed budget for the University extension is 3.6 percent of
the total support budget and is $1,570,831 or 8.5 percent more than
the current year. There are no state General Funds appropriated for
the extension function. It is a self-supported activity financed prin-
cipally from student fees. .

Enrollment

Enrollments for University extension since 1963-64 along with the
percentage increases each year are shown in Table 22,

Prior to 1968-69 state appropriations subsidized the University ex-
tension program. As the percentage of state support fell during those
years, enrollment reacted accordingly because program planning:was
based on state support. In 1968-69 all state support was eliminated
from the extension program and from that point on enrollment growth
has apparently stabilized.

Recommendation

‘We recommend approval. There is no state funding included in this

function.
Table 22

University Extension Enrollments
1963-64 Through 1970-71

FTE " Percentages
. Students increase

1963-64 14,500 —
1964-65 16,283 11.9%
1965-66 18,881 121
1966-67 : 17,331 -8.2
1967-68 : 17,231 -0.6
1968-69 i 18,307 10.6
1969-70 (estimated) ___- 19,100 10.4
1970-71 (proposed) _ -~ 20,100 10.5

8. 'b. AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION
Functional Description )

Agricultural Extension is operated under a cooperative agreement
with the University, the county boards of supervisors and the United
States Department of Agriculture. Agricultural Extension serves 56
of California’s 58 counties. Those services offered are consistent with .
federal requirements under the Smith-Lever Act and include instrue-
tion and practical demonstration plus printing and distribution of in-
formation relating to agriculture and home economics. The purpose of
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Agricultural Extension is to provide a connecting link between the.
research laboratories and the local problem in Growmg, harvesting and -
processing agricultural products,

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$10,350,212 $10,365,379 $15,167 - 0.1

State support funds of $8,145,852 represents 78.6 percent of the Agri-
cultural Extension budget. This budget category is 1.9 percent of the
total support budget. Agricultural Extension also receives support from
the federal and county governments. State and federal funds are used
by the University to pay for central services, staff and salary and local
advisers and other technical field positions. Countles provide and main-
tain farm advisors offices, including all elerical and support needs. The
increase of $15,167 is comprised of $15,000 in new fee income and $167
from endowment funds. There is no increase proposed from state funds.

Table 23
Agricultural Extension 1970-71

Resource Conservation use and development $408,974
Protection of forest crops and livestock 1,117,196
Efficient. production of farm and forest products_.___.__.________ 5,406,433
Efficiency in marketing and utilization of agricultural products.___ 299,249
4-H and other youth 1,955,094
Improved nutrition and. family living 788,022
Agricultural Publications—FPublic Service 390,411

Total Agricultural Extension : $10,365,379

Progress Report on Pot‘entlal New Income

The conference committee on the 1969-70 budget directed the Uni-
versity to submit a progress report relating to implementation of actions
designed to generate additional income for agricultural research and
extension. This report is discussed on page 400 under the organized
research function.

Recommendation

We recommend approval. There is no mcrease proposed from state

funds.
8. c. OTHER PUBLIC SERVICE PROGRAMS

Functional Description

The public service function supports the cultural and educational
activity on the campuses and in nearby communities. The cultural ac-
tivities provide opportunities for additional experience_in the fine arts,
humanities, social and natural sciences and related studies. A well-
balanced program of concerts, drama, lectures and exhibits are designed
to be of interest to the campuses as well as to the surroundmg com-
munities.

Proposed Budget Change

1969-70 1970-71 . Amount - Percent

$2,672,128 $2,731,335 $59,207 229
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The proposed budget increases $59,207 over 1969-70 and is funded
largely from student registration fee income and ticket sales revenue.
This funetion represents only 0.5 percent of the total support budget
and includes state funds amounting to $354,197. Table 24 shows the
budgeted expenditures by type of program and source of funding.

Table 24

Campus Public Service 1970-71
By Fund Source

University
General fund sources Total
Arts, lectures and conferences_._ $238,729 $1,792,764 $2,031,493
Public service—agriculture _____ _— 75,000 75,000
Professional publications ______ 43,129 ) 37,000 80,129
Voeational eduecation ___________ 16,742 149,971 166,713
Museums and laboratories ______ 53,998 200,709 254,707
Community service, other ____.__. 1,599 121,694 123,293
Totals $354,197 © $2,377,138 $2,731,335

Recommendation

We recommend approval. There is no inerease of state funds for this

purpose.
9. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

Functional Description

This budget function includes the responsibilities for both the Uni-
versitywide and campus administration. Universitywide personnel in-
cludes the President and administrative officers of the University and
their staffs. Campus personnel classified under General Administration
include budgeting, accounting, and purchasing personnel, architects and
engineers, business managers, campus development staff, cashiers, per-
sonnel employees and chancellors and their immediate staff. The major
responsibilities of personnel engaged in general administration is to
ensure the most effective utilization of the University’s resources.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 197071 Amount Percent
$21,803,195 $21,808,138 $4,943 02% -

The General Administration budget represents 3.9 percent of the
total support budget. The budget increase is $4,943 or .02 percent.
The net inerease includes a reduction of $2,900 from U.C. general funds
plus an increase of $7,843 from other University funds.

Workload Indicators

The method used in the past for projecting workload needs has been
to relate total state expenditures in this function to the total budget.
For the past three years the Governor’s Budget proposed lump sum
workload increases by maintaining a consistent percentage between
state funds for administration and state funds in the total budget. The
University, although agreeing with the methodology of the formula,
uses the total of all funds as a percentage base to evaluate workload.
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Usmg the University approach, Table 24 shows the five-year trend
comparing budgeted General Administration ta total budgeted ex-

penditures. The effect of no increase in administration is shown by a
reduction in the percentage from 2.96 in 1969-70 to 2.85 in 1970-71.

-Table 24
General Administration -
Percentage.ratio of -

general administration
to total ewpendnures 1.

196667 281

1967-68 - ' 276
1968-69 - 2.94
196970 2.96
1970-71 : 2.85

1 Excludes special federal research projects.
Recommendation

We recommend approval. There is no. increase in state funds for
this purpose.

Special Legislative Report

In the supplemental report of the Committee of Conference on the..
1969 Budget Bill, language was included recommending that ‘‘the.

University develop alternative formulas or methods for determining
workload increases for General Administration. These alternatives shall
be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by Novem-
ber 1, 1969.”’

‘We understand the University is in the process of developing a
report that will suggest alternate formulas for the Institutional Serv-

ices and General Expense Function as well as for General Administra- .

tion. At the time of the writing of this analysis the report had mnot
been received.

10. INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES AND GENERAL EXPENSE
Functional Description

Many of these services are administrative in nature and include such
items as clerical pools, duplicating, mail and messengers, academic sen-
ate expense and automobile pools. Some of the services relate to health
and safety such as surveillance training programs in radiation safety,
accident prevention, and environmental sanitation. Others relate to the
University’s internal and external relations such as the University
Dean of Education Relatlons public information, publications and the
University press.

- Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$11,418,101 $11,768,264 $350,163 3.1%

Institutional Services and General Expense accounts for 2.1 percent
of the total support budget. State funds comprise 49.6 percent of this
function and University general funds account for an additional 10.8
percent. Of the proposed increase of $350,163, $118,720 is from Univer-
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sity’ general funds and the remainder from other University sources.
Because University general funds are direct offsets to state appropria-
tions, the $118,720 is subject to the same review. as other state appro-
priations.

Workload Indicators

The method used in prior budgets to project workload needs is the
same as that used for the general administration function. A lump sum
amount is determined by finding a percentage of institutional services
to the total state appropriation. The University formula uses the total
expenditures rather than the state appropriation to make this pro,]ec-
tion.

Recommendation

We recommend approvel. The lump sum increase of $118,720 from
University general funds does not keep pace with the growth in ex-
penditures in other areas of the budget. Table 25 shows a slight reduec-
tion in the ratio of expenditures in this function to the total expendi-
tures of the University.

Table 25
_Institutional Services and General Expense

Ratio of institutional
-services and general
expenses to total budget 1

+1966-67. : 1.56
1967-68 145
1968-69 1.55
1969-70 (estimated) i 1.55
1970-71. (proposed) 3 ) 1.54

1 Excludes special federal research projects.
Electronic Computing Activities Within the University of California

The University of California currently operates 117 electronic com-
puters in support of its administrative, instruction, and research needs
exclusive of those computers located at the Atomic Energy Commission
laboratories which are also operated by the University. Of these 117
computers, four are used in support of the University’s administrative
data processing requirements and are located in two data processing
centers—one in Berkeley and one in Los Angeles. The remaining 113
are used for scientific research or instruction. The annual cost associ-
ated with operating the total of these computing facilities is appr0x1-
mately $15 million derived primarily as follows:

Federal i : $7,000,000
State of California 5,000,000
University funds 3,000,000

The deployment of computers and the funding associated with the
various levels of computing activity are displayed in Table 26. The
source of this information is a published listing of all computers which
- is issued quarterly -by the University administration. The data con-
tained in the table are compiled from the listing as of December 30,
1969.
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A Number of Computers
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The Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference relating
to the Budget Bill for fiscal year 1969-70 recommended that the
University be requested to prepare a report detailing the number of
computers, source of funding, percent utilized and primary uses of
this equipment. Other requirements of the report were a request that
the structure for control and coordination of computers used for in-
struction and research among the nine campuses be outlined together
with any measures which were being taken to centralize these computers
into single computer centers for each campus. Finally, a description of
the management information system which is being developed for the
University was also requested. This report was received by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee on November 1, 1969. In addition to
that report the summary information contained herein has been drawn
from (1) a report called the Supplementary Planning and Budgeting
Information for Electronic Data Processing required by the State
Administrative Manual and received from the University in January
1970 and (2) the University budget.

Administrative Data Processing

The University maintains a central information systems division
which is responsible for the development, implementation, maintenance
and operation of four electronic computer systems which process ad-
ministrative work for the nine campuses and the office of the president.
This centralization assures a, uniform development of systems for utili-
zation by all campuses, reduces systems development costs and pro-
vides uniform data with-regard to the various programs in operation.
The following list itemizes the charges by application area during
fiscal year 1968-69:

Accounting __ 40%
Payroll and Personnel 17%
Student -_ . 129,
University BExtension 1%
Analysis and Budgeting___ 6%.
Material (storehouse, inventory) 3%
Others (parking, telephone, housing) 15%

100%

The budget for administrative data processing for fiscal year 1970-71
is $1,750,000. This budget, which is less than one-half of 1 percent of
the expenditures of the University, compares favorably with data
processing expenses for other universities or private industries which
generally run at least 1 percent of all expenditures. In 1968, the Uni-
versity began the development of a management informsation system
with the goals of substantially improving the data base for analysis
and providing improved efficiencies of operation within five major
areas. Systems development projects are in various stages of comple-
tion in the areas of: (1) student, (2) personnel, (3) financial, (4) fa-
cilities, (5) material. New systems scheduled for implementation on
“selected campuses during the next fiscal year include the undergraduate
admission system, the graduate admission system, the student registra-
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tion system, a financial aid system and a class scheduling project. A
personnel and payroll system will also be in operation on pilot cam-

puses beginning in the fall of 1970. The design of these systems will -

take full advantage of the large-scale third generation computer

utilized for administrative data processing, and will be organized to. .

maintain a comprehensive data base of information.

We recommend an augmentation of $176,000 for the University Man- .

agement Information System to permit installation of remote terminals.
(Funding for this augmentation may be obtwined from the policy op-
tion on page 380.) We further recommend that the University admin-

istration prepare o report detailing the various standard administrative .

reports currently prepared by the administrative data processing cen-

ter. This report should include a brief description of the data content:

and utility of these reports within the University. This report should be

submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1,

1970.

The installation of remote terminals on the nine campuses of the.

University for sending and receiving data to and from the two com-
puter centers was delayed by the action of the 1969 Legislature be-
cause the stage of systems design for the current year did not mandate
the installation of these terminals. However, in fiscal year 197071, the
absence of a terminal capability will seriously affect the efforts of the
centralized administrative EDP facility to be responsive to the data
needs of the nine campuses. Because the success of any centralized
data processing installation is dependent upon its ability to receive data

and transmit data directly to the customer, we are recommending that

the budget of the Information Systems Division be augmented by
$176,000 to permit installation of one remote terminal on each of the
nine campuses. Funding for this augmentation may be obtained from
the policy option relating to the use of the state’s share of overhead
as discussed on page 380.

- The primary purpose of these terminals will be to input payroll,
admissions, student and registration data directly to the data processing
center, to receive status reports from the various systems, and to make
corrections or alterations to data contained in the system.

‘When the Management Information System for the University is
developed to the. extent that additional terminals or video display de-
viees are available for management reporting and for the interrogation
of the data base files by University administration, we recommend that
the Legislature be permitted terininal access to the data bases in order
that legislative committees and staff may have an independent access
to the information for the purpose of analyzing the various programs
within the University. As an interim measure to obtain more accurate
information with respect to University programs, we are recommend-
ing the special report.

Scientific Research and Instructional Computing

As illustrated in Table 26 the University utilizes a total of 113 com-
puters for scientific research and instructional computing activities.
Each of the nine campuses within the University has established a cen-
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tral computing center for the purpose of providing computer service
.to the majority of the campus research and instructional activities.
These computing centers are under the direct control of a campus com-
puting center director who reports to the chancellor or to a vice chan-
cellor. A total of 26 computers are under the direct control of the nine
campus computing centers and the budget for these centers in fiscal
year 1968-69 total approximately $8 million. Of this amount, $3 million
was received from federal sources, $2.5 million from state sources and
$2.5 million from other University funds. Of the $2.5 million provided
by the state, $1 million was appropriated for instructional use of com-
puting, and the remaining $1.5 million was received from recharges to
other University activities for service provided in support of instrue-
tion and research. .

The remaining 87 computers are characterized by the University as
specialized computers and are located within various departments,
schools, institutes and offices of the University and are utilized pri-

- marily in support of the instructional and: research needs of the ac-
tivities in which they reside. Primary source of funding support for
these computers is through federal contracts and grants made directly
to a faculty member. Total funding associated with the operation of
the specialized computers is approximately $4.8 million derived from
the following sources: federal contracts and grants—$3.7 million ; State
of California—$700,000; University sources—$400,000. Of the $3.7
million in federal funds, approximately $1.5 million is funded by the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare in support of research
being conducted on the IBM model 360/91 located in the department
of Biomathematics and Health Sciences on the UCLA campus.

"The Need for Centralization and Control of University Computing

We recommend that the University of California develop a long-
range master plan that will identify the future computing needs of the
University. We further recommend that the University defer any sig-
nificant expansion of computer hardware until this report vs completed
and submitted to the Jownt Legislative Budget Commitiee. ;

As early as 1966, the Regents of the University of California recog-
nized the scope of the computer problem- at the University and- com-
missioned a universitywide study noting in the regents meeting of
May 20, 1966, that ‘‘the necessity for establishing a rational poliey
basis for the utilization and eontrol of computers throughout the Uni-
versity has become increasingly apparent.’”” The Management Analysis
Center of Cambridge, Massachusetts was commissioned to conduct the
study and on-October 31, 1966, the University of California computer
study—Phase I report was submitted to the regents. This report recog-
nized the problem of proliferation of computers throughout the Univer-
sity, the problems of funding computers, the probability of dramatic-
ally increased computing needs of the University and the necessity of
meeting these needs through adequate financial support and through
the establishment of centralized computing faeilities which were desig-
nated Computer Service Facilities (CSF). This report has"received
considerable attention within the University but the findings were never

officially adopted. .
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As an initial step towards controlling these aet1v1t1es a umvers1ty-
coordinator of computer activities has been appomted The activities of
this ecoordinator include long-range planning, review of campus pro-
posals for major expend1tures for computing services and assisting.
administrative offices in contract negotiations and preparation of pro-
posals for financial support for computing.

The University anticipates that no major computing systems will be
required until at least 1971 and expects to have a master plan completed
which will meet the computing needs for the University for the next
five years and will include the development of a campus and univer-
sity computing network utilizing quite possibly regional -computing
facilities rather than the current situation which finds computing
totally decentralized among the campuses and also among. specialized
departments.

The problems of decentralized computers and the proliferation of
machines within the University is similar in nature to the problems.
experienced by the rest of the State of California. There is a reluctance
to give up direet control over computers by particular interest groups
and the pressures for maintaining this decentralized approach are very
strong. In" our judgment, however, the current situation within the
University cannot be justified and we are recommending that a Master
Plan be developed which clearly identifies the computing needs of the
University, approaches the problems of funding and does not permit
special interest groups to alter the primary objective which should be
the provision of adequate computing capability to all groups in the most
efficient and economical manner.

Federal Grants Encourage Decentralized Facilities

It appears that the policies of the federal government play a major
part in the continuation of the proliferation. of small computers
throughout the campuses of the university. It is our understanding that
in many instances, departments and agencies of the federal government
which grant funds for research insist that the funds allocated to com-
puting be used to acquire separate and independent computing facili-
ties. We can see no justification for this policy which appears to be a
waste of federal funds in that it does not considér available computers
for utilization in specialized projects .before a demand is imposed to
acquire an independent computing facility. We suggest that pressure
be brought to bear on responsible federal agencies to discontinue this
practice and urge the university to establish large and adequate com-
puting facilities which can be supported by federal grants for research
which otherwise would be used to support the small and in many cases,
inadequate computers which currently are decentralized among the
departments.

11. MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PLANT
Functional Description

This. budget funection provides generally for (1) maintenance of
reasonable standards of repair, utility, safety and cleanliness and (2)
improvement in standards of campus facilities in aceord with techno-
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logical advancement. Maintenanee and Operatlon of Plant is an essen-
tial supporting service to the University’s primary teaching, research
and public service programs. These plant costs include such activities
as poliee protection, building and grounds malntenance utlhtles refuse
disposal and other similar expenses

Proposed Budget ) Change
1969-70 . 1970-71 ) Amount Percent
$32,070,624 $32,450,624 $380,000 1.29

Maintenance and operation of plant represents 5.8 percent of the
total support budget and state funds comprise 99.5 percent of this funec-
tion, The budget increase of $380,000 represents a net change com-
prised of increases and reductions as follows:

Utilities $917,000
Refuse . 54,000
Building Maintenance 871,000
Fire Protection > —
Police & —2,000
Administration —64,000
Grounds Maintenance —393,000
Janitorial . __ —1,008,000

Total - $380,000

The 1969 appropriation for deferred maintenance of $500,000 is not
continued in 1970-71. This reduction is shown in Table 31 under Pro-
visions for Allocations.

“Workload Indicators

General Fund expenditures for maintenance and operation of plant
traditionally have been related to outside gross square feet of maintained
building area. As with most workload formulas used in the past this -
measurement was not designed to predict specific needs accurately but
was used only as a general indicator of dollar growth related to work-
load in the total function. Exceptions in excess of these amounts were
justified by more specific workload criteria in such areas as utilities,
refuse disposal and police.

Beginning in the 1970-71 Governor’s Budget the University is pro-
posing the elimination of the overall cost per square foot indicator to
be replaced with specific formulas for each subfunetion as follows:

Proposed Workload Indicators
Utilities—cents per outside gross square feet
Refuse—cents per outside gross square feet
Janitorial—full-time positions per outside gross square feet
Building Maintenance—percent of replacement value
Fire Protection—percent of replacement value
Grounds Maintenance—cost per maintained acre :
Police—full-time positions per 1,000 of campus population
Administration—percent of gross budget

Although we would support any indices which would provide more
* realistic measurements for each-of the subfunctions, there are questions
“as to the validity of the new standards. For instance, the workload
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needs for utilities appear to be understated by using growth in outside
gross square feet as a measurement and the Janltorlal and police indi-
cators do not include provisions for economies of scale. We would agree
that these are better indicators than previously used, but there is still
‘room for considerable improvement.

The proposed .dollar increase in the 1970-71 Governor’s budget does
not appear to be related to the workload standards of either the overall
outside gross square feet measurement or the new proposed indicators.
The $380,000 increase for this function represents a 1.2 percent increase
over 1969-70 while outside gross square feet expands by 6.1 percent for
the same period of time. Table 27 illustrates the historical growth of
outside gross square feet since 1963-64 along with the percentage in-
creases.

Table 27
Outside Gross Square Feet
1964-65 to 1970-71
Total outside gross  Year-to-year

Year square. feet . percent increase
1963-64 : 15,172,177 8.89,
196465 16,840,000 110
1965-66 ‘ 19,406,000 15.2
1966-67 22,064,763 13.7
196768 . 23,679,845 7.3
1968-69 i 25,515,761 7.8
1969-70 (estimated). 27,787,400 8.9
1970-71 (proposed) 29,477,079 6.1

We are unable to reconcile the 1970-71 budget dollar changes with
the new workload standards shown in the budget. Using these measure-
ments-the budget exceeds workload needs for utilities and maintains the
current workload level for refuse, building mainténance and fire pro-
tection. Minor reductions are shown for campus police and administra-
tion and a substantial reduction occurs in- the janitorial area. This
reallocation between subfunctions was accomplished by the University
on the basis of priority needs within available funds and these decisions
were apparently made on some other basis than the formula shown in
the budget. .

Deferred Maintenance Backlog

We recommend an qugmentation of $500,000 to reduce the deferred
maintenance backlog with a provision for equal matching from Uni-
versity funds. (Funding for this augmentation may be obtained from
the policy option on page 380.) It is further recommended that the
University submit a detailed list of all deferred maintenance projects
in priority order to the Joint Legislative Budget Commutice by Novem-
ber 1 of each yeor.

In our analysis last year we pointed to the continuing growth in the
University deferred maintenance backlog which then exceeded $5.3
- million. We recommended an augmentation of $1 million to reduce
the backlog by 20 percent. The Legislature appropriated $1 million
for this purpose with the stipulation that University matching funds
be provided on a dollar-for-dollar basis. The Governor reduced this
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appropriation to $500,000 when the Budget Bill was signed. The Com-
mittee on Conference on the 1969 Budget Bill also requested the Uni-
versity to submit a detailed list of all deferred maintenance projects
to the Legislature for consideration of the 1970-71 operating budget.

The University has submitted a listing totaling $5,274,649 which is
slightly below the list totaling $5,313,856 submitted the previous year.
This stabilization of the backload indicates that an adequate level of
building maintenance was reached in the operating budget during
1968-69.

The University deferred maintenance listing was divided into four
general areas of priority as follows:

1. Blimination of health or safety standards_________________ $1,041,436

2. Minimization or elimination of deterioration_______________ 1,945,292
3. Renovation or replacement of structures, equipment

or grounds __. 1,862,782

4. Increased labor productivity 425,139

Total, Deferred Maintenance _ $5,274,649

At the January 15, 1970 meeting of the regents, $500,000 was ap-
propriated from the University Opportunity Fund (Overhead) to be
used as matching funds for the legislative appropriation. This should
reduce the present backlog to $4.3 million by the start of the budget
year.

The $500,000 approprlatlon made for this purpose in 1969—70 has
not been continued in the 1970-71 Governor’s Budget. Our recommen-
dation would allow a further reduction of $1 million from the backlog
leaving a little over $3 million unfunded. Funding for this augmen-
tation may be obtained from the policy option relating to the use of
the state’s share of overhead as discussed on page 380.

The matching requirement imposed by the 1969 Legislature was de-
veloped to compensate for the faet that the state assumes almost total
funding responsibility for maintenance and operation of plant while

" the users of the facilities include many nonstate funded activities. Our
recommendation includes the continuation of this matching poliey.

12, STUDENT SERVICES
Functional Description
A variety of programs are included within this budget function and
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 in-
clude admission, selection, student registration, class scheduling, grade
recording, student statistical information. The services that are related
to the maintenance of the students well-being are financed largely from
incidental fees. These services include medical care, housing location,
employment placement, counseling and cultural, recreational and ath-
letic activities.
Proposed Budget
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$21,804,484 $22,411,627 $607,043 2.8%
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This function represents 4 percent of the total support budget and
the General Fund accounts for 28.5 percent of the $22,411,527 pro-
posed. .

The workload inerease of $607,043 includes $97,570 from the Uni-
versity General Fund and $509,473 from University restricted funds
which are comprised primarily of students’ fees. '

Workload Indicators

In the past workload increases have been projected on the basis of
a dollar rate per academic year student so that an increase in student
enrollment should result in a corresponding increase in the General
Fund support of this activity.

Excluding the summer quarter, student enrollment is expected to
increase about 6.2 percent while the General Fund increase for this
activity is only 1.5 percent. The previous budget formula did not con-
sider the effect of economies of scale and probably resulted in annual
over-budgeting for workload in this activity. The Governor’s Budget
makes no reference to the method developed for projecting 1970-71
needs and we are unable to determine the basis for the increase of
$97,570 for state-supported activities.

Recommendation : '

We recommend approval. The increase of $97,500 to finance state
supported student services activities is below the level of workload re-
quired if projected in relation to enrollment growth. Our recommenda-
tion for approval would recognize that the previous workload indicator’
did not include a provision for economies of seale. Table 28 compares
the cost per student for student supported services and for state sup-
ported services from 1965-66 through 1970-71. A reduction in both
types of activities occurs over the level budget per student in 1969-70
but the relationship between the two remains constant.

Table 28
Student Services per Student (Headcount)
1964-65 to 1970-71

] Student-supporied State-supported
Year services services
1964-65 : : $115.46 $51.61.
1965-66 124,28 52.30
1966-67 134.94 5764
196768 129.12 : 54.94
1968-69 _____ : 147.30 - 57.84 -
1969-70 (estimated) “154.00 62.45
197071 (proposed) 150.55 . 60.15

13. STAFF BENEFITS
Functional Description B :

Staff benefits consist of the employer’s share of various retirement
programs, state compensation insurance and -contributions toward a
payment of employee’s group health insurance. Funds requested for
the various fringe benefit programs relate to present membership and
obligations. - .
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Proposed Budget

1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$28,703,575 $29,296,000 ) $592,425 2.19%

Staff benefit expenditures are 5.2 percent of the total support budget
and over 99.8 percent of this support is state funds. All of these in-
creases are related to workload in terms of maintaining existing staff
benefit commitments to employees included in the 1970-71 budget.

Table 29 shows the amcunt and percentage of the proposed increases
for staff benefits and Table 30 shows the current employer contribution
rates.

Table 29
Proposed Total Staff Benefits for 1970-71
Budget request
Proposed total expenditures for staff benefits Increase
include the following programs: 1970-71 Amount Percent

A. Retirement Systems
University of California Retlrement System $18,476,000 $572,925 3.29%

State Employees’ Retirement System______ 3,297,000  —254,900 —7.2
0.A.8.D.I. 726,000 32,500 4.7
Other (including faculty annuities) —__.____ 3,565,000 179,900 5.3
Total Retirement Systems . ___ $26 064,000 $530,425 21
B. Other Staff Benefits . .
Health Insurance $2,232,000 © —§4,000 —0.2
State Compensation Insurance ___________ 1,000,000 66,000 7.1
Total Other Staff Benefits ____________ $3,232,000 $62,000 1.9
Total Staff Benefits—Workload _____________ $29,206,000 ~ $592,425 21%
Table 30 )
1970-71 Retirement Programs Employer Contribution Rates
. Percent
University of Califorina Retirement System - 8.36%
State Employees’ Retirement System 7.25
~O.AS8.D.IL 5.20

University of California Retirement System

We recommend that the University of California with cooperation
from the Public Employees Retirement System prepare a report com-
paring costs and benefits of the University of California Retirement
System with those of the Public Employees Retirement System. This
report should specifically compare member benefits, employer and em-
ployee contribution rdtes and any other considerations necessary to
assess the difference in costs and benefits of the two systems. It is fur-
ther recommended that the University be requested not to increase

benefits to the system prior to submassion of this report.

The University of California Retirement System was established by
the Regents in 1954 with retirement provisions closely resembling those
of the State Employees’ Retirement System. This system provided
benefits to academic and administrative personnel only. Nonacademie
personnel at that time were participants in the State Employees’ Re-

tirement System.
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In 1956 we recommended transfer of all university employees into
the state system on the basis that a larger system was less costly than
two smaller systems. Legislation was enacted in 1957 authorizing such
a transfer but the Regents refused to implement the legislation. The
Regents then took action effective October 1961 to place all new non-
academic employees in the University System.

The results of this unilateral action by the Regents ‘has produced a
university retirement system with similar benefits to the Public Em-
ployees Retirement System with an apparent greater cost to the state.
The employer contribution rates for the University of California Re-
tirement Systems are 8.36 percent while the rates for the Public Em-
ployees Retirement System are only 7.25 percent or a difference of °
1.11 percent. This rate differential produces a state funding require-
ment in 1970=71 of about $2.4 million in excess of what would be re-
quired in the state system.

It should be noted that many state employees participating in PERS
also participate in the federal OASDI program while University em-
ployees do not. This requires an additional state contribution for state
employees. For this reason it is difficult to accurately compare the.
employer contribution rates of the two systems because the overall state
contribution rate has been adjusted to reflect the effect of OASDI.

Employee contribution rates would be a more accurate reflection of
the difference. As an indication of the higher rates for the University
system we have compared the employee contribution rates for the two
systems at selected age levels. Table 31 shows the UCRS rates are
considerably higher than comparable rates for PERS.

Table 31
Comparison of Members Rates of Contribution in the University of California
Retirement System and the Public Employees’ Retirement System’

. UCRS PERS
Age at Entry Male . Female Male Female
20 i $6.97 $7.48 $5.37 $5.57
30 : 6.70 8.38 6.03 6.93
40 8.05 9.90 7.27 8.35
50 9.00 10.96 8.54 9.96
59 and over o _____ 9.90 11.95 9.59 11.25

The higher rate for the University system has been justified in the
past on the basis of an unfunded liability as determined by the actuarial
report for the system. As of June 1965 there was a deficit of $11,679,-
579. The most recent actuarial report dated October 1969 now shows a
surplus of $8,786,485 as of June 30, 1968. This represents a pickup
of $20,466,064 in the three-year period. This surplus is based on the
book value of assets in the Retirement Fund. If market value were
used, assets would rise by another $16 440 509 to a total surplus of
$25, 231 ,994.

It is apparent that the present employer and employee contribution
rates of the University system is excessive in terms of the existing bene-
fits. In November- 1969 the Regents were informed by the-University

_administration that studies were presently underway to determine the

421




Education - Ttems 87-90

University of California—Continued

possibility of benefit increases for the members so as to take advantage
of this favorable financial situation. Speclﬁcally, a cost of living pro-
vision and increases to dlsablhty and survivors beneﬁts are being con-
sidered.

As a matter of pohcy we cannot support the concept that the state
should continue to fund a higher rate for the University system than
it does for other state employees. If the University desires to expand
benefits unilaterally under its system, the expansion should.not be
accomplished from state appropriations unless there is assurance of
equity between the two systems.

14. PROVISIONS FOR ALLOCATIONS
Functional Description
Provisions for allocation is comprised of Universitywide programs
and items not assigned to specific campuses. These allocations are made
to the campus on the basis of workload requirements. Examples in-
clude such items as endowment income unallocated, merit increases and
promotions, provisions for price increases and budgetary savings.

Proposed Budget i
1969-70 1970-71 . Change Amount

Provisions . —____ $13,830,167  $20,247,032 . $6,416,865
Budgetary Savings .__.______ —11,152,100 —11,280,111 —128,000
Total " __ $2,678,067 $8,966,932  $6,288,365

The proposed budget increase of $6,195 365 is comprlsed of $5,561 -
000 of general funds and $735,674 from _Unlvers1ty restricted fund in-
come. The increase in state supported items is for merit inereases and
price increases offset by an increase in budgetary savings. In addition,

Table 32
) University Provisions for AIIocatlon to Campuses
General Fund -
1969-70 Merits and Promotions—

Unallocated $1,491,019 $1 491,019 R
Academic Merits and PromotionS_____ - 3,719,000  $3,719,000
Staff Personnel Merit Increaseé ____.__ _— 1,970,000 1,970,000
1969-70 Range Adjustment—

Unalloeated - 2,193,501 2,193,501 __
Price Increase _ 1,310,440 1,810,440 500,000
Office Furniture Pool ____ ___________ 486,901 486,901 —
Renovation Funds, Berkeley _._______ 30,544 - 80,544 -
Budgetary "Savings —11,152,100 —11,280,100 —128,000
Deferred Maintenance ___.________ —_— 500,000 _— —=500,000
Other Provisions . 93,500 - 93,500
TOTALS, GENERAL FUND ________. $—5,189,695 $514,805 . $5,654,500
Restricted Funds :
Endowment Income—Unallocated ____. $1,319,959 $1,877,276 $557,317.
Student Services and Facilities ____.__ 4,606,651 4,353,603 — 258,048
Student Fees—TUnallocated . ________ 1,891,152 1,915,400 24,248
Overhead—Unallocated . __.__ . _— 407,157 407,157
Totals, Restricted Funds - _____. $7,817,762 $8,558,436 $735,674
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a reduction of $500,000 reflects the termination of the special 1969-70
appropriation for deferred maintenance. Table 32 summarizes the de-
tail of this function for 1969-70 and 1970-71 and identifies the in-
creases. , i

Merit increase provisions for 1970-71 are projected on the basis of
2.5-percent increase for state funded academic salaries and 2 percent
increase for state funded non-academic salaries based on prior policies.
This allows a 5-percent merit increase each year to about 50 percent of
the academic employees and 40 percent of the nonacademic employees.
This policy requires $5,689,000 from the state.

An increase of $500,000 for price increases is also included. Table 31
shows a 1969-70 unallocated balance of $1,310,440 for this purpose,
which means that the University had not allocated last year’s appropri-
ation for price increases to the campus. This indicates the campuses are
being required to absorb price increases in their 1969-70 budget alloca-

tions, and last year’s appropriation is being held by the University-

. wide administration to provide for emergencies or contingencies. There-
fore the 1970-71 increase of $500,000 when added to the 1969-70 bal-
ance in the account will provide a level of $1,810,440 in 1970-71.

The reduction for deferred maintenance of $500,000 reflects the
termination of the special 1969-70 appropriation designed to reduce the
backlog of maintenance. We are recommending an augmentation of
$500,000 to the 1970-71 budget to continue this program another
year. This recommendation can be found on page 417 under the

Maintenance and Operation of Plant function,

lBudgetar‘y Savings

. In developing budgets for the various state agencies, salary and
wage needs are projected on the assumption that all authorized posi-
tions will be filled for the entire year. From experience, it is known that
turnover, vacancies and rehires at lower steps in the salary range will
create salary savings. that cannot be specifically identified in advance.
In recognition of this factor and to assure overbudgeting does not oe-
cur, a salary savings amount based: on experience is applied as an over-
all reduction to the total salary. and wage budget. ;

Because budget act control language exempts the University from
participation in the state’s uniform accounting system, it is difficult to
apply this savings factor to the salary and wage category. For this
reason a general budgetary savings percentage, based on experience,
has been applied to the total state appropriation of the University.

The 1970-71 Governor’s Budget uses a rate of 3.39 percent which
reflects a decision to apply 3.25 percent to the 1968-69 base budget and
3.5 percent on all increases above that base. This results in total sav-
ings of $11,280,000. '

Reporting Required on Uses of Savings

" We recommend that the University report annually to the Joint Leg-
islative Budget Commitiee a detailed listing of the uses of budgetary
savings including o justification for each reallocation to a nonbudgeted
expenditure, this report to be made by November 1 of each year.
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For the past several years the University experienced savings in
excess of 4 percent and in 1967-68 savings exceeded 5 percent. Previous
to 1968-69 the University had always met the budgetary savings allot-
ment and turned back excess savings to the state. In 1968-69 the Uni-
versity fell short of the savings target of $9,392,764 by $288,381 while
at the same time an additional $2,791,779 in surplus savings was allo-
cated by the University to expenditure areas not included in the author-
ized budget. The level and uses of these expenditures are of concern be-
cause excess savings not spent revert to the state.

In response to a request to provide us with a 1968-69 listing of these
allocations, the following summary was submitted by the University.

Summary of Transfers from Excess SaVings

) 1968-69
‘Write-off of uncollectables and collection costs . $16,783
Replacement of obsolete equipment and new equipment and books______ 752,988
Minor physical repairs and alterations for class rescheduling and en-
rollment increases ___ 196,152
Offset  Berkeley police deficit and fund cooperative agreement with
Berkeley City police - 514,108
Fire, explosion, flood, theft; repairs and replacement _______.____._____ 222,918
Finance deficiencies in International programs ____._________________ 253,684
Finance deficiencies' in administrative and.service activities ____.______ 184,932
Cover net deficit in UCLA Hospital subsidy__________________________ 184,492
Management Information Systems and other computer related projects__ 131,895
Fund balance of College of Medicine move from Los Angeles to Irvine__ 100,000
Finance scholarships; Veterans and Military Dependents and Creden-
tialed Teachers Financial Aid Study - 233,827
Total : $2,791,779

This listing raises a question as to the uses by the University of ex-
cess savings. We would agree that the University should have the flexi-
bility to reallocate funds to meet deficiencies that were not foreseen
when the budget is approved. On the other hand the listing suggests
that some of these expenditures were made for items that were reviewed
and denied in the normal budget procedure. The purchase of new li-
brary books in addition to the ‘‘lump sum’ workload formula for
library books that was approved by the Legislature is an example of
this. An augmentation to the management information system is an-
other example.

Our ‘recommendation for annual reporting of these expenditures
would provide the Legislature with a continuing review of the uses of
state funds. It would also encourage the University to more closely re-
view its policy relating to the uses of excess savings.

) 15. 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 over-
head funds. This eoncurrent resolution continued the policy of equal
division of overhead funds between the University and the state with
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the state’s portion being assigned as an operating income and the

University’s portion being used as restricted funds to finance special
regents’ programs.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount * Percent
$8,030,000 $7,129,000 —$901,000 —11.2%

The 1970-71 budget for special regents’ programs totals $7,129,000
which is a $901,000 reduction for the 1969-70 estimated level of ex-
penditures. Actually the 1969-70 level is $1,077,000 above the amount
reported in the 1969-70 Governor’s Budget which means there is a
net increase for 1970-71 of $176,000 over the 1969-70 amount reported
last year.

The 1969-70 changes over last year’s report include new items for
grants-in-aid ($500, 000), a Berkeley Ph.D. student aid program ($100,-
000) and an ethnic studies program ($500,000). There was also a re-
duction in unallocated funds of $23,000. The 1970-71 proposal is to
.continue these new programs at the same level while making general
across the board reductions in other program areas..

Table 33
Specia! Regents’ Funds
Expenditures 1970-71

Summary
Student Aid: :
Graduate $500,000
Undergraduate 1,197,000
Loans _ . 1,155,000
Grants-in-Aid . 500,000
Berkeley Ph.D. Program i 100,000
Total, Student Aid $3,452,000
Riducational Enrichment : ’
Innovative Projects $300,000
Lawrence Hall of Science i 100,000
Special Library Collections ___ — 250,000
Intercampus Exchange Program 400,000
Education. Abroad Program 150,000
Educational Opportunity Program — 822,000
Community Service Project Offices 145,000
Ethnie Studies Program 500,000
Total, Educational, Lnrlchment ‘ ) $2,667,000
Faculty Study:
Creative Arts Institute — $50,000
Institute for Humanities i 150,000
Summer Faculty Fellowships - 135,000
Total, Faculty Study -.__ : $335,000
Management Studies $75,000
President’s Provision for Contingencies ____ 500,000
President’s Unallocated 100,000
Total Expenditures : $7,129,000
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Table 33 provides a listing of the proposed 1970-71 uses of these
funds with the specific dollar amounts budgeted. A more detailed ex-
planation of these programs can be found in the Governor’s Budget
starting on page 366,

Recommendation

We recommend approval.

Our review of this function was directed towards determining if ex-
penditures in these programs are compatible with existing financial
policy and if there is a conflict with items reviewed in ‘the regular
support budget. Programs funded from the University share of the
overhead fund are specifically designed to enrich and expand Uni-
versity programs beyond the authorized level of state appropriation.
For this reason we have excluded from our review a consideration of
allocation of these resources to other possibly higher priority areas in
the University programs.

16. URBAN CRISIS
Functional Description

This function was included for the first time in the 1969-70 Gov-
ernor’s Budget to identify and control a new state-supported urban
research and public service program. The program was intended to be
one of mission-oriented research and public service with the objective
of improving the lot of the poor and the educationally disadvantaged
of both urban and rural California.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
- $600,000 — —$600,000 —100%

The 1970-71 Governor’s Budget proposes termination of the special
appropriation which consists entirely of state funds. These funds were
separately appropriated in a special budget item in 1969-70 and this
item has been deleted from the budget act.

Department of Finance Control

This item was proposed as a new program in the 1969-70 Governor’s
budget and $600,000 was included in the regular support appropria-
tion of the University. In our 1969-70 analysis we noted that we had
several reservations relating to the establishment of this program. We
pointed out that so far as we could determine the anticipated use of
the requested funds was for special projects (either research-oriented
or services-oriented) which, at the stage of development of the budget,
could not be specifically identified. For this reason we were unable to
identify the need or uses of the dollars requested.

Secondly we noted that the proposal represented only a fraction of
the total statewide programs related to urban problems and we sug-
gested that since the urban crisis problem was statewide in nature, the
program should be coordinated on a statewide basis. We recommended
approval of the appropriation with the funds to be allocated by the
Director of Finance on the basis of approved projects. We noted that
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our recommendation would provide coordination and a system of con-
trol over state approprldtlons similar to the procedures used by the
federal government in allocating research funds.

The Legislature approved our recommendation and directed the
University to report on an individual projeet basis to the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee at the time each projeet is authorized. The
University was further to submit annually to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee a progress report on the accomplishments of each
project. These reports were to identify all funding sources for these
programs.

In a letter to the University on July 17, 1969 the Director of Fi-
nance described the specific areas of concern that would govern De-
partment of Finance review and specified the type of information to
be submitted with each project. In August the University submitted
three groups of proposals totaling 25 in number and amounting to
$461,000. Nine of these were eventually approved by the Director of
Finance and $206,886 was allocated to the University. Following is a
list of the approved projects.

1. Economic Development of Minority Communities—Berkeley___________ $28,735
This is primarily a public service function which provides technical .
assistance to minority businessmen.

2. Project Teacher—Davis - 10,379
This is special training to low-income persons in an attempt to qualify
them as teachers.

3. Field Experience in Education—Davis._. — 7,500
This is a training course for University student tutors who assist with
various compensatory education programs within the public schools.

4, Project 21—Irvine —__._.__ 32,000
This is an organization of buslness and community leaders that paltlc-
jpates in community planning relating to urban problems.

5. Community Teaching Fellowship Program-—Office of the President_____ 99,592
This provides for the teaching of high school and college mathematies
by University graduate students to educationally disadvantaged stu-
dents in the elementary schools. )

6, Intern Program—Riverside ___ 1,000
This is supplemental assistance to students working in the Riverside
Urban Coalition to study and assist with urban problems. :

7. Teacher Training Program—Riverside 5,680
This is a teacher intern program designed to increase the number of
minority elementary schoolteachers.

8. Mobile Examination Unit—San Francisco_ 7,000

" This provides for complete dental examination of disadvantaged chil- - :
dren by University dental students.

9. Educational and Employment Opportunities for Low and Middle Income :
People in Health Professions—San Franecisco_ ____.________________ 15,000
This is for development of community college curriculum for instruc-
tional programs concerning allied health professions.

Total $206,886

No. progress reports have been submitted as of this date because most
of the projects have been in operation with state financing for only a
short time. A majority of the projects submitted for approval were a
continuation of existing projects previously funded from other sources
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or operated by students who donated their time. As a result most of the
original submissions included some elements of a progress report.
Although state funding for these projects is terminated in the
1970-71 budget, the University appears to be finding outside funding
for this type of activity. In December 1969 the University announced
approval of 22 projects totaling $250,000 to be funded from the Ford

Foundation.
17. AUXILIARY ENTERPRISES

Functional Description

This funetion includes activities that are fully supported from spe-
cific fees and comprise student residence and dining facilities, parking
systems, intercollegiate athletics, bookstores and other student facilities.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 : Amount Percent
$40,850,776 $44,608,366 $3,758,090 - 929,

Student housing will provide 23,650 individual living spaces in
1970-71, and will accommodate 16 percent of total enrollment. Parking
systems will maintain 47,500 car spaces on the nine campuses, pro-
viding on-campus parking for one-third of all students, faculty and
staff. '

There is no state funding involved in this activity.

18. STUDENT AID
Functional Description
Included in this function is the budgeted portion of the University
administered student aid programs including scholarship, fellowships,
grants, loans. Not included is the program supported by overhead
listed as special regents programs. The bulk of the federal student aid
funds are not included in the budget and are reported separately.

Proposed Budget Change
1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
$6,263,109 $7,560,929 $1,297,820 20.7%

No state appropriations are made directly to the student aid budget
but a small amount of the Real Estate Education, Research and Re-
covery Fund allocations is applied to student aid. The greatest portion
of the student aid funds are not budgeted and are reported separately
in the budget. In 1969-70 nonbudgeted student aid is estimated to be
$24 519,185 increasing to $25,438,705 in 1970-71.

Combining all identifiable funds for student aid shown in the budget
' indicates an increase of $2,217,010, or 6.4 percent, in 1970-71. This is
composed of the following:

Function 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Special Regents Program __ $3,452,000 $3,452,000 _—
Student Aid (budgeted)__ 6,263,109 7,560,929 $1,297,820
Student Aid (nonbudgeted) 24,519,185 _25,438,705 919,520
Total $34,234,204 $36,451,634 $2,217,010
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The amount reported in the Governor’s Budget, for all student aid
is $42,324,000 for 1969-70 which includes loan to students not included
in the expenditure functions. The narrative explanation notes there
will be no increase in 1970-71 for student aid. We are unable to recon-
cile that statement with the $2.2 million increase shown in the detail.

University. of California
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW

Item 91 from the General Fund Budget page 376

Requested 1970-71 ___._.__ _— — ~ $1,231,009

Estimated 1969-70 i — 1,058,393

Actual 1968-69 _____ — 803,293
Requested increase $172,616 (16.3 percent)

Total recommended reduction — None

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 the State of California is president of the board. All graduates of
Hastings are granted the juris doctor degree by the Regents of the
University of California.

The program objectives of Hastings as stated in its program budget
are as follows:

1. Provide students a top-quality legal education so that they will
become experts in the use of the tools of their craft, and thus achieve
a high level of professional competency.

2. Provide the legal profession with promising young men and
women who can meet the need of an increasingly interrelated and inter-
dependent society. In other words to produce lawyers prepared for the
various private and public roles assigned to the legal profession.

3. Bnsure that its graduates are sensitive to the problems of the
administration of justice, have an appreciation of the technological-
social-economic context in which legal institutions are shaped, and
understand the responsibilities of the law as a means of deliberate
change. ' : _

To accomplish these objectives Hastings provides a basie program of
instruction with supporting programs of student services and admin-
istration. Table 1 is a summary of these programs for the three years
reflected in the budget document as well as the funding requirements.

Enrollment )

The Governor’s Budget provides for an anticipated 1,200 students
in the 1970 fall semseter. This represents an increase of 30 students
(2.5 percent) over the actual 1969 fall semester registrations and an

inerease of 136 students (12.8 percent) above the 1,064 students orig-
" inally programmed in the 1969-70 budget. In addition, 150 students
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Table 1
Program Expenditures and Funding Sources
Actual Estimated  Proposed

Expenditures 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Instruction $792,132 $984,528 $1,111,715 $127,187
Student Services __________.___ 225,043 239,617 262,587 22,970
Administration and

Institutional Services ______._ 315,183 - - 417,933 461,602 43,669

Program Totals _________ . _____ $1,332,358 $1,642,078 $1,835,904  $193,826

Funding ; )
State General Fund __________ $803,293 $1,058,393 $1,231,009  $172,616
Federal Funds o ______ 52,997 53,734 53,734 =
Student Fees ___.____________._ 368,166 397,890 419,100 - 21,210
Nonresident Tuition _.________ 87,600 106,800 106,800 -
Other Reimbursements _______ 20,302 25,261 25,261 -

Funding Totals ________________ $1,332,358 $1,642,078 $1,885,904 $193,826

are estimated to register for the 1970 summer session. Table 2 shows the
10- -year history of student enrollments at Hastings by fall semester,
spring semester, the two-semester average and summer session.

An enrol]ment peak was reached in 1964-65 at which time enroll- -
ment was administratively reduced because of overcrowding. Minor
reductions in enrollment occurred each year until 1968-69 when the
new expanded facilities neared completion.

Table 2
Student Registrations
Two-Semester

Year . Fall Spring Average Summer
1961-62 710 660 685 52
1962-63. 860 797 - 829 99
1963-64_ 989 934 - 962 174

- 1964-65 1,088 1,022 1,055 157
1965-66 1,055 1,017 1,036 11
196667 1,029 981 1,005 95
1967-68___________________ 1,006 960 983 96
1968-69 1,036 951 993 98
1969-70 (Revised) * —_______ 1,171 1,100 1,136 -
1970-71 (Estimated) ———____ 1,200 1,110 1,155 150

11969-70 budgeted enrollment was 1,064 in the fall and 1,022 in spring for annual average of 1,043,

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The 1970-71 budget marks the second year of a program budget for

.Hastings .College of Law. In last year’s analysis we noted that the

new program budget structure afforded the reader a clearer under-
standing- of the Hastings operation. At the same time we noted the
lack of output data necessary to evaluate the need for a particular
level of expenditure. The 1970-71 budget makes no substantive change
over last year’s program structure although there has been an attempt
to revise the stated objectives and to provide additional output data.
For the same reasons noted in last year’s analysis, we are again unable
to relate dollar needs (input) to results (output). Proposed budget

~ increases for the most part are related to increases in enrollment while
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the output as measured by the number of graduates does not show an
immediate response to enrollment increases.

To assist us in our review of the Hastings” budget we have again
relied on the line item budget, which this year has not been included in
the printed budget. It would appear that the budgetary decisions made
by Hastings and the Department of Finance were based on information
in the traditional budget rather than the program budget. After these
decisions were made the budget was reallocated to the program strue-
ture. For this reason, our analysis will again be directed towards
identification of the traditional components of line item increases as
they relate to the programs of instruction, student services and
administration. B

Administrative Adjustments in 1969-70

A total of 1,172 students were registered in the 1969 Fall semester,
exceeding by 108 students the enrollment originally estimated in
1969-70 budget. These additional students generated an increase in
fees of $49,000 in excess of the. budgeted amount. Of this increase,
$40,594 has been used to fund the expanded workload related to the
new students and the remainder of $8,407 is proposed as savings in
the state appropriation.

The 1969-70 workload increases funded from these fees include one
faculty position ($19,776) within the authorized student-faculty ratio,
increased student medical services ($7,632) and other enrollment re-
lated increases.

INSTRUCTION

We recommend approval of-the instruction program. The instruetion
program is the primary program of Hastings and is designed to pro-
vide instruction that will best prepare students as members of the legal
profession.

Expenditures are allocated to the four program elements of class-
room, theory-practice, library and Liaw Journal. The classroom element
‘consists of the teaching faculty and their related support and is the
heart of the instruetion program. In addition, practical experience is
gained in moot-court operations as well as intern-type experience. in
legal clinies and trial practices. The Law Journal and the law library
are available to keep students informed of developments in the legal
profession.

The proposed budget for instruction is $1,111,715 or 60.6 percent of
the total support budget. This is an increase of $127,187 or 12.9 per-
cent over the 1969-70 fiscal year. State support for 1970-71 amounts
to $608,5615 or 54.7 percent of the instruction budget. The remaining
45.3 percent is funded by student fees and other reimbursements in
the amount of $503,200. The budget increases for each program ele-
ment are shown in Table 3 followed by a line item - listing of the
inereases.

Student-Faculty Ratio

The 1970-71 budget proposes an increase of 3.3 FTE faculty posi-
tions over the level authorized in the 1969-70 budget. This results in
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Table 3
Instruction Expenditures by Element

Program element 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Classroom $704,628 $816,271 $111,643
Theory practice 35,443 35,443 -
Library 205,469 217,303 11,834
Law Journal » 38,988 42,698 3,710
Totals Instruction $984,520 $1,111,715 $127,187
Less reimbursements 475,990 503,200 27,210
Totals—General Fund $508,538 $608,515 $99,977

Allocation of Increases Related to Workload
1 Faculty director $24,000
231! Faculty ___ X 54,384
— Summer session faculty 15,000
2 Clerical - 12,900
Merit increases and salary savings____ 4,327
Operating expense and equipment 16,576
Total increase $127,187

© 1(0ne additional faculty position ($19,776) was added in' 1969-70 from increased student fees and is pro-
posed for continuation in 1970-71 as a new position.

an increase in the student-faculty ratio from 34.2 to 1 as budgeted in
1969-70 to 34.9 to 1 in 1970-71. Hastings computes the need for new
faculty positions on the basis of units of teaching and nine units is
considered a full-time teaching load. Faculty members teaching less
than nine units have a corresponding reduction in salary. In 1970-71
a fourth section of first-year students will be initiated requiring an
additional 30 units of classroom work. At the rate of nine units per
FTE faculty, this will require the 3.3 new positions.

Other increases for instruction include a faculty director position
whose time will be divided between teaching and administration, two -
clerical positions to support the increase in the professional staff, and
related operating expense and equipment. An increase of $10,832 for
the library is included for price increases.

Summer Session Reinstated

In the 1969-70 budget the summer session was deleted to provide
for remodeling of facilities during the summer of 1969. In last year’s
analysis we noted this would be a one-time reduction and the summer
session would be reinstated in 1970-71. A total of 150 students are
estimated to attend the 1970 summer session and the budget provides
$15,000 for this purpose financed entirely from summer session fees.

STUDENT SERVICES
We recommend approval of student services. This program provides
services to students in the areas of admissions, registration, student
. employment, medical care and financial aid. Student admissions is
concerned with screening and selecting applicants while the registrar
is responsible for maintaining all student records. Placement services
are available to all graduating students and assistance is provided to
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second-year students for summer work experience. Hospital, medical
and surgical benefits (including on-campus care) are provided Hast-
ings students by contract with the University of California Medical
Center at San Franeiseo. A counseling service is available for financial
assistance and the financial aid office processes loans, scholarships and
grants for the students in need of aid.

The 1970-71 proposed student services budget of $262587 repre-
sents 14.3 percent of the total support budget, and is an increase of
$22,970 or 9.6 percent over the estimated student services expenditure
for 1969-70. State support of $154,892 accounts for 59 percent of the
1970-71 program level while federal funds of $53,734, student applica-
tion-and other fees of $49,300 and other relmbursements of $4,661,
make up the remainder. The budget increases for each program ele-
ment are shown in Table 4.

" Table 4

Student Services Expenditures by Element
. Program Blement 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Admissions $30,502 $32,572 $2,070
Registrar 23,532 24,942 1,410
Student placement 5,760 6,130 870
Student medical services 84,240 86,400 - 2,160
Student financial aid 95,583 112,543 16,960
Totals, Instruction _ . $239,617 $262,587 $22,970
Less federal funds__ 53,734 53,734 -
Less reimbursements oo _______ 53,961 53,961 . -
Totals, General Funds . _______ $131,922 $154,892" $22,970

‘With the exception of the student financial aid element, the budget
has relatively small workload increases. These are generally comprised
of merit increases, price increases and other enrollment related ex-
penditures. The increase for student financial aid reflects the addition
of an administrator ($14,000) to meet the workload necessitated by an
increasing number of students requiring financial aid. In addition,

_there is an increase of $2,600 for fee offset grants established in the
1968-69 budget from the increased registration fee.

ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES

We recommend approvel as budgeted for administration and insti-
tutional services. Administrative costs are not distributed to the in-
struction and student services program but are treated as separate
-programs in the Governor’s Budget. The elements defined under this
function include administration, accounting, plant operation and
alumni. The administration element includes the executive and business
management offices ‘concerned with overall management of the college.
Separately identified is the accounting funection which is responsible
for maintaining all fiscal records of the college. The alumni element is
concerned with the continuing relationship between the school and.
former students. The activities relating to daily housekeeping, main-
tenance and security of the facilities are included under plant
operations. .
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Administration comprises 25.1 percent of the total support budget
for Hastings. State support for this function is proposed at a level of
$461,602 or 100 percent of total program expenditure. The proposed
increase of $43,669 is 10.4 percent higher than the 1969-70 fiscal year
level. The budget increases for each program are shown in Table 5.

Table 5
Administration and Institutional Services by Element
Program Blement 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Administration N $193,854 $241,519 $47,665
Accounting 26,346 27,661 1,315
Alumni 6,916 7,241 325
Plant Operation 190,817 185,181 -5,636

Totals, Administration and Institutional
Services $417,933 $461,602 $43,669

With two exceptions the workload increases in this program consist
of routine projections of merit increases and price increases. In addi-
tion, there is some reallocation of the existing operating expense and
equipment accounts resulting in a net reduction over last year’s level.

The increase in the administration element includes the addition of
a new executive assistant position ($16,200) to provide general staff
assistance with emphasis on_fiscal planning and administration.

New Retirement Program Proposed

Hastings’ employees are not included under the state’s Civil Service
System and because of the independent status of Hastings from the
University, the employees do not fall under direct control of the Uni-
versity personnel system. As a result the employees have never par-
ticipated in either the Public Employees’ Retirement System or the
University of California Retirement System. Aectually Hastings’ em-
. ployees do not even participate in the federal Social Security program.

To correct this deficiency the budget includes an increase of $30,000
to provide the necessary employer contributiori for inclusion of all
Hastings employees in the University of California Retirement System
with the exception of those members of the faculty in the ‘65 Club.”’
The proposed plan will require an employee contribution rate of 8.36
percent for the current program plus 4.29 percent to allow coverage
retroactively for 30 years.
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CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

Items 92, 93 and 94 from the General Fund Budget page 386

‘We recommend spe01a1 policy. review of the state college ad-
missions standards in the budget.

We recommend that the appheatlon fee be reduced from $20
to $15 for a $600,000 reduction in fees.
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Requested 1970-T1 $311,214,417
Estimated 1969-70 - 288,115,503
Actual 1968-69 ' —— 237,548,812
Requested increase $23, 098 914 (8 percent) ' ' :
~ Increase to improve level of service $365,771
Total recommended reduction : $1,091,016
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED REDUCTIONS - Analysis
Amount . page
1. Reduce summer quarter academic planmng costs_________ $592,801 446
2. Reduce publie information 100,000 479
3. Reduce public affairs_ . 34,107 481
4. Reduce alummi relations .__ 34,108 482
5. Restore federal overhead reimbursements 330,000 503
Total General Fund reduction $1,091,016
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS- Analysis
page
1. Academic Planning 445
We recommend that the trustees of the state colleges in eoop-
eration with the statewide academic senate, thoroughly evaluate
the academic planning workload and report to the Joint Legisla-
tive Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.
2. Summer Session 446
~We recommend that an evaluation of summer session academic
planning be made to determine whether or not the level of service
currently budgeted is adequate to insure a program-of reason-
able academic quality, with a final report to the-Joint Leglslatlve
Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.
3. Instruction 449
We recommend that the state colleges be directed to utilize
faculty teaching positions generated by the faculty staffing
formula only for the curricula offerings and academie. advise-
ment program elements. This is to be audited for compliance
by the trustees newly created audit staff.
4. Curricula Budget Presentation 450
We reécommend that the Chancellor’s office evaluate the
WICHE program classification structure system in terms of
- utilizing it in future program budgets and report its findings
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.
5. New Admissions Standards 452
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. ’ page
6. Budget Language 456

We recommend that Section 28.1 be 1ncorporated in the Budget
Act as shown on page 456.-

7. Enrollment Policies 456
‘We recommend that review be made to clarify the enrollment
policy incorporated in: the 1970-71 state college budget. We do
not believe that it provides for all qualified students seeking
enrollment.
‘We recommend policy review of the current state college ad-
missions priority plan. The current plan deviates significantly
from Master Plan recommendations.

8. Academic Advising : 462
‘We recommend that the colleges implement a reporting system

which will determine the actual tnne spent by teaching faculty in

academic advisement.

9. Teacher Training 463
‘We recommend that the $1 million currently spent for on-

campus laboratory schools be redirected in the 1970-71 budget

for distriet laboratory school programs, teacher aide programs

and internship programs to be admmlstered by the Chancellor’s

office.

10. Regional Library Depositories : 470
‘We recommmend that the Chancellor’s office in ecoperation with

the college librarians evaluate the feasibility of utilizing regional

library depositories and report to the Joint Legislative Budget

Committee by Noverber 1, 1970.

11. Research 479
‘We recommend that the Chancellor’s office thoroughly analyze

the use of college EDP services in faculty research in order to

obtain an actual program cost allocation.

12, Student Fees 484

‘We recommend that an equitable student materials and service
fee schedule be established wherein all students pay the student
service portion ($34 per semester) of the fee with the instrue-
tional service portion ($20 per semester) to be paid in acecord-
ance with the number of units enrolled.

We recommend that the trustees study the nature of miscel- 485
laneous fees and the need for a uniform management policy and
report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November
1, 1970.

We recommend that the $534,880 for foreign student counsel- 486
ing be funded from foreign student tuition instead of the general
materials and service fee. ,
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13. Fiscal Flexibility 494

We recommend that the Budget Aet be amended to authorize
the Trustees of the California State Colleges to make intersalary
appropriation transfers for administrative purposes when com-
putational errors occur.

14. Overtime ’ 496

‘We recommend that in future budget presentations funds to
pay employee overtime be budgeted independently of offsets
against the level of salary savings to be achieved.

15. Year-Round Operations 497

We recommend rejection of the. proposed termmatmn of the
summer quarter year-round operation program,.

16. Space Utilization » 497

We recommend that specifie studles be made of space utiliza-
tion at Fullerton and Long Beach with a report to the Joint Leg-
islative Budget Committee by November- 1, 1970.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

In accordance with the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the
Donahoe Aect (Chapter 49, Statutes of 1960, First Extraordinary Ses-
sion) requires the California State Colleges to provide ‘‘instruction in
the liberal arts and sciences and in professions and applied fields which
require more than two years of collegiate education and teacher educa-
tion, both for undergraduate students and graduate students through
the master ’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with
the University of California. Faculty research, using facilities provided
for and consistent with the prlmary function of the_state colleges, is
authorized.’’

Governance

The state colleges as a system are governed by the 20-member Board
of Trustees created by the Donahoe Act. The board consists of four
ex officio members including the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor,
thee Superintendent of ‘Public Instruction and the Chancellor of the
state college system and 16 regular members appointed by the Gov-
ernor for eight-year terms. The trustees appoint the Chancellor, who
serves at the pleasure of the board. It is the Chancellor’s respons1b111ty
as the chief executive officer. of the system to assist the trustees in
making appropriate pohcy decisions and to provide for the effective
administration of the system.

The California State Colleges presently operate 19 campuses with
an estimated 1970-71 full-time equivalent enrollment of 198,015. The
new California State Collége at Bakersfield is expected to admit stu-
dents for the first time in, the fall of 1970. Sites for additional colleges
to be located in Ventura, Contra Costa, and San Mateo Counties have
been fully acquired in the past year.
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California State Colleges—Continued:
Program Budget Presentation.

The Governor’s Budget for the California state eollege system de-
parts completely from the traditional line item budget presentation for
the first time and offers a program budget for legislative review. In
1969-70, a similar program budget was offered along with the tradi-
tional budget. We felt the program budget to be of insufficient quality
and consequently we presented our 1969-70 analysis in the traditional
functional form.

The 1970-71 state college program budget does not vary significantly
from the 1969-70 presentation. There are more reporting categories,
but these occur in minor programs. The major program, instruction,
is nearly identical to the 1969-70 presentation.

We had difficulty with the instruction program presentation. For
example, it states that the.objectives of instruction are to ‘‘ensure
efficient, effective and relevant instructional programs—through a con-
tinual evaluation of existing programs and planning of new programs.
To admit, advise, register, and award degrees to qualified students in
instructional programs. .. .”” ‘With these objectives in mind the analyst
is then presented with pages of description and . finally a list of re-
quested staff increases. It mentions that this program will cost the
General Fund over $250 million in 1970-71, but nowhere is there pre-
sented a - cost-benefit breakdown of this figure by academie instruetion
elements or useful output data. The presentation is far too general for
determination and analysis of the costs of different programs and re-
lated degrees such as humanities, teacher education, physical education
or engineering.

The instruction program objectives suggest that if output data are
generated they will be ‘‘means’’ oriented instead of ‘‘ends’’ oriented.
It is foreseeable that output data may be expressed in terms of the
total units of instruction offered instead of in terms of student per-
formance by discipline which will not be too useful when analyz-
ing the success of the Instruction Program. In the curricula offerings
section of this analysis, it is recommended that objectives and output
data be designed in terms of each instructional program’s enrollment,
retention, graduation rates and related cost. Factors that have rele-
vance when evaluating alternatives to the instruction program ,might
be (1) offerings which are growing in student enrollments and those
which are diminishing, (2) offerings which retain students and those
which do not, (3) offerings which have a high graduation rate and
those which do not, (4) offerings which generate graduate programs
and those -which do not, and (5) the cost differences between offerings.

"These data would also be important in evaluating the needs and sue-
cesses of support activities such as libraries, ancillary programs, audio-
visual, television services and instructional testing. ;

As we discuss more extensively under curricula offerings, program
budgeting places a burden of proof on the colleges to establish that
their many academic programs are indeed needed. Output data, which
appears to be a most important tool in establishing such need is absent
throughout most of the current state college presentation.
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Budget Administration

The decisionmaking process used to develop the 1970-71 budget
varied from the 1969-70 process primarily due to the use of an alloca-
tion process. The colleges were given a total General Fund dollar
figure ($314,000,000) to budget within. Although this allocation
method varied from prior practice, detailed decisions concerning what
was to be in the total budget were similar to the 1969-70 process.
Thus, line item schedules are still the acecounting foundation upon
which the college budgets are allocated and controlled. In addition the
trustees’ staff could not make changes in existing budget formulas
without the review and approval of the Department of Finance.

In our opinion much improvement is needed in the quality of the
state college systems’ program budget, especially in costing academic
programs and providing output data. Our analysis follows.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Proposed General Fund expenditures in 1970-71 for the California
state college system are found in Budget Bill Items 92, 93, and 94
which total $311,214,417, an increase of $23,098,914 (8 percent) over
the 1969-70 General Fund expenditure level for this program. In addi-
tion, a salary increase is proposed in the amount of $14,700,000 which
we diseuss elsewhere in this analysis under Items 247 and 249.

Sources of expenditure other than the General Fund include federal
government grants, reimbursements, dormitory funds, auxiliary enter-
prise funds, parking funds ahd extension program funds. Grand total
expenditures for the system combining the General Fund with all
other funds will total $405,888,508 in 1970-71 of which the General
Fund will represent 77.4 percent. Table 1 shows the program break-
down of the expenditures and revenues for 1968-69, 1969-70 and those
proposed for 1970-7T1,
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Programs
I. Instruction Program

II.

III.

Iv.

Fh® R0 T

. Admissions, registration and records

. Ancillary offerings
. Instructional services

. Academic: planning

. Curricular offerings

. Academic advisement

Total—Instruction

Research and Creative Activity Program.

a

b. Community service research
e

d. Research services

. Faculty research

. Institutional research

Total—Research -and Creative Activity

Community Services Program

R P RO T

. Public information

. Institutional relations
. Governmental relations

. Continuing education

Public affairs

. Alumni relations

. Organized activities

Total—Community Services

Student Services Program

RPN TN

. Student activities

. Counseling and testing
. Financial aids

. Health services

. Housing

. Placement services

Table 1
Total Expenditures by Program

Actual Estimated Proposed

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
$12,988,986 $15,848,989 $17,269,477
126,009,365 165,509,614 182,399,268
5,606,605 6,749,990 7,809,167
26,573,935 32,069,792 35,401,624
2,190,081 2,386,078 2,552,471
24?689,012 29,173,769 30,332,826
$208,058,484 $252,138,232  $275,764,833
$448,612 $528,840 $591,480
210,160 215,991 280,111
145,533 179,786 198,958
1,000,952 1,259,821 1,386,247
$1,805,257 $2,184,438 $2,456,796
$396,759 $471,679 $534,404
36,674 45,396 50,601
87,839 112,229 128,073
2,599,501 3,653,117 4,025,340
24,061 29,665 34,107
24,061 29,665 34,108
4,502,618 5,978,835 6,374,875
$7,671,513 $10,320,586 $11,181,508
$1,395,877 $1,671,825 $1,877,632
8,937,441 5,861,044 6,694,143
16,092,894 25,096,768 31,656,124
4,023,772 4,818,345 5,437,089
238,591 286,091 321,494
1,310,885 1,565,250 1,766,050

Increase

$23,626,601

" $272,359

$860,922

uor)eonpy
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Total—Student Services

V. Institutional Services Program

. Executive
. Administrative services
. Physical planning ‘and development
. Plant operation

. Academic Senate
. Auxiliary services

BT D

Legal services

Total—Institutional Services

GRAND TOTAL—EXPENDITURES

Revenues:

General Fund .
Reimbursements and fees

Auxiliary funds

Federal funds

Extension Fund

$26,999,460  $39,299,323  $47,752,532
$4,016,465 $4,880,546 $5,579.184
11,842,432 14,491,857 16,501,960
1,551,185 1,887,849 2,001,120
27,244.891 32,098,949 35,450,453
169,058 209.559 230.082

- 127,220 140,760

6,700,768 8,726,564 8,829,280
$51,527.799  $62,432,544  $68,732,839
$296,059,513  $366,375,128  $405,858,508
$237,548.812  $288,115,503  $314.000,000
37,009,000 45,313,666 53,039,473
4,880,839 6,300,053 6,241,619
14,047,748 928,026,040 28,617,265
2.573,114 3,619,861 3,990,151

$8,453,209

$6,300,295
$39,513,385

$25,884,497
7,725.807
2158434
5,591,225
370,290

P6-06 SWRL
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I. INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Actual 196869 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 197071
Expenditures _____ $208,058,484 $252,138,232 $275,764,833
Man-years ____.___ 15,817.5 18,678.2 19,744.8

The instruction program includes all expenditures shown in Table 3
for classroom instruction and supporting services excluding those for
for the international program. The budget presentation of this program
consists of both instruction and instruction ‘services. Instruction in-
cludes instructional administration, faculty, technical, clerical, special
programs, summer quarter and summer sessions. Instruetional services
include expenses for library, audiovisual services, educational tele-
vision, master teacher payments, special lecture services and college
farm operations. Extension programs are discussed in the community
services program.

This program contains the five elements of academic planning, cur-
ricular offerings, academic advisement, ancillary offerings and instrue-
tional services as shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Breakdown of Instruction Program Elements
Actual Estimated Proposed
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Increase

Elements :

a. Academic planning ______ $12,988,986 $15,848,089 $17,269,477 $1,420,488
b. Curricular programs _____ 126,009,865 165,509,614 182,399,268 16,889,654
c. Admissions, registration

and records ________ 5,606,605 6,749,990 7,809,167 1,059,177
d. Academic advisement —.__ 26,573,935 32,069,792 35,401,624 3,331,832
e. Ancillary programs ____. 2,190,081 - 2,386,078 2,552,471 166,393
f. Instruetional services ____. 24,689,012 29,173,769 30,332,826 1,159,057

Totals, Instruction _____ $208,058,484 $252,138,232 $275,764,833 $23,626,601
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COLLEGES
Long Beach ______
San Diego
San Jose
San Fern’do Valley

Los Angeles ______ )

San Francisco __.__
Sacramento
Fresno —_________
> San - Luis Obispo-_
o Fullerton
Chico
Hayward
Pomona

Humboldt ________

Sonoma

San Bernardino _.

Stanislaus )
Dominguez Hills __
Bakersfield —______

Totals . ..——_

Table 3

Proposed Expenditures for Academic Year Instruction, 1970-71

PERSONAL SERVICES

1 Includes $516,556 for educational television station,

2 Approximately 20 percent of these funds are allocated to the

q

ic advi t program el t

Technical Instructional Adjustments Academic Cost
Instructional Instructional and clerical .~ services and and Staff - 0.E. and .yeat FTE  per FTE
_ administration Faculty 2 assistance 2 special programs new positions " benefits equipment Totals students  student
$889,778 - $15,630,874 $1,637,947 $259,494 $579,079 $1,855,099 $1,168,705 $22,021,176 - 19460 $1,132
997,956 14,984,893 1,653,256 1,633,876 768,183 2,192,682 1,529,131 - 23,759,9771 19,270 © 1,233
1,335,953 16,332,408 1,699,821 391,855 812,301 2,063,901 1,253,803 23,890,042 19,040 1,255
869,619 11,765,806 1,297,833 206,222 1,223,008 1,539,363 1,084,303 17,986,154 17,600 - 1,022
907,739 12,536,991 - 1,298,359 314,254 827,637 1,621,992 987,885 = 18,494,857 - 15,390 1,202
1,001,187 13,319,689 1,347,283 973,225 180,773 1,574,310 804,723 19,201,190 13,580 1,414
775,878 9,183,788 950,954 515,870 1,162,256 1,241,859 822,254 14,652,859 12,700 1154
807,755 9,731,269 1,066,746 1,333,189 756,175 1,316,987 907,605 15,919,726 12,500 1,274
. T79,445 8,930,621 = 894,714 321,359 647,957 1,201,733 869,208 13,645,037 - 11,400 - 1,197
649,786 7,168,490 821,419 31,166 899,293 928,103 657,811 11,256,068 10,470 1,075
) 606,523 6,930,374 741,143 408,916 679,700 1,027,369 710,204 . 11,104,229 9,360 1,186
603,075 6,053,884 690,051 111,661 950,568 796,501 575,282 9,781,022 8,780 1,114
585,449 5,869,357 570,276 258,165 522,632 764,432 557,415 9,130,726 7500 1,217
453,919 4,448,764 495,926 317,647 115,443 571,872 376,274 6,779,845 5,000 1.356
270,574 2,748,301 331,354 48,390 465,658 422,459 254,184 4,540,920 3500 1,297
231,693 1,333,777 147,501 41,756 267,828 232,096 144,622 2,399,273 2,020 1,188
237,575 1,478,918 174,051 46,989 415,761 238,585 159,726 2,751,605 2,300 1,196
241,913 1,349,634 - 151,266 34,617 - 494,776 252,395 151,827 2,676,438 2,050 1,306
124,231 33,160 6,004 - 1,175,253 129,578 109,044 1,577,270 700 2,253
$12,370,048 $149,830,998 $15,975,904 $7,348,851 $12,944,281 $19,974,316 $13,125,016 $231,568,414 192,920 $1,200

$6-¢6 swlr

uoyeonpy




Education ‘ Items 92-94

California State Col’leges—Continued
a. Academic Planning
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures __—____________ $12,988,936 $15,848,989 $17,269,477
Man-years 841.7 . 969.1 980.9

The academic planning program element consists of instructional
administration for the academic year (Table 3), international, summer
session, and year-round operation programs, the Chancellor’s office and
a pro rata share of salary savings and general admmlstratlon costs as
shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Breakdown of Academic Planning Costs

: Estimated Proposed

Function ) 1969-70 1970-71
Academic year - $14,207,121 $15,978,221
Summer session — — 191,670 203,517
Summer quarter 1,210,682 969,181
Chancellor’s office ___ 380,758 421,650
General administration 86,763 99,868
International program 54,067 64,650
Workmen’s compensation _ 18,009 17,880
_Sa.lary savings —_300,081 —485,529
Totals . : $15,848,989 $17,269,447

College positions related to the academic planning elements consist
of deans at the college and school level, division chairman in ecolleges
not large enough to justify schools and department chairmen and re-
lated clerical and technical positions. Workload consists of the develop-
ment and administration of instructional programs, the allocation of
courses to FTE students, administrative studies and the hiring of
faculty.

Position Reallocations

The program magnitude shown in this budget element does not in-
clude all the resources actually devoted to the designated workload. It
only reflects that which is budgeted. Thus, the individual ecolleges
usually supplement this element by using faculty teaching positions
generated in the next elemént (Curricular Offerings). An example of
this ocecurred at Sacramento State College in the current year. The
budget provided 26 faculty positions for academic planning but the
college actually allocated an additional 13.1 positions to this activity
from positions budgeted for curricular offerings (teaching) as shown
in Table 5.

Legislative Concern Over Reallocating Positions

During the 1969 session legislative concern was generated about the
reallocation of positions to the extent that it passed SB 541 (Harmer)
stating :

““In order to more capably assess the needs of the California State
Colleges, the Legislature declares its intent to acquire an accurate
description of the relationship between state funds appropriated to
the California State Colleges and the actual expenditure of such
funds.
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Table 5
Distribution of Instruction Positions
Sacramento State College 1969-70
Positions Budgeted :

Instruction __. o 687

Administration 26
Total 713

Positions Utilization : )

Instruction 531.3

Administration . . 39.1

Research and program development . 20.2

Instructional related activities 1224
Total 713 .

The trustees shall present to the Legislature and to the Legislative
Analyst a deseription of such relationships for the 1969-70 fiscal
year by November 1, 1970, ‘

In order to facilitate such presentations, the. president of each
state college shall present to the trustees and to the Legislative Ana-
lyst within 90 days after the end of the 1969-70 fiscal year a report
which compares in detail, as determined by the Department of F'i-
nance, Legislative Analyst, and the trustees, the actual expenditures
by the particular state college with the state funds appropriated

“therefore by the Budget Act or any other appropriation measure
for such fiscal year within the expenditure classifications for which
state funds were appropriated. The president shall present a list of
deviations of actual expenditures from the appropriations, with an
explanation in such detail as is required above of each of the devia-
tions.”’ : ‘

Although work on the required: report is currently in progress, we
are concerned because (1) the budget does not present an accurate
picture of the amount of academic administration performed at the
colleges; (2) positions justified to the Legislature for the purpose of
teaching are not in faet used for that purpose; (3) doubt is created
whether additional administrative duties could be justified through the
budget review process; and (4) the validity of the faculty staffing
formula used to generate teaching positions becomes difficult to sub-
stantiate. The ultimate effect is that there are fewer teaching positions
to instruect the budgeted number of students which results in larger
class sizes. We will discuss this point more extensively in the cur-

‘ricular offerings section.

In relation to the first three concerns expressed above, we recommend
that the trustees of the state colleges, in cooperation with the statewide
academic senate, thoroughly evaluate the academic planning workload
and report to the Joint Legislative Budget Commitiee by November 1,
1970. If the level of budget support for academie planning is sufficient,
expenditure control procedures should be implemented to prevent the
use of faculty teaching positions for administrative duties. If it is not
sufficient, justification for additional positions should be presented
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based on the merits of the duties to be performed This evaluation
should be performed as soon as possible with a final report including
-findings and recommendations to be completed by November 1, 1970.

Summer Quarter Planning

We recommend that $592,801 be reduced from the academic planning
program element to bring planning costs per FTE student for summer
quarter to the same level as planning costs for regular academic year
FTE students. As shown previously in Table 4 the academic plan-
ning element is primarily composed of administration costs for the
academic year (September to June), the year-round program (summer
quarter) and the summer session. When the cost of planning for the
three activities is related to the FTE student population served as
shown in Table 6, we see a great disparity in results.

Table 6
Cost Per FTE Student for Academic Planning by ‘Activity‘
Activity . Budgeted cost FTE students Cost per FTE
Academic year ] $15,978,221 192,920 $82
Summer quarter _______________._.___ . 969,181 4,590 211
Summer session i : 203,517 - 13,826 15

- Ttis apparent from these data that the level of academlc plannmg for
the summer quarter greatly exceeds that provided for the academic year
while that provided for the self-supporting summer session is quite low,
Because the dcademic programs offered and administered are of equiva-
lent academic weight and partleularly since the summer quarter only
exists at four eolleges and is not a program scheduled to be developed
beyond the 1970 year (see discussion on page 335), we cannot ration-
alize the need for such a high level of planning for the summer quarter.
In order to provide comparable levels of service we recommend that
summer quarter planning be budgeted at $82 per FTE for a General
Fund budget reduction of $592,081.

Summer Session

-We recommend that an evaluation of summer session academic plan-
ning be made to determine whether or not the level of service currently
budgeted is adequate-and in order to insure a program of reasonable aca-
demic quality with o final report to the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee by November 1, 1970.

- Table 6 shows that the summer session academic plannmg which oe-
curs at nearly all the colleges is budgeted at only $203,517 in 1970-71.
If the planned termination of the summer quarter is .effected, the fee
supported summer sessions will have an important academic responsi-
bility of providing courses of equivalent quality as academic year
courses. The recommended study should be designed..to evaluate

‘whether summer session courses are indeed equivalent in quality.

"b. Curricular Offerings

Actual Estimated Proposed

) 1968-69 . 1969-70 1970-71
Bxpenditures _____..______.. - $136,009,865 $165,909,614 $182,399,268
Man-years 10,801.4 12,379.6 13,164
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The curricular offérings program element has the responsibility ‘‘to
impart knowledge to each student and to evaluate his competence in
each subject field.”’ This element consists of the cost of instruection dur-

ing the academic year, summer quarter and swinmer session as shown
in Table 7.

Table 7
Breakdown of Curricular Offerings Cost
Function Hstimated 1969-70 - Proposed 1970-71

. Academic year ____.__________ $154,837,025 $174,139,447
Summer quarter _______._ e 5,505,720 ¢ 4,407,464
Summer session ______________ 9,165,298 9,731,806
Chancellor’s office ____________ 12,568 : 16,000
International program ________ 157,750 189,170
General administration _______ 737,483 848,876
Workmen’s compensation _____ 528,240 T 191,986
Totals ' $165,909,614 $182,399,268

‘Curricula

The colleges offer a diversified eurricula in the social sciences, human-
ities, physical sciences, engineering, business, education, agriculture,
mathematics, fine arts, biological sciences and foreign languages. As is
customary throughout higher education, certain campuses tend to em-
phasize particular subject fields although all are generally oriented
toward the liberal arts. While the primary function of the colleges is
teaching; most colleges also engage in a limited amount of research and
public service activity. Unlike the University of California, however,
which maintains these activities as separate programs, those at the col-
leges are primarily instructionally related and are considered auxiliary
to the primary teaching responsibility.

Faculty Workload Factors

As described in the Governor’s Budget, workload indicators for the
curricular program area are varied. Table 8 provides a historical sum- -
mary of degrees granted by the California State Colleges over a 14-year

Table 8

Summary of Undergraduate and Graduate Degrees Granted
by the California State Colleges 1955-56 to 1968-69

Undergraduate Groduate Total Percent

Year degrees degrees degrees groduate
1955-56 6,878 1,270 8,148 15.6
1956-57 8,709 1,447 10,156 14.2
* 1957-58 9,737 1,761 11,408 15.3
1958-59 10,770 1,668 12,438 134
1959-60 11,045 1,911 12,956 14.8
1960-61 : 12,010 2,062 - 14,072 14.7
1961-62 13,281 2,283 15,564 147
1962-63 : 15,370 2,341 17,711 132
1963-64 17,258 2,730 19,988 13.6
1964-65 20,056 3,109 23,165 134
1965-66 21,533 3,795 25,328 15.0
1966-67 23,858 4,248 28,106 15.1
1967-68 : 27,271 4,881 32,152 15.2

1968-69 : . 32,236 5,684 37,920 15.0
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period. Table 9 shows the distribution of full- tlme equivalent students
by discipline area in the California State Colleges for the fall of 1968.

Table 9

Full-Time Equivalent Students by Discipline Area
California State Colleges, Fall 1968°

Lower Upper Percent
Discipline area division  division = Graduate Total of total
Agricultural sciences —___._.___ 1,267 609 32 1,908 1.15
Architecture __.______________ 286 343 - 629 0.38
Area and ethnie studies ______ 164 327 8 499 - 030
Biological, seiences .. _______ 5,253 2,870 246 8,369 5.03
Business administration ._____ 3,483 10,087 7 14,347 8.62
City and regional planning _._ 4 11 6 91 0.05
Computer sciences —_..________ 98 49 9 156 0.09
Creative arts - __________ 8,064 7,548 639 16,251 9.76
Criminology —— . ____ 322 704 26 1,051 0.63
Education ___.____ __________ 118 9,516 2,675 12,309 .39
Engineering sciences _________ 1,776 3,126 414 5,316 3.19
English language and literature 7,357 6,463 451 14,270 8.57
Environmental design _._.______ 59 92 - 150 0.09
Foreign languages _._________ 3,687 1,536. 194 5,318 3.19
Health sciences . ________ 1,053 1,060 74 2,188 1.31
Home economies ___——________ 1,172 1,122 69 2,364 1.42
Industrial arts and technology_ 722 1,262 127 2,111 1.27
Journalism : 499 788 5 1,292 0.78
Library science _.___________ 18 94 54 166 0.10
Mathematical seiences ________ 6,336 2,154 149 8,639 5.19
Military science _______ ______ 40 104 - 144 0.09
Natural resources - -———c—.__ 158 396 5 559 0.34
Nursing 225 697 6 928 0.56
Philosophy 2,661 1,264 35 3,961 2.38
Physical education and
recreation ____ . ________ 2,860 2,520 321 5,701 3.42
Physical seciences . ______ ) 7,777 2,324 218 10,319 6.20
Psychology — o ________ 3,259 5,311 600 9,169 5.51
Social sciences . _______ 15,677 19,592 926 36,195 21.74
Social work _._.______________ 103 461 538 1,102 0.66
Other 585 369 26 980 0.59
Totals 75,053 82,799 8,630 166,482 . 100.00

Faculty Resources Needed for Curricular Offerings

Academic year salaries for teaching faculty positions which are
budgeted to serve the various ecurricula offerings comprise approxi-
mately $132 million of this program element’s cost. This is
based on the traditional faculty staffing formula and consists of an
increase of 1,153 new positions in 1970-71 due to enrollment inecreases.
The formula determines faculty needs by assigning courses to one of
seven types, each requiring a different number of hours in class and
in ‘preparation. From this it is possible to compute the number of
courses that will make up a full program for each faculty member
based on a normal course load equivalent of 12 units, which normally
requires 12 hours per week in the classroom and 24 hours per week
in preparation. For faculty members teaching one or more graduate
courses, however, the teaching load is reduced to the equivalent of 10
units on the assumption that more outside preparatlon is required for
each hour in the classroom.
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In determining the allocation of faculty positions to the various
colleges and in the subsequent budget requests for these positions
found in the curricular offerings program element, it has been the
assumption that these resources are mnecessary to instruet the total
FTE students within the various discipline areas shown in Table 9.
Positions justified as budgeted for this purpose are not in all cases used .
accordingly. As mentioned previously in the discussion of the academic

. plahning program element the individual colleges may utilize the

teaching positions for administrative work or other noninstruetion
duties.

We recommend that the state colleges be directed to utilize faculty
teaching positions generated by the faculty staffing formula only for
the curricula offerings and academic advisement program elements.
This is to be audited for complionce by the trustees’ mewly created
audit ‘staff. We believe that flexibility in budget administration is an
important management tool. However, we also believe that the con-
sistent reallocation of positions justified and budgeted for one program
element to other program elements, is management abuse of the allo-
cation system. Positions should be justified before the Legislature in
accordance with their actual need in order to maintain the integrity of
the budget as a realistie fisecal plan for management. Reallocations such
as those shown in Table 5 for Sacramento State, occur at most of the
colleges. This situation casts doubt not only on the budget justifica-
tion system, but also on whether or not the education policy of budget-
ing sufficient teaching positions to provide small class sizes is being
satisfied. The more that teaching positions get reassigned to other
duties, the more class sizes must be inereased in order to meet the total
budgeted FTE student enrollment.

Student-Faculty Ratios
Student-faculty ratios are an index to levels of academic support
provided by the budget. Ratios for the past five years are reflected in

Table 10.
Table 10

Student-Faculty Ratios
1966-67 to 1970-71
Student-faculty ratios

1966-67 e . 1630 to 1
1967-68 - 16.38to 1
1968-69 16.21t01
1969-70 (estimated) _ 16,00 to 1
1970-71 (estimated) 16.02to 1

Curricular Trends -
An additional index (Table 11) which relates to the student-faculty
ratio is the trend towards a greater percentage of the curricula being

. presented at the graduate and upper division levels. Thus increases -

in the number of more advanced courses would have the effect of
lowering the student-faculty ratios because advanced eourse enroll-
ments are generally smaller. If student-faculty ratios remained constant
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or increased while more FTE by level of instruction was shifting to
the upper division and graduate levels, then there would be evidence
that the level of instructional support might be decreasing.

Table 11
State College Annual FTE Students by Level of Instruction

Reported 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
FTE Percent FTE  Percent ' FTE Percent

Lower division _____.._ 68,899 42.59, 71,320 40.7% 77,300 39.9%
Upper division ________ 84,489 52 9% 93,930 53.6% . 105,000 54.29%
Graduate . _____.__. 9,060 55% 9990 5.7% 11,435 5.9%

Total oo 162,438 100 9 175,240 100 9% 193,735 100 %

When Table 10 is related with Table 11, we see that student-faculty
ratios have not gone up despite the shift upwards in the level of in-
struction and it can be concluded that these indexes support the finding
that the level of instructional support has not decreased in recent
years.

Special Curricular Offering Programs

Special curricular offerings programs in the colleges include -master
of social work programs, joint doctoral programs, Moss Landing marine
studies facility and off-campus centers. The identifiable costs for these
activities and the colleges conducting them are shown in Table 12.

Table 12
1970-71 Curricular Offerings—Special Programs )
Master of  Joint doctoral Off-campus?
State Colleges social work programs  Moss Landing centers

San Diego e $694,298 $89;520 ) $292,433
San Jose e $168,708 *
Los Angeles ___.___ 54,923
San Francisco —..__ 270,502 63,466
Sacramento ...o—__ 354,513 o
Fresno ——._____. R 465,631 ) 375,358

Totals _________ $1,784,944 $207,909 $$168,703 $667,791

1 Includes academic planning.
2 Includes contributions from Fresno, Hayward, San Luls Obispo-and San Francisco,

Need for Improved Curricular Offerings Presentation

We recommend that the Chancellor’s oﬁ‘ice evaluate the. WIC'HE’
program classification structure system in terms of wtilizing it n
future program budgets and report its findings to the Joint Legisla-
tive Budget Committee by November 1, 1970. The Western Interstate
Council on Higher HEducation has developed a program classification
structure which provides a common system of describing the activities
of institutions of higher education. It organizes institutional data to
fit a classification of academic programs with the net result of being
able to achieve uniform comparisons of these programs. We have
reviewed the extensive material prepared by WICHE and believe that
its implémentation would provide much of the information which is
needed for the program budget of the state colleges.

450




Ttems 92-94 | ' Education

California State Colleges—Continued
Use of the WICHE Model for Budgeting

The model allows the reporting of data by academic departments,
academic degrees and can be utilized in showing the efficiency of degree
production. Cost data can be allocated to the WICHE model to give a
cost per student credit hour by program. A pilot study using the
WICHE model was performed this fall at San Fernando Valley. As of
this time we have not received the results of the study for analysis.
However, of major importance was the fact that the costing, both by
academic departments and by degrees granted, was accomplished. We
believe that the utilization of "the program -classification system .in
future program budgets would be a major improvement over the cur- .
rent state college reportlng system, and should be evaluated by the
Chancellor’s office. =

c Admlssmns, Registration and Records

Actual Estimated Proposed

‘ . 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
Expenditures $5:606,605 $6,749,990 $7 809,167
Man-years 672.6 7719 834.5

This program element consists primafily of the eollege’s admissions
and records office workload for the academic year and the summer
quarter as broken down in Table 13.

" Table 18
Admissions, Registration and Records Breakdown by Component

Component .= 1969-70 1970-71 Change
Academic year $5,587,628 $6,396,060 $808,432
Summer quarter. . T 451,604 361,520 -90,084
Chancellor’s office o 50,048 53,216 3,168
General administration ____.______ 780,864 © 898,810 117,946
‘Workman’s compensatmn _________ 7,844 7,777 -67
Augmentatlon ) T 300,000 300,000
Salary savings _—127_,998 -208,216 -80,218

Totals ' — -~ $6,749,990  $7,809,167 $1,059,177

Application fee revenue __.___.__.__ $2,203,270 $3,600,000 $1,396,730

Admissions

Since passage of the master plan in 1960, the colleges have restricted
admission of new students*to those graduating in the highest third of
their high school class as determined by overall grade point averages
and college entrance examination test scores. There is, however, an ex-
ception which allows admission of no more than 4 percent of the stu-
dents who would not otherwisé be qualified. Transfer students may be
admitted from other four-year institutions or from JllIllOI‘ 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 only requirement
is a bachelor’s degree from an accrediated four-year institution.
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New Admissions Standards Eliminate 5,600 FTE

The state college budget presentation states that ‘‘the estimate of
198,015 FTE for 1970-71 assumes an increase of 17,200 FTE over the
180,815 FTE budgeted for 1969-70. This projection takes into account
planned changes in admission’s policies, procedures, and student fees
which presumably will reduce the inerease 5,600 FTE below that which
would otherwise materialize. . . . The largest single group involved is
the unclassified student (no degree objective indicated), and most of
these are at the graduate level. The remainder are nonresident and
transfer students, Who could complete additional work in the Cahfornla
Community Colleges

We recommend special policy review of the new stat_e college admas-
sions standards in the Governor’s Budget. We believe that more detailed
data should be presented specifying the new policies and the estimated
number of unclassified, nonresident and transfer students affected.
Current data shown in Table 14 would indicate that only 600 of the
planned reduction in FTE are from nonresident students.

Table 14
Change in Nonresident Student Enroliment
Student Original 197071 Current 1970-71
classification estimate estimate
Foreign e 4,216 FTE 8,615 FTHE
Other nonresident 2,425 2,425
Totals 6,641 i 6,040

Since there are only 25,000 FTE total graduate students in the

system a 5,000 FTE reduction would have a significant impact. How-

ever, the planned level of instruction data (Table 11) does not indicate-

any reduction in graduate instruetion. In light of these considerations
it appears that the burden of the planned 5,600 FTE reduction will
occur among ex1st1ng students and transfer students We believe that
policy review is appropriate in order to weigh the impaect of the de-
cision especially as it may affect the community eollege burden.

General Enrollment Data

In 1970-71 the enrollment throughout the state college system 1is
expected to increase 17,200 FTE over the current-year estimate which
will mark the fifth consecutive year .that more than 12,000 new FTE
students have been admitted. Table 15 shows the enrollment distribution
for the 19 campuses, the off-campus centers, the summer quarter ses-
sions and the international program.

Table 16 shows a breakdown of full-time (more than 12 units) and
part-time (12 units or less) headcount students. This demonstrates the
magnitude of the total number of students which represent workload
in the areas of -admissions, library, registration. and ecounseling. These
figures differ from. FTE figures in that they consist of actual head-
count while one FTE represents the enrollment for 15 units of class-
work. As an example, one FTE can be a single student taking 15
units, three students taking five units or five students taking three
units.
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Table 15
Average Annual Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollments
Actual Estimated
Academic ‘Year 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Difference
Long Beach ____________ 14,537 16,090 18,336 18,850 19,460 610
San Diego ____.__________ 13,914 15,557 17,511 18,290 19,270 980
San Jose o _________ 16,446 17,464 18,253 18,200 19,040 840
San Fernando Valley ____ 10,327 11,684 13,447 15,600 17,600 2,000
Los Angeles _____________ 11,476 12,452 13,422 14,220 15,390 1,170
San Francisco ——.________ 13,590 13,585 13,225 13,500 13,580 80
Sacramento . __.________ 7,556 8,980 10,472 11,000 12,700 1,700
Fresno . 7,38 8,187 9,285 10,900 12,500 1,600
San Luis Obispo ________ 7434 8102 9,268 10,260 11,400 1,140
Fullerton . _______ 5273 6,438 7,901 9,040 10,470 1,430
Chico : 5822 6,759 7414 8480 9,360 880
Hayward _.___________._ 4,105 5,253 6,663- 7,410 8,780 1,370
Pomona ________________ 4,847 5390 6340 6,700 7,500 800
Humboldt ______________ 2,956 3,460 4,153 4,750 5,000 250
Sonoma o _____.___.__ 1,141 1,634 2,516 2,900 3,500 600
San Bernardino ______.__ 514 807 1,127 1,500 2,020 520
Stanislaus . _________ 704 934 1,339 1,640 2,300 660
Dominguez Hills ________ 118 403 888 1,400 2,050 650
Bakersfield ______.________ — _— — _— 700 700
Bakersfield—OCC _______ 233 281 358 400 - —400
Calexico—OCC —_________ 138 167 154 200 300 100
International Program.____ 265 255 366 425 505 80

Totals—Academic Year_ 128,781 143,882 162,438 175,665 193, 425 17,760

Actual Est@mated
Summer Quarter 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Dtﬁ'efrence
Los Angeles — .. 447 1,904 2,365 2,650 2,400 —250
Hayward —_—___ . ______ 472 647 864 1,100 930 —170
Pomona ________________ 363 468 602 740 630 —110
San Luis Obispo ____.___ 405 460 561 660 630 —30
Totals—Summer Quarter 1,687 3,679 4,392 5,_1,50 4,590 —560
GRAND TOTALS ___.___ 130,468 147,361 166,830 180,815, 198,015 17,200
. Increase: .
Numbers —____________ 12,917 16,893 19,469 .13,985 17,200
Percent . ___ 110 - 129 13.2 84 9.5
Table 16
" Fall Term Headcount Enroliment
Full-time Part-time
. Number Percent Number Percent Total
1965 . _____ 98,852 63.8 56,075 36.2 154,927
1966 110,274 65.1 59,246 34.9 169,520
1967 122,426 65.9 63,175 34.1 185,601
1968 . 141,447 66.8 70,175 a4.1 211,568

The master plan recommended that the University and state colleges
achieve by 1975 a systemwide enrollment distribution wherein the lower
division (freshmen and sophomores) proportion of the full-time under-
graduate enrollment would be 40 percent of the total full-time under- °
graduate enrollment. This policy is designed to promote full usage of
the community colleges. Table 17 reflects its 1mp1ementat10n at the
state colleges.
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Table 17

Distribution of Enroliments—Full-Time Lower Division
-and Upper Division as a Percent of Full-Time Undergraduate

Lower division Upper division Total
Number Percent Number Percent undergraduates
1963 37,859, - 49.9 38,074 50.1 75,933
1964 42,046 48.4 44,872 51.6 86,918
1965 41,425 45.1 50,479 54.9 91,904
1966 41,631 411 59,609 58.9 101,240
1967 42,509 38.0 69,316 62.0 111,825
1968 48,496 374 81,073 62.6 129,569

In addition to the growth in upper division enrollments, the sum-

-mary in Table 18 of the total distribution of students by class level

points out the shift towards a higher academic standing of students
over the past five years.

Table 18
Distribution of FTE Students by Class Level
Lower division Upper division Graduate
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total
1963 41,129 41.8 45,570 46.3 11,783 119 08,487
1964 45,005 40.4 52,621 47.2 13,828 124 111,454
1965 43,859 374 57,991 494 15,466 . 132 117,316
1966 44,648 34.1 68,068 52.0 “18,129 13.9 130,845
1967 45,280 314 78,609 54.4 20,613 14.2 144,402
1968 51,859 31.0 92,183 ibb.a .23,166  13.8 167,208

1969-70 Overenrolliments

Due to enrollment pressures over the past two academic years there
has been concern as to whether the state college system is providing for
all qualified students, especially those who transfer from the com-
munity colleges. During the 1969 Session the Legislature passed Chap-
ter 8, Statutes of 1969 (AB 93) appropriating $900,000 to provide for
an additional 3,875 FTE students in the 1968-69 fiscal year.

During tlie 1969-70 budget hearings, the Chancellor’s office assured
the Legislature that the estimated enrollment of 180,815 would provide
for all qualified students and the budget was reviewed and adopted on
that basis. On March 17, 1969 the Chancellor’s office directed each col-
lege to limit enrollments to the budget. However, on March 19, the
Chancellor’s office staff met with the Department of Finance to discuss
among other things the fact that enrollment might be larger than an-
ticipated for the fall of 1969 and that an enrollment adjustment should
be made to the stdte college budget. On April 15, 1969 the Chancellor’s
office sent a formal letter to the Departiment of Finance which re-
quested an enrollment adjustment in the magnitude of 1,400 FTE at a
cost estimate of $1,100,000. The colleges had originally discussed a
need for a 2,000 FTE increase in the enrollment base. However, at the
last moment San Jose State decided it could not take any more stu-
dents so the estimate was reduced to 1,400 FTE.

On April 29, 1969 a response was sent by the Director of Finance
stating that it was premature at.that time to adjust the enrollment
base. The letter mentioned the small amount of FTE involved and that
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it appeared to be within the 2-percent budget flexibility. The letter
went on to state that if the fall enrollment were higher than the
budgeted figure, the Department of Finance would help the colleges
proceed with a deficiency bill before the Legislature.

At this point the state colleges did not pursue the matter. They did
not bring it to the attention of the Legislature or of the budget hear-
ings which were in progress at that time.

In the fall of 1969, enrollment exceeded the budget by 2,100 FTE
and it appeared that qualified students were denied admission to the
college system. For this reason the Assembly Ways and Means Com-
mittee held an interim hearing on November 19, 1969 to determine the
extent of the problem. The Chancellor’s office testified that ‘‘the ag-
gregate of institutional estimates of eligible students not accepted for
admission this fall was approximately 25,000. Some of those students
would have chosen other-alternatives even if admitted (probably one-
third or more), some were effectively redirected to open colleges, and
some were ‘duplicates’ having initially sought to apply at two or more
state colleges. The best estimate of the ‘hard core’ of eligible applicants
denied admission is probably under 10,000, and the ‘inner-core’ of this
number, approximately one-half, consists of upper division transfers
from junior colleges. The latter are the ‘inner-core’ since their alter-
natives are most limited and redirection is often not feasible.’’

Funding 1969-7_0 Overenrollments

Determining the exact number of students denied admission is at
best difficult. The most reliable evidence of determining additional en-
rollment needs in 1969-70 is the fact that -on November 17, 1969 the
Chancellor’s office requested from the Department of Finance a budget
adjustment of $1.6 million to provide for an additional 2,000 FTE in
the 1969-70 fiscal year over the budget maximum of 184,431 FTE com-
posed of the budgeted 180,815 FTE plus 2 percent (3,616 FTE). (The
budget policy has been that the final budget for the state colleges has a
2-percent flexibility factor in which enrollments may be over or under
by 2 percent without a need for adjusting. the budget.)

Additional funds were -not- authorized. However, an agreement was
reached that the additional enrollment would be added and funded
from within existing budget resources. The current budget states that
‘‘efforts are now being made to increase spring enrollments by an ad-
ditional 3,425 annual FTE students. Until spring admissions are com-
pleted the current enrollment will not be known, although it eould
reach 186,340 FTE.”’ It is not anticipated that the 1970 Legislature
will be faced with a deficiency request by the colleges for additional
funding for 1969-70 enrollments.

There appears to be a reluctance on the part of the state college sys-

tem to utilize the Emergency Fund deficiency bill proeedure as well.

as by the Department of Finance to issue an allotment promise to pro-
vide open enrollment as evidenced by the March 17, 1969 directive to
limit enrollments and the lack of followup on the Aprll 29 letter of ‘the
Department of Finance which denied an allotment promise but offered
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to proceed with a deﬁelency bill at the 1970 leglslatlve session. Prece-
dent for legislative support of deficiency funds for overenrollinent can
be found in 1964-65 and again in 1968-69.

New Budget Act Language Récommended
We recommend that Section 28.1 be incorporated in the Budget Act. -

Sec. 28.1. Since it is the intent of the Legislature in enacting
this budget that no qualified student be denied admission to the
California State Colleges because of a budget deficiency caused by
unanticipated additional enrollments, the Director of Finance may,
pursuant to a request from the Trustees of the California State
Colleges, authorize the augmentation of the amounts available for
expenditure by the eolleges in the form of an allotment promise to
the extent necessary to insure that all qualified students can be ad-
mitted, when he finds that the systemwide enrollment of the Cali-
fornia State Colleges exceeds by 2 percent or more the enrollinent
upon which the budget for the state colleges was based ; provided,
that no inereased expenditure may be authorized sooner than 30
days after notification in writing of the necessity therefor to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee, or not sooner than such lesser
time as the chairman of such commlttee or his designee, may in
each instance determine. v

Enrollment Issues

Problems concerning (1) the 2-percent budget flexibility policy,
(2) the question of enrolling all qualified students, and (3) the general
admissions’ plan of the state colleges have emerged from the foregoing
events.

(1) Regarding the first problem, it is apparent that we ean only
adhere to the 2 percent over enrollment level as an indication of addi-
tional funding need. Funds should not be provided mechanically sim-
ply because a certain over enrollment occurs. Future augmentation
requests for over enrollments will have to be based on the facts of the
individual situation and the possibility of using all conceivable budget
savings. We believe that this is a resonable expectation. .

(2) We recommend that review be made to clarify the enrollment
policy mcorpomted i the 1970-71 stdte college budget. Concerning the
second issue of enrolhng all qualified students the Coordinating Council
for ngher Education in response to the 1969 Budget Conference Com-
mittee, is in the process of studying enrollment pro,]ee’mons in all seg-
ments for higher education.

‘As .a preliminary conclusion presented to the council in December
of 1969 a staff report stated that ‘‘enrollment projections are increds-
- ingly subject to management in relation to physical capacity and are
drifting further away from representing actual demand”’.

‘We have conferred with the staffs of the Chancellor’s Office, the De-
partment of Finance and the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion to determine if the enrolliment estimate contained in this budget
is sufficient to allow the admission -of all qualified students who desire
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to attend the state colleges. In a’ meeting held in January of 1970 with
the above parties considerations were “presented which included the
effects of University admission” patterns, year-round operation, reten-
tion rates and planned growth faetors on individual colleges. It is our
belief that current evidence no longer supports the conclusion that en-
rollment projections reflect the anticipated enrollment demand by qual-
ified students. We recommend that this matter is of sufficient impor-
tance to warrant special leglslatlve rev1ew and clarification from the
Chancellor’s office.

(3) We recommend policy review of the current state college admis-
sions priority plan. The third enrollment issue concerns the priority
system used to-admit students. Restrictive admissions staandards were
established under .the Master Plan for Higher Education policy guide-
line that ‘‘the quality of an institution and that of a system of higher
education are determined to a considerable extent by the abilities of
those it admits and retains as students. Thls applies to all levels—lower
division, upper division, and graduate.”’ The separation of functions
between the University of California and the California State Colleges
justified a separate standard- for each segment. However, the Master
Plan was explicit to state that ‘‘both should be exacting (in contrast

* to public higher educational. institutions in most other states) because
the junior colleges relieve them of the burden.of doing remedial work.,

‘Both have a heavy obhgatlon to the state to restrict the pr1v11ege of
entering and remalnlng to those who are well above average in the
college-age group.’

The. Master Plan recommended. admissions policy states that
order to raise materially standards for admission to the lower d1v1s1on
the state colleges select first-time freshmen from the top one- thlrd
(33% percent) and the University from the top one-eighth (123 per-
cent) of all graduates of California public high schools,”” In discussing
the allocation of students among institutions, the survey team foresaw:
a possibility of overcrowding and stated that ‘‘the tightened admission
standards . . . will help to divert many students to the junior colleges;
S0 may overcrowded eonditions on state college and umver51ty cam-
puses. Persuasive counsehng might help &ell the merits of the junior

colleges . . . eventually, the systems may have to resort to quotas and
develop methods of selection in addition to basic admission require-
ments . . . among the better eriteria suggested for choosmg those appli-

cants to be admitted to a particular institution, when all cannot be
accommodated, are the following:

1. The best students should he granted their first choice. The Techni-
cal Committee on Selection and Retention of Students stressed the
importance of giving the exceptional applicant the privilege of choos-
ing where he is to go.

2. Continuing or re-entering students at each institution should be
glven preference over new students.

3. Applicants within commuting range might be chosen before those
requiring dormitory accommodations. :
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"~ vanced.

The team is less favorably impressed with these possible criteria:

1. Students with extracurricilar skills—athletie, forensic, musical,
might be preferred.

.2."Sons and daughters of alumni might be given some preference.

3. Applications might be accepted in the order in which they are
received, providing admission standards are met,

4, Ch01ce by chance, through drawing lots, could be resorted to if
other means fail.”’

In contrast to these Master Plan guidelines, the current state college
admissions plan appears to be based on the less favorable criteria. Thus,
admissions are based on chronological order in which applications are
received with choice by chance through drawing lots used to decide
when the number of applicants of equal chronological priority éxceed
the openings available. In addition, there appears to be an inconsistency
concérning the third Master Plan desirable admission criteria that

applicants within commuting range might be chosen before those re-
quiring dormitory accommodations.’”’ In December 1969, Hayward an-
nounced that it would give priority to surrounding area transfer stu-
dents over out-of-area transfer students. However, the same policy was
not announced at the other bay area colleges, San Jose, San Francisco
and Sonoma. It would appear that such unilatéral decisions allow the
Hayward area students an admissions advantage since they have high-
est priority in their own area and equal prlorlty at San Jose and San
Francisco.

The question of not granting unilateral priority allocation to local
commuting students also appears to be inconsistent with the ex1stmg
capital outlay plan. New colleges have been justified and located in
areas of unserved population densities such as Bakersfield with sites
currently acquired in San Mateo, Contra Costa and Ventura Counties.
The capital outlay plan would appear to presume that the college loca-
tion is to serve the area’s students first. Despite this presumption, the
trustees have not implemented an admissions policy granting priority
to local students.

Centralized Admissions

A related issue to enrollment problems at the Cahforma State Col-
leges has been the evaluation of existing procedures and the possibility
of a centralized admissions center. Senate Resolution 133 of the 1968
Regular Session and the Budget Conference Committee report of 1969
address this subject.

- Senate Resolution 133 (Alquist) adopted during the 1968 session’
directed ‘‘the Coordinating Council, in cooperation with the California
State Colleges and the University of California, to study the feasibility
and desirability of developing a standardized form, process, and proce-
dure to be used by the state colleges and the University, relative to
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‘student admissions applications.”’ The resolution also asked the.state

colleges to make a number of changes in their admissions procedures
designed to eliminate variation in individual college policies, to refine
redirection policies and to move to a single application usable for all
state colleges.

In response to this resolution the council reported to the Leglslature
in December of 1969 essentially that:

1. There appear to be no advantages and serious disadvantages in )

requiring at this time the development of a single admissions form for

- use by both the University of California and the California  State Col-

leges. So long as admissions criteria differ, and redirection occurs only
within a single system, it will not be posslble for a student to file, via
one single application to both the University system and . the state col-
leges as well. The benefits of a standard form thus seem to be unclear.
A degree of consistency, however, can be developed between the existing

Un1vers1ty standard form, and the state college new common a,pphca,tlon :

form now in use,

2. The University of California for some time has ‘used a single ad-
missions form and has a well-developed admissions procedure which has
permitted orderly redirection of students within the system.

3. The state colleges have recognized the need for improvement in

their admissions procedures. A common form has been developed and .

commonality of admissions procedures is being proposed to permit or-
derly redirection and a reduction in the number of multiple applica-
tions.

4. While a common admissions form is not now required for both
segments, a common opening date for applications for both systems may
be useful for prospective students and advisors, and is being explored.

In response to the 1969 Budget Conference Committee reporting re-
quirement, we have received an extensive analysis on centralized ad-
missions from the Chancellor’s office. The analysis concludes that al-
though there are problems with the existing admissions system and a
centralized- admissions center may appear at first to be a solution, it
would not be the most effective means of correcting present shortcom-
ings. It appears that total costs would be .higher since much of the
present on-campus workload could not be delegated to the center; there
is concern about the relations with prospective students and there are
no useful models in any other system of higher education to utilize.

An alternative approach suggests improvements in the existing sys-

tem through increased eommonality and operational consolidation.

Steps already taken, in process or contemplated for the near future will

_ result in a program whereby : confusion is reduced by simplification ip
the process, more time is provided for planning by colleges and appli--

cants by moving back the admissions eycle and making admissions ¢om-
mitments at an earlier date, and regiorial data processing centers assist
in much of the routine clerical activity which is now the cause of anx-
iety producing delays in applicant notification where backlogs “occur.
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Likewise the reglonal data processing centers coupled with procedural
modifications in the admission cycle would provide a basis for a more
current and comprehensive system of admissions status reportmg

Deficiencies

‘We have evaluated the proposed common admlssmns system and de-
spite improvements in terms of common admissions forms and dates,
we believe it is deficient in two regards. First, it does not prevent il
tiple applications and second the redirection element of having appli-

. cants list colleges in preference order is not built into the original
application ; it occurs only after an inquiry has been sent the applicant
on a later date.,

‘We believe that there are problems with centralized admlssmns par-
tieularly as it spec1ahzes staff to a workload which is seasonal and has
not been successful in other systems of higher education. The current
system of combining admissions and registration staff allows for the
.shifting around of staff as workload peaks develop and preserves con-
tact between the applicant and the institution he is considering. We do
believe that the two major improvements of preventing duplicate “ap-
plications perhaps by checking social security numbers and not proc-
essmg duplicates and setting up a preference for redlrectlon category
in the original application are still necessary.

Application Fee Increase

We recommend that the application fee be reduced from $20 to $15
for a $600,000 reduction in fees. The 1970-71 budget proposes an ad- .
missions fee of $20 which is an increase of 100 percent over the current
$10 fee. This $20 fee is expected to produce $3.6 million in 1970-71
‘which is $1,350,804 more than would be generated from a $10 fee and
a total of $1,396,730 more than is estimated to be generated in the
current 1969-70 year as shown in Table 19.

Table 19
"Application Fee Revenue .
Actual 1968-69 . Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
$1,984,203 $2,203,270 $3,600,000

The budget rationale for this action is that the fee increase is needed
“‘to offset the cost of processing the student applications numbering in
excess of 200,000 a year and to reduce the number of multiple applica-
tions made.’” We believe that (1) this rationale econtradicts other data
submitted to the Legislature and (2) the new fee produces more reve-
nue than is needed for the admissions activities cost increases and pro-
posed angmentation.

In the legislative report on centralized admissions submltted in No-
vember of 1969, the Chancellor’s office states that ‘‘available evidence
indicates that approximately 5 percent of applicanits apply to more
than one state college.”’ Thus, this feature of the fee increase rationale -
appears to be minor. In addition, other controls as mentioned previ-
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ously such as informing applicants that multiple applications Wlll not
be processed can be 1mplemented
In the same report it is indicated that the exact cost breakdown in
admissions and records offices is not known. Budgeted cost increases
in 1970-71 for admissions and records excluding augmentations total
$759,177 of which approximately 50 percent, or $379,588 represents the
_admissions act1v1ty ‘When the $300,000 augmentation dlscussed in the
next section is added to the $379,588 admissions cost increase, a total
admissions increase over 1969-70 of $679,588 is produced. Thls is ap-
proximately $600,000 more than generated by the proposed increase to
a $20 fee. Our proposed $15 fee would cover the increase. We believe
that any fee increase should only cover the increased level of serviee
provided. The budgeted $20 fee indicates that $600,000 in other serv-
ices are being funded from the fee which have not been clearly justified.

Admissions Augmentation

The admissions program element contains a proposed $300,000 aug-
‘mentation to fund 25 professional positions to be allocated to all col-
leges based on the rationale that there has not been a professional staff

. -increase authorized in this formula with minor exceptions over the past
12 years, a period of increased complexity in workload. Approximately
half (12) of the 25 positions requested would be classified at the student
affairs officer of assistant IIT level ($11,904) and the remainder (13)
would be-classified at the student affairs assistant II level ($10,356).

This augmentation would provide for a maximum of seven profes-
sional staff members at an institution with more than 25,000 students
in lieu of the present allocation of three positions for colleges with
5,000 or more students. It increases the level of service to students in
conJunetlon with a related fee increase. We recommend approval.

d. Academic Advisement
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditure _______._______ $26,573,935 $32,069,792 $35,401,624
Man-years ________________ 1,984.1 2,248.1 2,405.3

The academic adVISement program elements is designed to ‘provide
faculty advisers who interpret requirements to students in order to
assist them in planning their programs. The cost components of this
element are primarily academic year and summer quarter faculty sala-
ries as shown in Table 20.

" Table 20
Academic Advisement Cost Components N .

Component » 1969-70 1970-71 Change
Faculty Salaries: . . .

Academic year ~ $31,708,646 $35,661,536 $3,952,890

Summer quarter _. - 989,685 792,267 —197,418
‘Workmen’s compensation _____________ 41,436 41,083 —353
Salary savings —669,975 —1,093,262 —423,287

Total $3é,069,792 $35,401,624 $3,331,832
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Academic advisement costs per FTE student appear in Table 21.

~ Table 21’
1970-71 Academic Advisement Cost per FTE Student
© Advisement - Budgeted Cost Student FTE  Cost per FTH
Academic year _ $35,661,536 192,920 $184
Summer quarter 792,267 4,590 172

In reviewing this program element we are concerned with three fac-
tors: (1) the importance of the task to be accomplished, (2) the con-
siderable input of 2,405.3 positions and $35 million, and (3) the fact
that there are no output measurements presented in the budget to
determine the effectiveness of the program. We can reasonably assume
that students must be advised in both the technical aspects of academic
requireménts and the general problems encountered by students in
choosing academic programs and achieving degrees. Under current
‘policy this task is assumed by regular teaching faculty and is factored
into the faculty workload formula as part of three units equivalent
which includes college service, committee work and instructional ad-
ministrative work.

We recommend that the colleges implement a reporting system which
will determine the actual time spent by teaching faculty in academic
advisement. The main problem with the academic advisement program
element is that there is little data on actual compliance. This is re-
flected in the fact that the budgeted funds and positions are an esti-
mate determined by simply allocating 20 percent of the total teaching
faculty positions to this program element. In analyzing this activity
we have encountered student concern that there is insufficient academie
advisement. However, this problem is difficult to weigh due to the lack

- of useful data.
e. Ancillary Offerings
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71

BExpenditures ______._________ $2,190,081 $2,386,078 $2,552,471
Man-years .. M 186 190.1 196.6

The ancillary offerings program element consists of facilities that
are directly related to curricula but are separate organizational units.
Table 22 shows the components of this program element.

Table 22
1970-71 Ancillary Offerings Program Element

) Natural

Laboratory resources Ocean College
College - schools laboratory resources farms
San Diego $173,340 - - -
San Jose - - $168,703 -
.8an Franecisco —— o _______ 385, 665 - -
Fresno 148,350 - - $233,356
San Luis Obispo — . __ - - 246,819
Chico i 148,088 - - 201,334
Pomona . - - - 223,684
Humboldt i 186,113 $129,768 - -
Bakersfield - - - 4,000

Total $1,041,556 $129,768 $168,703 $909,193

462




Ttems 92-94 - - Education -

California State Colleges—Continued
Laboratory Schools

We recommend that the-$1 million currently spent for ON-CAMPUS
laboratory schools be redirected in the 197071 budget for district
laboratory school programs, teacher aide programs and internship pro-
grams to bé administered by the Chancellor’s office.

On-Campus Laboratory Schools

In 1970-71, the state colleges will operate five on-campus laboratory
schools at Humboldt Chico, San Francisco, Fresno and - San- Diego
with costs. totaling $1 million. The history of these schools dates to
1890 with the founding of the Chieo laboratory school. The other four
schools were established by 1925 as desirable adjuncts to the higher
. education ‘‘normal schools.”” The laboratory schools primarily served
as centers for student teachers to gain classroom experience However,
by the 1950’s the demand -for student teaching time exceeded the ea-
pacity of the laboratory schools and the colleges arranged for student
teaching to take place in cooperating public schools. The laboratory
schools became observation and demonstration centers controlled by
master teachers.

Until 1965-66, the legal function of the laboratory schools was desig-
nated in Admlnlstratlve Code Title V, Section 41703 which stated:
‘‘Laboratory School: Each college shall provide adequate facilities for
observation, demonstration, and supervised teaching in the Teacher
Education programs;’’ and Education Code Section 24102 which pro-
vides for the Ieasmg of school district buildings for use by a state
college as a laboratory demonstration elementary school.

In 1965 the Chancellor’s office of the state colleges made .an extén-
sive study of the laboratory schools in response to a directive by the
Conference Committee on the 1965-66 budget. The staff made four
recommendations summarized as follows:

Recommendation I: Broadened the purpeses, goals, and functlons
of campus laboratory schools by changing Title V, Section 41703,

Recommendation II: Extended the laboratory school concept to other
colleges and other functions, including the possibility of extending to
secondary school levels, and allow the individual state colleges to deter-
mine whether a campus laboratory school is desirable.

Recommendation IIT: Proposed staffing formulas for classroom
teaching, and included provision for teachers of special subjects,
staffing of classes for exceptional children, teachers of nursery school
children, administrative personnel, secretarial staff, and a nurse edu-
cator.

Recommendation IV: Stressed cooperation and communication be-
tween state college laboratory schools, UCLA laboratory school, pri-
vate college laboratory schools, the State Department of Educatlon
and local school districts.

These recommendations were based on the general findings of a staff
report published in October of 1965 which supported the interpretation
that the laboratory schools were no longer necessary to meet their
original function as centers for student teaching in precredential pro-
grams and needed a new role. The new role was designated in 1966
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- when the trustees expanded the Administrative Code, Title V functions
of Section 41703 to read:

“41703. Each college shall upon approvel by the Board of
Trustees, provide adequate facilities for observation, demonstration,
research, experimentation, supervised teaching and other activities
related to Teacher Education programs in order to foster and pro-
mote contmued zmprovements in the education of children and of
teachers.’’

Problems With New Function

~As newly designated research and demonstration -centers, the
laboratory schools were not required to present individual program
designs with specific targets, such as ascertaining methods of improv-
ing low student performance in reading and math. Since 1965-66, the
laboratory schools have continued to operate as special on-campus ele-
mentary schools with the same characteristics as before. These char-
acteristics include a high percentage of faculty children, few or no
disadvantaged children, a high cost per student state-supported staff,
no significant research funding, and selection of students through
family initiative, as opposed to selection based on fitting a program
design,

Although there is some research and experlmentatlon at the labora-
tory schools, it is often done by outside staff since laboratory teachers
are tied down by a full-time teaching load and there are no supple-
mental research funds budgeted. Concerted efforts in educational re-
search and development can be costly, as demonstrated by the $23.6
million per year cost of the 15 Federal Title IV centers. For the level
of research work done by California’s higher eduecation institutions,
-it may be that a cooperative agreement with a distriet school could be
equally beneficial. Tables 23 and 24 summarize the general.data.

Table 23
Laboratory School Data 1969-70
- Budgeted Cost per

S’choél ‘ . Students Faculty Cost Student
Humboldt ' 200 9 $193,978 $970
Chico 175 7 141,244 807
San Francisco . 390 19 324,588 832
Fresno - 160 75 141,300 . 883
San Diego 175 7 164,700 941

Totals y : 1,100 49.5 $965,810 $878

: ' Table 24
State College Laboratéry Scheol Student Composition (1964—65)

. Percent - Percent Total
School faculty children - disadvantaged enrollments
Chico 18.7 0 171
Fresno - e 163 . 0 166

' Humboldt 213 -6 211
San Diego . . 20.7 0 v 213
San:Francisco e . 3.0 - B w408
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Based on our review we believe that the laboratory schools have not
kept pace with the state’s requlrements to increase the performance of
low-achieving students especially in reading and mathematics.

District Laboratory Schools

The district laboratory school model is currently in effect between
the University of California at Berkeley and the Berkeley School
District. In this program, three distriet schools are designated as
laboratory schools; 38 teachers, 3 principals and 1,000 students are
involved. The state cost is s1gn1ﬁcantly less than on-campus schools
since the district pays the basic teacher salary with a $500-$700 per
teacher annual stipend supphed by the University. The laboratory
school classes are conduected in distriet schools concurrently with
regular classes which reduces the ‘‘ivory tower’’ stigma related to
on-campus schools. The district is a full partner in the arrangement
and benefits by obtammg programs and consulting relevant to its
student and in-service teacher problems. The University benefits as a
result of : (a) its ability to reach a large number of students in their
natural learning environments, (b) the low cost of the program and
" (e) participation with practicing teachers on a joint venture program.

New Teacher Preparation Pr'ogr'ams

Within their existing budget formulas some higher education insti-
tutions have been modifying their credential program to require more
student time in school distriet classrooms.” One-half of ‘the 700 students
in the Sacramento State College teacher education program are re-
quired to spend a full semester in district schools. Seminars in methods
and professional development are conducted in the distriet with the
help of in-service teachers. The emphas1s is glven to district responsi-
. bilities, the involvement of the studénts in an ongoing full day schedule
and the ability of the district to receive in-service training. Similar
programs are eonducted at Berkeley with its BEarly Childhood Education
Group conducted in conjunction with the three district laboratory
schools. Another concept is the proposed Bducation 50 course at Fresno
State College which would induce the involvement of lower division
students into teacher education by offering two units of credit for aid-
mg teachers in the Fresno area school districts, :

Intern.shlps

Affiliated with the trend to recogmze that preservice teacher training
should utilize more student in-district teaching experiences is- the
recent emphasis on internships. Internships have been conducted on a
limited basis for the past 10 years, however, fundlng in the magnitude
of $1 million has enly been authorized commencing in 1969-70 through
the provisions of the Federal Education Professions Development Act,
Chapter 1414 (AB 920) of the 1968 legislative session and the Teaeher
Education Internship Act of the 1967 legislative session,

The Education Professions Development Act (PL 90-35) is a new
federal program that is designed to attract and qualify teachers to
meet critical teacher shortages and to improve the training opportuni-
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ties for personnel serving in programs of education other than higher
education. AB 920 contains policy guidelines for the establishment,
maintenance and evaluation of both preservice and in-service programs
of teacher training. The major guideline is that 80 percent of the funds
received must be applied to urban schools in the lowest reading and
math quartile. The remaining 20 percent of the funds is to be applied
to rural areas of the state. The first allocation of EPDA funds was
received for the 1969-70 fiscal year totaling approximately $1 million
and will be spent primarily for interns and teacher aides.

Internship programs usually involve students who have achieved a
baccalaureate .degree with other than a teaching goal. These students
must take an intensive eight-week summer program which includes
student teaching and professional coursework. In the EPDA programs
the student receives a $75 per week stipend and tuition costs. Upon
completion of the eight weeks the student is provisionally eredentialed
and placed into a cooperating sehool. The school district will pay the
minimum state salary of $6,000 ($3,000 for half-time interns) and
give the intern complete responsibility for conduecting instruction. The
school distriect and institute of higher education personnel coopera-
tively supervise and participate in seminars with the intern during the
year. Upon completion of the school year an additional summer session
-is required to complete coursework prior to receiving a full teaching
credential.

Intern programs appear to be well received since there are advan-
tages to all parties concerned. The student is given a salaried position
with immediate responsibility for a class. Since he is concurrently
taking coursework from - the institution of higher education he can -
apply his actual classroom experience to the instruction he is receiving.
By being in a school on a full-time basis he is fully involved as a par-
ticipant of the school. The school benefits from this program from a re-
cruitment standpoint and from its ability to help design the program
to fit its needs and then to train the interns aceordingly. From a budget
position the district can free resources since, as an example, two posi-
tions budgeted at $10,000 each can be filled at $6,000 each thus freeing
$8,000. This surplus ean be used for supervising the interns and for
freeing existing staff to receive in-service training. Finally, the higher
education institution ecan receive feedback from the interns cencerning
actual day to day situations and can focus its resources at in-service
staff development programs with the distriet;

Also, the employment of teacher aide positions can be valuable
for recruitment. These ean be regular students or older people from
the community who are hired as part or full-time staff members to
assume nonprofessional tasks which consume many teacher hours such
as typing, recess and lunch room supervision, attendance reporting and
library research supervision. Teacher aides have the benefit of receiving
classroom experience years before assuming student teaching or intern
responsibilities. They can apply the experience in coursework and
more importantly in choosing the proper credential goal, for example,
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before they are locked into a secondary program when they would
have performed better in an. elementary program.

To date, intern and teacher aide programs have received only-limited
budget support in the $1 million of EPDA funds diseussed previously.
Of the approximate 12,000 credentials being produced in California in
1}!1969—70 we can find evidence of less than 800 produced.through intern-
ships.

We believe that a reallocation of the funds budgeted to support on-
campus lab schools for use in district lab schools, internships and
teacher aide programs would be of greater benefit to teaeher training in
California than is currently possible. An additional indirect benefit of
our proposal would be the ability of the regular college programs to

utilize the campus space :and faclhtles currently ass1gned to the lab
school activities. . .

f. Instructional Services
Actual 196869 FEstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures ____________ $24,689,012 $29,173,769 $30,332,826
Man-years ..o _____ : 1,936 2,119.4 2,163.5

The instructional services program element includes expenditures for

libraries, audiovisual services, instructional television, . testmg services

and 1nstruct10na1 data processing as shown in Table 25

Table 25

Cost Components of Instructional Services
Estimated Proposed

" Components : 1969-70 1970-71 Chaenge
Library -__ : $28,379,450 $24,088,800 $709,350
‘Audiovisual : 3,079,856 3,463,799 383,943
Instructional television 626,349 704,432 78,083
Summer quarter 441,995 353,828 -88,167
General administration X 3,578,962 2,271,992 -1,306,970
‘Workman’s compensation ——_____________ 21,773 21,588 -185
Salary savings -1,954,616 - -571,613 1,383,003

Totals : _ $29 173,769 $30,332,826  $1,159,057
Components of Table 2_5_‘1are dlscussed hereafter.

Library

) Actual Estzmated Proposed Change
Component ‘ 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Amount Percent
Personal services —____ $11,185,589 $13,695,356 $14 327,394 $632,038 4.6
Books 5,984,469 6,709,103 - 6,715,977 6,874 0.1
Periodicals | ______ 763,224 785,700 - 931,966 146,266 18.0
Supplies, services and

equipment ——_.._ 1,835,299 2,189,201 2,118,468 -75,828 -34
Total oo © §10718581 $23,379,450 $24,088,800 $709,350 3

The hbrary component at the state colleges includes the acquisition
and processing of books, pamphlets, perlodlcals and other documents,
the maintenance of the eatalog and indexing systems, the dlstrlbutlon

T
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_Table 26

Proposed Library Expenditures 1970-71

Cost

Personal Supplies, services

services Books Periodicals and equipment total
$1,214,377 $662,656 - $50,000 - $126,475 $2,053,508
1,313,015 576,894 118,780 174,598 2,183,287
1,077,273 324,911 80,000 133,995 1,616,179
1,196,584 642,563 70,000 200,637 2,109,784
1,194,404 563,025 68,000 182,404 2,007,833
846,690 286,179 40,000 137,545 1,310,414
1,007,818 553,421 70,000 171,940 1,803,179
934,932 467,996 46,053 141,209 1,590,190
795,011 842,382 60,000 :114,617 1,312,010
859,866 381,156 74,800 122,730 1,438,552
725,520 335,628 62,000 106,422 1,229,570
802,512 466,900 35,000 139,130 1,443,542
608,889 285,073 30,000 103,507 1,027,469
363,891 101,671 - 24,629 32,548 522,739
489,908 294,655 35,000 91,300 910,863
267,027 120,653 27,390 38,167 453,237
235,024 115,073 13,000 35,142 398,239
246,535 128,395 13,000 37,946 425,876
148,118 66,746 14,314 23,151 252,329
$14,327,394 $6,715,977 $931,966 $2,113,463 $24,088,800

C’ést per FTE
-8tudents

$105
111
85
120
113
96
141
127
109
137
131
148
126
104
260
224 .
173
207
360
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of reference services to students and- faculty, and the supervision and
administration of these activities. The operation is similar to that
found at liberal arts institutions that emphasize undergraduate educa-
tion and teaehlng before research. They do not specialize to the extent
that is evident in large universities but tend to offer a general purpose
facility strongly oriented to undergraduate instruction. Recently the
college libraries have attempted to expand their offerings and to in-
crease specialization in response to the study expansion of master’s
degree programs.

The budget for l1brary expendltures s composed of categorles includ-
ing personal services, books, perlodlcals supplies and services, and
equipment as shown for 1970-71 in Table 26 by college.

With the allotted resources the library program is programmed to
achieve a minimum of 40 volumes per FTE student. The status of this
program is shown in Table 27.

Tabel 27
Total Library Volumes and Volumes per FTE®
Previous Academic Volumes per
Fiscal i volume Volumes year FTE
year total added Total FTE students
1966-67 ____. 3,178,840 662,206 3,841,046 129,615 29.6
1967-68 . ____ 3,841,046 606,374 4,447,420 140,245 317
1968-69 ____ 4,447,420 826,364 5,273,784 156,735 33.6
1969-70 ____ 5,273,784 886,317 6,160,101 175,240 35.2
1970-71 ____ 6,160,101 869,618 7,029,719 192,920 36.4

1 Budgeted volumes and enrollment:,

‘While there is no specific augmentation requested for the library
activity, the Chancellor’s office and the California Library Association
(CLA) are currently involved in deliberations on a $325,000 augmen-
tation proposal to grant faculty status and salaries to librarians. The
association acted on August 1, 1969, to impose sanctions which include
the following if the deliberations are futiles

1. CLA request that the American Library Association also cen-
sure the California State Colleges for denying CSC librarians full
faculty status as requ1red by the ‘‘Standards for College Li-
braries.’

2. CLA request AAUP to investigate the status and benefits of
librarians in the California State Colleges.

3. CLA inform the profession in general through notices to the
hbrary journals, library schools, placement centers, and when pos-
sible to candidates for pos1t10ns in the Cahforma State Colleges
that employment is not recommended in the California State Col-

leges until full faculty status is implemented as required by the

“‘Standards for College Libraries’’ and as recommended by the

Academic Senate of the California State Colleges.

The Chancellor’s office position centers on the arguments that the
state college librarians have better salaries than comparative institu-
tions, most institutions of higher education including the University of
California do not grant faculty status and finally this is a low priority
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of expenditure augmentation under current conditions of limited budget
resources. This position is generally supported by data produced by the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education.

. We have dlscussed this issue since it was brought before the legisla-
tive budget hearings in 1969. We believe that the issue should be re-
solved by the ageneies involved including the Coordinating Council for
Higher Eduecation prior to further presentations to the Legislature.

Regional Depositories '

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office in cooperation w@th the
college librarians evaluate the feasibility of utilizing regional library
depositories and report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by
November 1, 1970. A major cost component of eollege library activities
is the expense of storing books, periodicals and microfilms. As shown in
Table 27 the state colleges currently handle approximately 7,000,000
volumes and have been increasing the inventory at a rate of 800,000
volumes per year. While many of these volumes are in frequent use,
it is also true that many are not. In addition to those not used, special
collections and older editions occupy space which is of a premium. The
problem is acute enough to force a least one college to store books at
locations other than the library.

One solution which appears to be economical is the establishment of .
regional depositories to be utilized for the storage of lesser used mate-
rials. The four San Francisco Bay area colleges contain some 1.5 million
volumes while the seven Lios Angeles area colleges contain 2.3 million
volumes, Using Table IX of the Governor S Budget as an index, if only
80 percent of these holdings are circuilated, then approx1mately 7 60,000
volumes in the two regional areas are uncireulated. This is only a rough 3
_approximation since some volumes such as reference books do not cireu-
late while on the other hand some volumes circulate many times. A
thorough study may be able to determine whether or not regional de-
positories would be more economical than the present system.

Audiovisual and Instructional Television

We recommend that the audiovisual and instructional television ac-
tivities be combined in the budget allotments to provide o unified ac-
tivity. Under the current budget allocation system, audiovisual and in-
structional television are justified and funded as separate activities.
The purposes of the two activities are to deliver visual and recorded ma-
terial to the classroom instructor in order to aid the presentation of
courses. In health seiences, biological sciences and mental health classes,
visual presentations on television or film provide an effective presenta-
tion and perhaps the only feasible presentation of experiments or col-
lections which are costly and difficult to duplicate. Identifiable budg-
eted resources for these activities are shown in Table 28.
" Data shown in Table 28 reflects that approximately three times as
much funds are budgeted for audiovisual services as budgeted for tele-
vision services and audiovisual ocecurs at every college Whlle television
occurs at only 10. This situation is primarily the result of historical -
budget formulas which insure audiovisual funds but require additional
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. ) Table 28
Proposed Audiovisual and Television Expenditures, 1970-71
Television
State Colleges " broadcasting Audiovisual
Long Beach __ : - $88,230 $249,539
San Diego 559,058 1 225,958
San Jose ___._ 111,637 255.294
San Fernando Valley - 212,902
Los Angeles - 105,621 207.663
San Francisco 57,987 201,648
Sacramento 49,640 168,961
F'resno . 67,056 160,261
San Luis Obispo 17,355 188,735
Fullerton : - 134,170
Chieo’ 50,060 121,334
Hayward - - 136,983
Pomona X 16,606 114,133
Humboldt . - 77,856
© Sonoma - 58,590

San Bernardino - 47,831
Stanislaus ____ - 51,989
‘Dominguez Hills - 40,189
Bakersfield - 20,127

Total $1,073,250 $2,674,163

1 Includes area educational television station.

television uses to be presented on individual justification and as a
budget angmentation.

We believe that television services are a valuable educational tool
which appears to be underutilized in the state college system. The -
combination of the budget functions as suggested will allow individual
colleges more flexibility to use television if they. so desire. An effective
television program can be operated economically as is currently being
done at Chico State College which has a television budget of approxi-
mately $50,000.

We recommend that future budget presentations contain a new
formula. for allocating resources to the combined audiovisual and tele-
viston activity. While -we believe that the current budget for these ac-
tivities should be combined immediately in order to reflect a single
support activity and provide flexibility of expenditure, we also believe
that the 1971-72 budget should contain a new formula based on this
combination to be developed in the interim.

Administrative and Instructional Data Processing

Our office has maintained a continuing interest in the development
of an adequate program to support the administrative and instrue-
tional data processing needs of the California State Collegeés. In the.
analysis of the Budget Bill 1968-69, we expressed concern over.the
lack of progress pertaining to efﬁment funding to upgrade the obsolete
automatic data processing (ADP) equipment that was found to exist
on all state colleges. This problem was further developed in a special
report to the Senate Finance and the Assembly Ways and Means Com-
mittees entitled, ‘‘ Automatic Data Processing in the California State
Colleges,”’ released on March 1, 1968. In this report, we surveyed na-

471




Education Ttems 92-94

California State Colleges—Continued )

tional trends and pointed out that the state colleges had acquired their
EDP equipment and developed their programs in an independent un-
coordinated manner, resulting in a duplication of administrative sys-
tems and a minimal level of support for student instruction. Further,
the colleges had been unable to come up with a total state college sys-
tem Master Plan that established a uniform administrative system for
all state colleges or that approached the common needs of the campuses
with respect to instruction.

In light of the above, we recommended that:

1. A concentrated systems design effort should be undertaken by a
central systems group in the Chanecellor’s office to accomplish installa-
tion of an administrative services ADP system which would be wuni-
form and mandatory for all state colleges.

2. Funds should be provided to install two modern third-generation-
medium scale computers—one on a college site in southern California
and one in northern California.

8. The regional computer centers should be used primarily for ‘the
improvement of the management of the state colleges and the implemen-
tation of a uniform administrative packawe

4. The instructional data processing program should be considered
separate for fiscal year 1968-69 and the colleges should retain their
small scientific computers for instruction.

As a result of discussions before the fiscal committees of the Legis-
lature, the Budget Act of 1968 contained funding in the amount of
$480,100 to establish two regional computer centers.

The ADP Program During the 1960-70 Fiscal Year
Satisfactory progress was demonstrated by the state colleges in the
development of their administrative program. After a competitive
selection process, two Control Data Corporation (CDC) 3300 computers
were installed at Los Angeles State College and San Jose State College.
A Division of Information Systems was established within the office
of the Chancellor and a staff assembled to provide leadership, systems
development, programming and implementation of a uniform adminis-
_trative system. The operating procedures for the regional centers for
the first year were developed and the ADP needs of the campuses were
served by physically transporting data to the centers and preparing
reports on a 24—-28-hour turn-around time.
The budget request for the 1969-70 fiscal year was primarily oriented
toward upgrading the obsolete small seale computers which remained
. on the campuses for instructional use. A total of $821,000 was requested
to procure new third-generation, high-speed, small-scale computers for
the larger campuses and five remote-job-entry terminals for the newer
and smaller colleges. With this general upgrading of equipment, all
colleges in the state eollege system would have access to the high-level
programming languages such as COBAL and FORTRAN and have the
" capability to provide computer service to the instructional.program.
Although the administrative and instructional needs were separated
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in the orignal planning, the new program as presented would permit
the use of the small-scale computers on the campuses as devices to
process certain administrative programs in addition to instructional
data processing. Similarly the instructional needs could be served by
the regional centers when the college computers are overloaded, or
when a large computing facility was necessary for more complex
problems.

We supported the general concept of the proposed augmentation
-but suggested that the computers be installed on a phased basis and
recommended a reduction of $238,697. The. final action of the Legis-
lature in 1969 reduced the appropriation to $380,528 to provide for a
two-year phasing of campus computers.

The 1969-70 California State Colleges Distributed Computing Network

With the augmentation by the Legislature and through the turnover
of obsolete computer and punched-card equipment, the colleges pro-
ceeded to implement the computing network. Exhibit 1 is a graphic
illustration of the state college system indicating the computers avail-
able at each college and illustrating the communication lines connecting
the colleges with the regional centers and the high-speed communication
line connecting the southern regional data processing center with the
northern center.

In a report dated January 1970 to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee on the progress and plans for implementing the 1969-70
fiscal year ADP augmentation and the state colleges outlined in con-
siderable detail the progress made possible by the augmentation. This
report, which was required by language in the Supplemental Report of
the Committee on Conference, indicates that CDC 3150s were selected
after another competitive procurement by the colleges and the Division
of Information Systems. Eight of the larger colleges participated in this
group procurement and the CDC computers were obtained under a
quantity discount arrangement. The CDC computers on the campuses
and at the regional centers are under one contract which is adminis-
tered by the Division of Information Systems.

The report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee also indicates
that the selecton of the remote job-entry terminals has been completed
in a separate competitive acquisition. In this instance, a.low-cost IBM
360/20 was selected as the job-entry terminal for four state colleges
and the Chancellor’s office. State colleges at San Jose and Los Angeles
and Long Beach, although large colleges, have selected the rémote job-
entry approach because of their proximity to the regional computing
centers. The first CDC 3150 is scheduled for delivery to Fullerton
State College about February 1, 1970, and the delivery of the IBM
360/20 remote job-entry terminals is expected to begin about March 1,
1970.

Administrative Systems Developed

The development and implementation of administrative data process-
ing systems for the California State Colleges were intended, according
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1969-70 CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES DISTRIBUTED
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to the report received by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, to:
(1) reduce the comsistently inereasing cost of administration and
prevent administrative failure, and (2) improve the management of
resources by making useful information available to eollege officials.
Developed first were the Personnel System and the Allotment-Expendi-
ture-Ledger Subsystem of the Business Management System. The Per-
sonnel System is being designed to process routine personnel trans- -
actions, to provide management with readily available data on faculty

474




Ttems 92-94 ‘Education

California State Colleges—Continued ..

and staff, and has been coordinated -with: the State Controller’s pay-
roll system Currently the Chancellor’s office and three colleges are
using the complete personnel system. Other eolleges are being phased
1nto the system and the Division of Information Systems has developed

““video tape’’ which demonstrates the uses of the system and greatly
faclhtates the training of the college campuses in the utilization of
the terminal-oriented personnel system. .

The allotment-expenditure-ledger subsystem is. now in use by two
state colleges and the Chancellor’s office-and four additional colleges
are being phased into this system. A systemwide. admissions system has
also been developed to support the admissions process and to permit
admissions control reporting and multicampus application reporting.
Currently four state colleges are using the admissions system for proc-
essing of fall 1970 admissions and implementation has been planned at
seven additional colleges. Finally, a registration system is under design
to enroll students efficiently in courses and is in pilot test stage. Cur-
rent plans are to run in the spring of 1970 concurrent with regular
registration systems at two state colleges. In the fall it is expected that
these two colleges plus two additional colleges will be supported by -
the student registration system.

ADP Budget Request for 1970-71 Fiscal Year

The request for funding administrative and instructional data -proe-
essing for the state college system for the coming fiscal year includes
the provision of .48.5 new ADP positions to staff the 19 state college
campuses. These positions are required, according to- the Chancellor’s
office, on a workload basis and take into account the general upgrading
of the state colleges distributed computing network. Reasonable work- .
load standards have been developed for the various classes of ADP per-
sonnel and are based on the enrollment (FTE) of the campus.

A total of eight new positions are requested for the Division of
Information Systems. These positions will be"allocated four to each
regional data center dnd stem directly from. the increased workload
demands expected, once all campus computers and terminals link into
the regional center computing system. No new positions are requested
for the central staff from the Division of Information Systems which
includes the director and a staff of systems analysts and programmers,

Equipment costs for the state colleges reflects the full-year rental of
each computer system, the data handling costs and the rental of one
teletype machine for each of the separate college campuses. The budget
to support the total California State Colleges distributed computmg
network is as follows:

, Bstimated Proposed

Components . 1969-70 1970-71
Total personnel costs ' — $2,581,334 $3,211,257
Total equipment costs 1,667,807 2,140,661
EDP services received . - 25,000
Other EDP costs 585,066 ‘ 864,163
Grand total _— ' $4,884,207 $6,241,081
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It is anticipated that the regional centers will be operating on a 24-
hour, seven-days-a-week basis and the additional computer operators on
college campuses will permit at least two shifts per day operation. The
computer programmers are justified on the basis that each college cam-
pus has need for additional programming expertise to assist in the

orderly transition of the instructional program to the new third gener-
ation computers and-remote job entry terminals. We recommend ap-
- proval of this program as budgeted. It should be noted that the budget
for fiscal year 1970-71 is presented as a workload budget and that there
are ne augmentation for new programs included in the ADP budget.

Related Issues—State College ADP Program

. The following is a brief discussion of a number of important issues
which face the state colleges as they attempt to implement their dis-
-tributed computing network.

1. It can be noted from Exhibit 1 that there exists on a number of
the state colleges equipment that does not appear to be compatible with
the overall state college plan. The existence of this equipment is ex-
" plained in the following manner: The State College Foundations at San

Fernando State College and San Diego State College have independ-
ently acquired equipment which is then leased to the state college for
their utilization. In the case of these two colleges, the allotment for
equipment expenditure is the same as that allotted- to -other colleges of
similar size. The California Polytechnic Institute, San Luis Obispo, has
been given permission to acquire a 360/40 rather than participate in
the mass procurement of control data machines. The Just1ﬁcation pre-
sented to our office for this procurement was that the unique require-
‘ments of the School of Architecture at Cal Poly requires the support
of a terminal-based instructive graphics system for the instruction of
architectural students. It appears that the IBM 360/40 uniquely meets
this requirement. Sonoma State College has purchased an NCR Century
200 computer and this equipment is currently in the final test stages
at the campus. We therefore reserve comment on the advisability of
this procurement until all tests have been completed. The remainder of
the computers adhere closely to state eollege planning. Because a uni-
form and standard commumcatlons code is required for the entire net-
work, the current. mix of computers does not pose a serious communiea-
tion problem for the network, However, further deviation from the
plan could cause serious systems problems

2. The Supplemental Report of the Committee on Conference re-

quested that the Office of the Chancellor conduct a study to ascertain
the most efficient and effective method of providing instruction in the
computer sciences and information technology to students in the state
college system. One of the goals of this study was to preclude the devel-
opment of such programs on numerous state college campuses sinee the
ADP equipment necessary to support such a program represents a’sub-
stantial investment that should not be duplicated throughout the state
college system. One part of this report was received from the Academic
_ Planning Division of the Office of the Chancellor. On November 1, 1969,
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request was made to extend the deadline for the final report to March
1970.

3. There have been instances where separate administrative projects
such as the State College Admission and Registration System (SCARS)
have been attempted by individual state colleges. The attempt to sched-
ule the student body at San Jose State College in September of 1969
met with less than full success. We recommend that all future projects
be developed centrally through the Division of Information Systems to
preclude unilateral development of systems by individual colleges.

4. Finally the Supplemep,tal Report of the Committee on Conference

recommended that the Division of Information Systems of the Chan-
cellor’s Office maintain control over the acquisition and installation of

all computers within the state college system. This recommendation
appears to have been implemented and we expect continued strong

College Master Plan,

5. The issue of a single computer utility serving all of the California
State Colleges has been discussed in the Legislature and has been re-
searched by the Division of Information Systems. The conclusion at
this time is that the California State Colleges do not have the budget
or the technical capability to support such a single computing utility
since no manufacturer has demonstrated capability. for a single cen-
tralized computer that would satisfy the current requirements pre-
sented by the state colleges. This current finding, however, does not
preclude the continued investigation into the advisability of a single

computer utlhty serving all campuses. The contract with the current .

major vendor is written such that if a state college master plan is de-
veloped which specifies such a single utility, the contract may be can-
celed. Further, the current contract expires in Fanuary 1974 and there
is an option following that data for the contract to be continued on a
month-by-month basis, Therefore the current distributing computer
network becomes avallable for an orderly upgrading durmg the 1973—
74 fiscal year.

I RESEARCH AND CREATIVE ACTIVITY PROGRAM

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969—70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures _________;____ $1,805,257 $2,184,438 - $2,456,796
Man-years ——_.__ . _______ 127 1 149.1 ’ 160.5

The research and creative activity program includes expenditures for -

faculty research, community service research, institutional research and
related services as shown in Table 29.

Table 29
Research and Creative Activity Breakdown
Actual ~  Bstimated Proposed :
Elements , 1968-69 1969-70 - 197071 Change
a. Faculty Research____ $448,612 - $528,840 $591,480 $62,640
b. Community Research_ 210,160 215,991 280,111 64,120
¢. Institutional Research 145,533 179,786 198,958 19,172
d. Research Services _._ 1,000,952 1,259,821 1,386,247 126,426
Total ool $1,805,257 $2,184,438 - $2,456,796 $272,358

477 -




Education = ‘  Items 92-94

_California State Colleges—Continued
a. Faculty Research

Actual Estimated - Proposed

: 1968-69 196970 1970-71
Ezxpenditures .o $448,612 $528,840 $591,480
Man-years ... __________"__ 42 50 55.6

The faculty research element consists of speeial leaves allocated to
each college on the basis of one per 97 existing faculty positions. This
program was created by the Legislature in 1965 to provide for a unique-
type leave which was distinet from traditional sabbatical leaves and
was to be for specific innovative projects justified to a college faculty
committee. We recommend- approval. as budgeted.

We recommend that future budget presentations include the tradi-
tional sabbatical leave program in this element. Included elsewhere in
this total budget is the traditional sabbatical leave program which con-
sists of approximately 419 leaves at $2,350,525. This activity is not
separately identified in the current program budget presentation. It is
located in the total cost of instruction. Sabbatical leaves are research-
oriented -and should be so identified in this program.

b. Community Research :
Actual Estimated Proposed

) - . 1968-69 . = 1969-70 1970-71
Bxpenditures —____ .. $210,160 $215 991 - $280,111
Man-years ————_____ 15.4 0.3 217

We recommend that future presenta,mons of the community service
research element include community research handled by foundations
in order to reflect the full magnitude of this element. The community
service research element is a fully reimbursed- activity. It reflects work
performed by the colleges for off-campus private and public enter-
prises. The.current budget presentation does not reflect a clear delinea-
tion of the magnitude of this element sinee it does not include ap-
proximately $3 million in projects of a similar nature handled by the
foundations. A unified presentation would be more realistic in al-
locating costs by program element instead of the current allocation
breakdown by administrative agency.

¢. Institutional Research

Actual Estimated Proposed
: . . 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
Expenditures —._______ . ___ $145,533 $179,786 $198,958
Man-years ——— . i 10.8 124 127

The institutional research program element reflects the cost of the
section of the Chancellor’s office which gathers data and prepares re-
ports for the trustees, the Department of Finance and the Legislature.
Data concerning space utilization rates, student enrollment patterns,
student attrition rates and related projections have been of valuable
assistance to all parties. We recommend approval as budgeted. -
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d. Research Services

\

Actual Estimated Proposed
_ ) 196869 1969-70 1970-71
Expenditures .__ . _________ $1,000,952 . $1,259,821 $1,386,247
Man-years 58.9 66.4 705

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office thoroughly analyze the
use of college EDP. services for faculty research in order to obtain an
an actual program cost allocation. This program element consists of
college EDP services allogated to support faculty research and creative
activity. The budgeted cost of $1,386,247 is based on an estimate that
20 percent of college EDP services are devoted to this activity. We be-
lieve that this estimate is in serious error. In accordance with the
budget these services are to support (a) 55.6 faculty leaves of which
presumably many will be away from campus, (b) a $280,111 fully re-
imbursed program and (e¢) 12.7 positions in . the Chancellor’s office
which use a regional EDP center. From such a presentation it might
be concluded (a) that a few faculty members on leave are provided a
research EDP budget allocation of 70.5 positions and $1.3 million or
_ (b) perhaps that there is a significant amount of unauthorized faculty
research occurring from within the regular instruction budget. We be-
lieve that a realistic costing should be performed to test the accuracy
of the current estlmate prior to the formulation of any definite con-

clusmns
III. COMMUNITY SERVICES PROGRAM

Actual Bstimated Proposed

1968-69 1969-70 . 1970-71 Change
Expenditures ___._ ~ $7671,513 $10,320,586 $11,181,508 $860,922
Man-years —————._ 638.6 . 8338 881.8. 8

The commumty services program is composed of seven elements as
shown in Table 30.

Table 30
Elements of Community Service Program:
. : Estimated Proposed
Element : 196970 197071 Change
a. Public Information __________ $471,679 $534,404 $62,725
b. Institutional Relations __.____ 45,396 50,601 . 5,205
¢. Governmental Relations 112,229 128,073 15,844
d. Continuing Edueation —_______ 8,653,117 4,025,340 . 872,228
e. Public "Affairs _______________ 29,665 34,107 4,442
f. Alumni Relations —_______ P 29,665 . 34,108 4,443 -
g. Organized Activitiey —________ 5,978,835 6,374,875 © 396,040
Total . $10,320,586 $11,181,508 $860,922
a. Public Information B

Actual Estimated Proposed

, 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

Expenditures ... $396,759 $471,679 $534,404

Man-years —————_______ 345 - 388 - 415

We recommend a 8100,000 reduction in the public information pro-
gram element. The budget proposes $534,404 and 41.5 positions as in-
put to the public information program element. Justification is based
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on the need that ‘‘sustained efforts to accurately present issues involy-
- ing the colleges, along with their regulations, policies and offerings
must be maintained to increase public comprehension of the state col-
leges.”” We agree that public information is an important funection.
However, it is a function of most managerial positions in the college
system. The college president, admissions officer, sports director, ete.,
individually release information. We believe that the establishment of
separate college information officers should be authorized primarily as
a -coordinator of information. This function should not require more
than one professional position per college with related clerical assist-
ance. ‘We estimate that such a position with expenses on each of the 15
major colleges would average $22,000 in cost. This expense coupled
with $45,800 for the Chancellor’s office and $10,000 at each of the re-
maining small colleges produces a grand total expense of $415,800
which is approximately $100,000 less than the current proposed ex-
penditure of $534,404.

b. Institutional Relations
Actual 1968—69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures ———— . ) $36,674 $45,396 $50,601
Man-years —————_.- e 2.5 2.9 ’ 2.9

The institutional relations program element consists of 2.9 positions
located in the Chancellor’s office to articulate with high school and
community college counselors on the academie requirements of the
state colleges. This program was created by the Legislature in 1968 at
a level of $192,693 but reduced by the Governor’s Budget veto to
$27,170. We recommend approval. .

¢. Governmental Relations _
: Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures —_...._ —— $87,839 $112,229 $128,073
Man-years —— o 5.8 . 6.6 6.8

The state college system maintains two governmental relations offices,
..one in Sacramento and one in Washington, D.C. These offices act as
the trustees’ agent in representation before legislative and other gov-
ernmental hearings. The Washington, D.C., office is fully reimbursed
from overhead charges. We recommend approval.

d. Continuing Education ) )
Actual 196869 FEstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures ——____.___ $2,599,501 $3,653,117 $4,025,340
Man-years .o————_——e—o 231.8 . 308.7 332.2

Extension programs are offered at 16 colleges to assist persons em-
ployed in government agencies, school districts, industries and other
organizations in the furtherance of their education. Like the summer
session, this is a self-supporting public service program operated by
the colleges. It offers both credit and noncredit courses in a large num-
ber of fields including aceounting, education, engineering, the natural,
physical and social sclences and the humanities. In addition to regular
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coursework, the state college extension also offers Workshops institutes,
conferences and consultant services.

"In recent years, college extension programs have increased in utili-
zation. Table 31 shows the number of individuals participating, the
total production of student credit hours and the equivalent annual
FTE using the most recent data available. We recommend approval.

Table 31
- . ' Extension Enrollment . '
Net enrollment Student credit hours Amount FTH

1962-63 26,652 94,505 - 3,150
1963-64 : 34,133 118,650 3,953
1964-65. 37,776 139,377 4,646
1965-66 i 39,786 141,106 ’ 4,703
1966-67 43,758 -+ 141,686 - 4718
1967-68 50,768 - - 164,760 - 5,492

The 1967 Leglslature enacted Chapter 1543 creating the State Col-
lege Extension Programs Revenue Fund, which became effective as of
January 1, 1968. This is a revolving ‘fund to which all extension pro-
gram funds are approprlated without regard to fiscal years. All expend-
itures are shown in the Governor’s Budget. The advantage of this
type of fund for the colleges is that it will enable them to carry bal-
ances or surpluses forward from one fiscal year to the next, eliminating
the need to revert any existing reserves to the General Fund.

Table 32
Extension Program Revenue Fund _

Actual Bstimated Proposed -

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
Accumulated surplus, July 1 $1,050,084 $830,952 $986,266
Prior year adjustment —___________ —620,281 - _ _—
Accumulated Surplus, AdJusted — $429,803 -~ $830,952 $986,266
Revenues ’ 2,958,320 3,755,175 4,517,412
Interest income ' 15,943 20,000 —25,000
Total Revenues ——————————————— '$2,974,263 $3,775,175 $4,542,412
Total Resourees —__—____._____ $3,404,066 $4,606,127 $5,528,678
Less expenditures _———— e oeeo 2,573,114 3,619,861 3,990,151

Accumulated Surplus, June 30 ____ $830,952 $986,266 = $1,538,527

e. Public Affairs ‘
" Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures . _______ $24,061 $29,665 $34,107
Man-years —.___________ 1.6 1.8 1.9

We recommend the deletion of the public affairs program element for
a General Fund savings of $34,107 . The public affairs program element
proposes an expenditure of $34,107 in the Chancellor’s office ‘‘to. pro-
vide facilities for various social, cultural -and recreational activities,”’
‘We believe that such services are an important ancillary activity of the
state colleges. We do not believe that 1.9 positions are necessary at the
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Chancellor’s office for such activity. The Chancellor’s office is locdted in
rented office space in Los Angeles and thus does not control public -
act1v1ty space. Such space for social, cultural and recreational activities
is located on each college campus and is managed at that level.

f. Alumni Relations
Actual 1968-69 EHstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures —___.____ $24, 061 . $29,665 $34,108
Man-years _____________ ’ 18 1.9

‘We recommend that the alumni relations program element be sup-
pavrted on & fee basis for a General Fund savings of $34,108. The
‘alumni relations program element is designed to “establish and _main-
tain close contact with the alumni of the state colleges.”” As shown in
Table 8 the state college system has graduated over 200,000 alumni -
sinee 1955-56. In a report to the Legislature in July of 1969 the college
alumnl activity was more thoroughly described. The report stated that

‘‘state college placement offices customarily devote staff time and effort
in maintaining mailing lists and other contacts with the graduates of
the college. This continued contact is 1mportant in maintaining infor-
mation regardmg the progress of the alumni.’

‘It is also in the best interest of the college to develop v1gorous and
active alumni groups for:

1. Potential financial support
" 2, Potential political support '

The college will furnish all costs until the Alumni Association has
300 paid members, .

The college will always furnish :

1. Minimal office space (normally on a JOlnt-usage basis)

2. Not to exceed one-fourth faculty released time for executive direc-

tion and liaison
.. 8. Not to exceed one half-time secretary

4. One annual maﬂmg to all alumni.’

From the previous statements it appears that the Chancellor’s office
staff is somewhat involved in providing services so that vigorous and
active alumni groups will be developed for ‘‘potential political sup-
port. ”” We question the need to provide General Fund supported
services to this activity. v

Alumni aetivities in many public’ institutions of higher education
are generally funded from membership fees based on the rationale
that they are organized as a social service group to aid the institution.
‘We support this policy. We do not believe that the institution of higher
education has the duty to provide special services to these groups at
$34,108 General Fund expense. Nor do we believe that student material
and service fees should be utilized at the college level for these services
which do not affect them du‘eetly Such is the effect if placement

office staff is utilized.
g. Organized Activities

Actual 1968-69 Hstimated 196‘9—'70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures _____ - $4,502618 $5,978,835 $6,374,875
Man-years —— -t 360.8 473.2 ' - 494.6
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We recommend that future presentations of the organized acthtws
program element include similar projects handled by foundations in
order to Teflect the full magnitude of this element. The organized
activities program element is composed of reimbursements for special
projects ($6,100,876) and the reimbursed share of the San Diego edu-
cational television station. Special projects ineclude workshops, special
events, special training programs, institutes and pilot projects. This
section consists only of those projeets handled directly by the college.
Foundations handle an additional $12 million in organized activities
as shown in Table 33 which are not shown in this program element.

. Table 33

College Administered Organized Activities
Compared to Foundations Administered

Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change
Colleges : i ..
Special projects e __ ~  $6,134,706 $6,100,876 - —§33,830
Foundations: .
Special projects ... _ 9,765,000 9,064,000 . —701,000
Special eventS o 491,000 426,000 —65,000
Institutes 2,995,000 2,620,000 —3175,000
‘Workshops ——— Lo 141,000 131,000 ’ —10,000
Foundation Totals ___.._ $13,392,000 $12,241,000 —$1,151,000
Grand Totals .- ___ $19,526,706 $18,341,876 —$1,184,830
IV. STUDENT SERVICES PROGRAM .
Actuol 1968-69 Bstimated 1969-70  Proposed 1970-71
ExpenditureS <~ oo $26,999,460 $39,299,323 $47,752,532
Man-years — o _____ 1,047.4 1,435.1 © o 1,591.9

The student services program in the state colleges is concerned with
the provision of certain services to students which aid the effective and
efficient functioning of the institution. These include student activities,
counseling and testmg, financial aids, health services, housing, place-
ment and veterans’ services as shown in Table 34.

. Table 34
Student Services Program Breakdown
Actual Estimated.  Proposed
Elements 196869 . 196970 19’70—71 Change
a. Student Activities _______ $1,395,877 $1,671,825 $1,877,632 $205,807
b. Counseling and Testing____ 3,987,441 5,861,044 - 6,694,143 833,099
e, Financial Aids ___.__.___ 16,092,894 25,096,768 31,656,124 6,559,356
d. Health Services .________ 4,023,772 4,818,345 5,437,089 618,744
e. Housing __ ... _______ 238,59% - . 286,091 -821,494 35,403
f. Placement Services _______ 1,310,885 1,565,250 1,766,050 200,800
Total el $26,999,460 $39 299,323  $47,752,532 $8, 453 209

_ The proposed increase for 197 0-71 in this program area is $8,453,209
and reflects 156.8 additional positions.

" The Geéneral Fund support reflects’ one-half support of the dean of

students” office and the state matching of federal student financial aid

programs. All other student service programs are financed by the

state college material and service fee.
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Material and Service Fee Increase

The budget proposes to eliminate the differential fee for limited
students. Under existing policy a student enrolled for six. units or less
- pays half of the $108 academic year materials and service fee while
students enrolled in more than six units pay the full fee. Total revenues .
from the materials and sérvice fee along with the nonresident tuition,
application fees, catalog fees 'and miscellaneous fees are shown in
Table 35. '

, - Table 35
) Student Fees by Type and Year .
Fee ) EHstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change
Materials and service_____.___ $21,623,259 $26,792,064 $5,168,805
Nonresident -~ - 3,231,599 3,192,057 ) —60,458
Application —________________ 2,208,270 3,600,000 1,396,730
Catalog 181,841 197,509 ) 15,668
Miscellaneous —— . ________ 1,199,109 - 1,278,139 79,030
Totals $28,439,078 $35,059,769 $6,620,691

The $5,168,805 increase in the material and service fee is due to nor-
mal enrollment increases and the new full fee to limited students pol-
icy. The latter factor 1s expected to produce $2,835,162 in additional
revenue.

We recommend that- an equitable student materials cmd service fee
schedule be established wherein all students pay the student service
portion ($34 per semester) of the fee with the imstructional service
portion ($20 per semester) paid i accordance with the number of
units emrolled using the following schedule:

Remester units o Instructional service fee
Oto 4 , $5
Over 4 to 8 - 10
Over 8 to 11 : 15
Over 11 : 20

The current -$108 academic year ($54 per semester) materials and

- gserviee fee is divisable into a student serviee share of $34 per semester
and an instructional services share of $20 per semester. Student services
include health, counsehng, placement and financial aids administration
while instructional services inclide teaching supplies bt not the cost
of faculty salaries. It appears reasonable to us-to level a uniform fee
on all students for student service activities since health or counseling
aid is provided at the same level of service regardless of the students’
enrollment status. The uniform fee for instructional services, how-
ever, does not appear to be reasonable. The student enrolled in 15
units receives much more instructional service than the student en-
rolled in three units, yet under the budget proposal both would pay
$20 per.semester for the service. We believe that the $20 fee should
be levied in accordance with the sliding scale shown previously. Table
35 compares the current fee structure to the budgeted structure and
our structure on a semester basis.
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Table 36 :
Comparison of Material and Service Fee Structures

Bnrolled Actual Proposed Proposed

semester units - - 1969-70 1970-71 - Legislative Analyst
0to 4 : $27 $54 - $39 :

Over 4 to 6 27 54 . 4
Over 6 to 8 ‘ 54 54 44 .
Over 8 to 11 54 - 54 49
Over 11 54 , ~ b4 54

‘We believe that our proposed schedule has the advantages (a) of
being more equltable (b) of being based on a clear distinction between

student services and instructional services and (¢) of producmg the .

same amount of additional revenues needed; for. student serviee ex-
penditures There will be some reduction in fees available for instrue-
tional services. However, inereases for this expense shoyld he separately
justified as was done in 1969—70

Foreign Student Fees

Chapter 1605, Statutes. of 1969, provides for a minimum fee of $360
for a full-time forelgn student for an academic year. Previously, the
foreign student tuition was fixed by statute at $255. A major change
made by that measure is the delegation of authority to the Trustees
of the California State Colleges for setting this fee at any level beyond
the new minimum. In addition, the trustees may establish waivers or
reduce the fee for exceptional foreign students. The 1970-71 fee was
set at $360 by the trustees in January of 1970.

Table 36 shows the total foreign student enrollment incorporated -

into the budget and the number of fee waivers granted.

Table 37
* Foreign Student Enrollments

1968-69  1969-70 197071
Reported Hstimated —Budgeted

Foreign students ' 3,549 3,834 3,615

Less waivers . -~ —123 —152 —261
Total __ ‘ 3,426 3,682 3,354

We recommend that the trustees study the nature of miscellaneous
fees and the need for uwiform management policy and report to the
“Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1970.

As shown previously in Table 85, the 1970-71 budget anticipates
$1,278,1835 will be paid by students in the form of ‘‘miscellaneouns’
fees. These fees generally include such items as library fines and tran-
seript fees. It has come to our attention that these fees also include
a variety of special class fees used to purchase instructional material
in addition to that whieh is authorized by the materials and service
fee. Thus, it has been possible for departments which believe that their
materials and service fee allocatlon is insufficient to establlsh an addi-
tional student fee.

It is the position of the Chancellor’s office that ‘‘student fees are
fixed by the Chancellor in accordance with resclutions adopted by the
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board of trustees.”” Despite this assurance, we are aware of at least
one class fee in the magnitude of $6.50 which was levied in the fall
of 1969 without such approval. We believe that the magnitude of this
oceurrence should be studied since it reflects direetly on the adequacy
of the standard materials and service fee. We believe that the materials
and service fee should be set at a level which realistically covers class
expenses. The proposed study should also determine the extent to which
college foundations might be used to collect such fees and Whether
systemw1de direction is needed.

a. Student Activities

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1 970711

Expenditures —.._..___ e $1,395,877 $1,671,825 $1,877,632
Man-years 136.4- 155.8 168.3

The student activities program element is a student fee reimbursed
activity which provides for special cultural programs. These include
speakers, movies and musical, artistic and theatrical performances.
Such programs are offered in order to compliment and supplement
regular academic programs. We recommend approval.

b. Counseling and Testing

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969—70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures - _______.__ $3,937,441 $5,861,044 $6,694,143
Man-years 3214 518.3 v 583.9

Counseling and testing programs are offered to all students in order
to aid in resolving problems and establishing personal and vocational
direction. This element includes a special foreign student counseling
program and is supported from student materials and services fees.

We recommend that the $534,880 for foreign student counseling be
funded from foreign student tuition instead of the gemeral matérials
and service fee. The current budget proposes to expend approximately
$534,880 for special counseling to the 3,615 foreign students from the
materials and service fee. The $534,880 is generated through the cur-
rent formula which allows a maximum of three special counselors for
foreign students plus clerical positions. Unlike other services funded

- from the materials and service fee, this service is maintained for a

limited segment of the student body. We believe that it is difficult to
justify this funding mechanism - particularly since the 3,615 foreign
students contribute only $390,420 to the material and service fee in-
come and can obtain placement, housing and health services in addition
to the $534,880 special counseling program. A more reasonable revenue
source would be the foreign student tuition. This action would ahgn
the service to a fee paid by the user group.

¢. Financial Aids

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 197071

Expenditures —_____________ $16,092,894 .  $25,096,768 $31,656,124
Man-years 1204 2271 252.8

The aid programs devoted to assisting students in the completion of
their higher education are varied and have grown rapidly in recent
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years, particularly at the federal level. The form of student aid offered
by the colleges is either a loan, a direct award or a ‘‘package’’ combin-.
.ing several forms of aid. A direct award is generally offered to students
with need and may take the form of a California state scholarship
if the student is of high academic merit and in substantial financial

. need, an NDEA: loan, a part-time job under the Work-Study Program
or some other program. For students. with a much greater need, ie.,

a student receiving little or no parental ass1stance ‘the eollege ﬁnanmal
aid administration will generally construct a package ‘program con-
sisting of a loan, a grant, and a part-time job. R

The concept of the “‘package program’’ has grown out of the
recognition by higher education and government officials that the de-
mand for scholarship and grant funds is greater than the available
supply. Of all the student aid money allocated within the. college -
system each year, only about 14 percent is in the form of scholarships
and grants.

The current expend1ture level of student financial aid programs is
not possible to predict precisely due to the overlapping jurisdictions
administering them, including -the federal government, state govern-
ment and the collegiate institutions themselves. In addition, there are
a great many sources of funds other than governmental and educa-
tional agencies including alumni groups, banks, private’ ‘and semi-
public foundations and private interests, Fmally, a major source of
finaneial aid is part-time jobs which are often allocated on an informal
basis and not reported.

Although there are a large number of student ﬁnanclal aid programs
utilized, the state colleges are responsible for the administration of only
six. These programs include the Educational Opportunity Grant. Pro-
gram, the National Defensé Student Loan Program, the Nursing Stu-
dent Loan Program, the Work-Study Program, the Nursing Educational
Opportunity Grant Program and the Law Enforcement Grant Program,
all of which are supported primarily from federal funds. In 1969-70
these programs accourited for a total of $24,026,696 in loaris and grants,
a total that is expected to increase.to $29,991, 454 in the budget year.
. Table 38 lists the college-administered programs. -

" Table 38
. College=-Administered Financial Aid Programs
Actual Estimated Proposed
Programs 1968—69 196970 1970-71 Change
Work-Study _________ $5,189,970  $8,715,818 $9,789,830 $1,074,012
NDEA Loan —_.__.___ 6,766,644 . 9,259,258 10,707,350 1,448,092
Bducational Opportunity : .
Federal ..._________ - 2,551,177 4,192,300 6,403,000 2,210,700
State ____________ _— 1,197,453 1,147,924 —49,529
Nursing : . .
Loans _________.____ 158,616 224,222 321,000 - 96,778
Scholarships : 44,899 96,725 235,500 138,775
Law Enforcement - - 56,240 340,920 1,386,850 1,045,930
Totals ——oo—mw §14,767,446  $24,026,696 - $29,901,454 $5,964,758
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Budget Proposes an Unspecified College EOP Program

The 1970-71 budget proposes an educational opportunity allocation
of $2,785,583 to handle approximately 2,520 continuing EOP students
~.and an undetermined number of new EOP enrollees. It is explained in
the budget that ‘‘a substantial portion of the financial support for EOP
students is provided by the federal government and to some degree by
private funds. In addition, it is not clear the extent to which continuing
students will require financial aid and tutoring services. These matters
are under study at each state college. Thereforé the number of new
first-year students that can be accommodated in 1970-71 is not known
at this time. The total new enrolees will depend upon the amount avail-
able from federal and private sources and the extent to which continu-
ing students require support.”’

The 1969 Budget Act funding was estabhshed on the basis that $1.1
million would be needed for administrative costs including counseling
and tutoring for the 3,150 EOP students and the remaining $1.25 mil-
lion would be used for financial assistance. This latter element was
budgeted on the basis of providing an average of $500 for 2,500 (80
percent of the total) EOP students. The 1969-70 allocation of EOP
funds are shown in Table 39.

Table 39
- 1969-70 State College EOP Enroliment and Budget Allocations
Operating
BOP evpense ¥
EBnroll- Personal and Student Total Costper
'y ollege ment  services _equipment  granis cost  enrollee
Long Beach ___________ 240 §70,473 $5,500 ©  $93,000 $168,973 $704
San Diego —_—_________ 335 88,744 8,140 125,000 221,884 662
San Jose __ . _______ 450 99,131 6,198 163,000 268,329 596
San Fernando Valley __.. 385 97,164 5,964 144,000 247,128 641
Los Angeles ___________ 420 80,322 5,000 150,000 235,322 560
San Francisco ...______ 275 77,090 19,722 106,000 192,812 701
Sacramento .o _____ 145 - 52,216 6,300 58,000 116,516 803
Fresno . __ 150 52,216 6,700 60,000 118,916 . 792 -
San Luis Obispo —_ . 70 27,432 3,366 30,000 . 60,798 868
Fullerton . ______ 150 53,002 5,300 60,000 118,302 789
Chico e 90 40,339 4,500 39,000 - 83,839 931
Hayward ..l _____ 145 52,847 6,070 58,000 116,917 806
Pomona . 75 26,168 2,900 ~ 80,000 59,068 787
Humboldt ___ . _____ 20 17,437 3,243 9,000 29,680 1,484
Sonoma ___ . _____ 40 29,950 3,000 16,000 48,950 1,223
San Bernardino 35 23,567 12,486 15,000 41,058 1,172.
Stanislaus ___________ 35 22,563 2,641 15,000 40,204 1,148
Dominguez Hills ____.___ 90 39,1656 11,340 39,000 89,496 994
Unallocated - _____ — —— — - 40,000 N/A
Chancellor’s Office _.__.__ N/A 31,113 20,700 N/A 51,813 N/A
Totals 8,150 $980,930 $119,070 . $1,250,000 $2,350,000 $746

The above data show that the state eollege EOP program costs range
from a minimum of $560 per enrollee at Lios Angeles to a maximum of

. $1,484 at Humboldt with a systemwide dverage of $746 per enrollee.
: The higher costs per enrollee occur at the smaller colleges primarily
due to diseconomies of scale which ocecur when low enrollments are
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prorated into a minimum program cost of approximately $40,000. Stu-
dent performance data’ has not-been reported on the rationale that
‘‘since EOP students as defined in the Budget Aect are those new fresh-
men and undergraduates this first report must omit-information on
academic progress.”” A report on EOP student performance. was
promised for November 1, 1970.

The policies established in the 1969 Budget Act were clearly artieu-
lated as to the level of the program and the administrative policies to
be utilized. The proposed budget offers a contrast to this in that it is

© vague particularly in relation to the number. of new enrollees. The

budgeted amount of $2,785,583 utilized within the 1969 Budget Act
policies appears to cause either (1) a reduction in the level of student
assistance or (2) a reduction in the number. of new enrollees. Addi-
tional data is needed from the colleges in order.to properly access the
1970-71 EOP program. We recommend special-legislative review under
the budget item for. all EOP programs found on page 525.

d. Health Services )
Actual-1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures _._ __—_______ $4,023,772 $4,818,345 $5,437,089
Man-years _______ e 310.5.. T 8582 ' 38.1

The health servieces program element is budgeted at $5 437,089 for
1970-71 with 35.9 proposed new positions. This program is des1gned to
provide health services on an emergency and short-term basis. It does
not furnish hospitalization and is fully supported from student fees.
Regular campus staff is restricted from the use. of these services except
in the case of emergencies and first aid. We recommend approval.

 In addition to the support staff for health services a fee of $1 per
student has been authorized by the trustees for the lease of facilities.
It is anticipated that future permanent health facilities will be con-
structed through the use of a larger fee of $6 per student if the Legis-
lature authorizes the establishment of a special fund for this purpose.

e. Housing
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures ___________ $238,591- $286,091 $321,494
Man-years . 181 20.7 22,3

The housing program element consists of the college coordinators
of housing and their related clerical staff. This activity is fully reim-
bursed from materials and service fees. It is designed to aid students
in locating housing on and off campus. We recommend approval.

f. Placement Services
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969=70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures .. $1,310,885 $1,565,250 . $1,766,050
Man-years — ..o 140.6 160 1755

The placement service program element is designed to aid students
in choosing voecations and gaining employment. The activity is budgeted
at $1 766,050 for 1970-71 and is fully reimbursed from materlals and
service fees We recommend approval.
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V. INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES PROGRAM
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

ExpenditureS o ______ $51,524,799 $62,432,544 $68,732,839
Man-years - _______ I 4,532.6 5,263.1 5,458.9

The institutional services program is designed to provide various
ancillary services such as parkin dormitories, executive management
and food services. This program is ‘divided into seven elements as shown
in Table 40. :

Table 40
Elements of the Institutional Services Program
“Actual " Bstimated Proposed
Element 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Change
a. Executive _____________ $4,016,465 $4,880,546 $5,579,184 $698,728
b. Administrative _________ 11,842,432 14,491,857 16,501,960 2,010,103
¢. Physical Planning and o
Development ______ 1,551,185 1,887,849 2,001,120 113,271
d. Plant Operation _______ 27,244,891 32,098,949 35,450,453 3,351,504
e Legal - _______________ 169,058 209,559 230,082 20,623
f. Academic Senate _._____ L 137,220 140,760 3,540
g Auxiliary —____________ 6,700,768 8,726,564 8,829,280 102,716
Total ___ . __ $51,524,799 $62,432,544 $68,732,839 $6,300,295
a. Executive ‘
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures .____._____ $4,016,465 $4,880,546 $5,679,184
Man-years oo 260.9 303.1 820.7

The executive program element consists of those positions in the
Chancellor’s office and the colleges which provide general management
of the state college system. The distribution of this element is shown
in Table 41.

Table 41
: Distribution of Executive Program Element

Components Hstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change
Chancellor’s office - _________ $423,623 | $466,394 $42,771
International Program _.__._____ 187,646 . 224,893 37,247
Colleges : .

President’s office ———__.___ 3,340,365 3,844,910 504,545

Deans .. 864,066 989,081 125,015

Miscellaneous o ____ 111,042 ) 89,912 78,870
Salary savings - _______ ) —46,196 .—36,006 10,190

Total $4,880,546 $5,579,184 $698,638

Chancellor’s Office

The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the State College
Board of Trustees and is responsible for the implementation of all pol-
icy determinations enacted by the board. The Chancellor’s office, lo-
cated in Lios Angeles, carries out this overall responsibility in several
ways. It conduets research into college operations for the purpose of
providing the trustees with information basic to decisions on the sys-
tem’s general welfare. It compiles the annual budget based on the
individual requests of the colleges, formulates justifications for ex-
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pansion of programs, reviews:pesition classifications, formulates salary
requests and performs a fiscal management function which consists of
administering the annual budget within the limits of certain controls
specified by the Legislature and coordinating its activities with the De-
partments. of Finance and General Services which are required by law
to approve certain contracts and expenditures. There are no proposed
new positions in this office. We. recommend approval.

Fiscal Flexibility

The administrative autonomy from fiseal control by the legislative
and executive branches of government has been a major goal of the
California State Colleges. In deliberations prior to 1960 on the Master
Plan for Higher Education, the colleges sought constitutional status
similar to that held by the Umversu:y of California. While the Leglsla,-
ture did not agree to the need for constitutional status, it did recognize
that the colleges as a system needed greater autonomy and responsi-
bility with respect to program development and financial administra-
tion.

The passage of the 1960 Donahoe Higher Education Act removed
the colleges from the jurisdiction of the State Board of Education and
established a new Board of Trustees of the State College System (later,
Trustees of the California State Colleges) with direet responsibility to

. the Governor and the Legislature for the governance of the state eol-
leges. The Donahoe Act gave the colleges as a system much of the
policymaking autonomy which had been requested, but it was largely
silent as to matters of fiscal administration. Those fiscal controls ex-
ercised by the Department of Finance (and, later, the Department of
General Services) in aceordance with the Government Code and the
annual budget acts remained unchanged.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 218 of 1969

Sinee 1960 legislative and administrative measures have resulted in
a substantial transfer of responsibility to the trustees. However, the
Trustees and the Chancellor of the California State Colleges have re-
peatedly urged a much greater degree of autonomy in fiscal administra-
tion for the state college system, with the apparent objective of achiev-
ing by statute much the same degree of autonomy as is enjoyed by the
University of California under the State Constitution. Accordingly,
this subject was again brought to the attention of the Legislature dur-
ing its 1969 hearings on campus unrest, Assembly Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 218 directing the Legislative Apalyst to conduet a study on
the matter. .

- In accordance with ACR 218, this office has worked with the Chan-
cellor’s office, the Departments of Finance and General Services and
the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Eduecation to: (1) identify and.
clarify the existing fiscal and budgetary controls now exercised by the
Departmients of Finance and General Services relative to the state
colleges; (2) identify specific problems which have arisen from the
exercise of these controls; (3) review the recommendations of the
" Chancellor’s office for further transfers of authority for budget ad-
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ministration to the Trustees; and (4) prepare recommendations for
consideration by the Legislature,

The actual number of documents which need approval by the De-
partments of Finance and General Services have decreased greatly
over the past three years. In a previous report on this subject pre-
" pared by this office in March 1966 it was pointed out that the chief
arguments by the trustees for more flexibility were based on' prob-
lems associated with the volume, delay and cost involved in submitting
documents to the Departments of Finance and General Services for
approval. Most of such documents concerned purchasing, out-of-state
travel, changes in established positions, budget revisions and transfers
of budget allotments. With recent delegations by the Department of
Finance and the increase in the college’s purchasing ability up to $500,
the expressed difficulties in the fiscal control process have been greatly
reduced. : ‘

We have found that many of the local college personnel have not
been made aware of the recent delegations. Many of the fiscal controls
formerly exercised by the Department of Finance which led the col-
leges to complain of ‘‘fiscal inflexibility’’ have been delegated and are
currently being exercised by the Chanecellor’s office budget staff.

Currently the principal involvement of the Department of Finance
in the fiscal management of the colleges occurs during the Governor’s
Budget preparation, the approval of the transfer of funds between-
budget functions (instruction, administration, ete.) and the approval
of the expenditure of salary savings.

Chancellor’s Office Proposal for Increased Fiscal Fexibility

On November 5, 1969, the Chancellor’s office requested that the
Legislature give consideration for additional fisecal authority and re-
sponsibility to accomplish the following transactions:

1. Authority to transfer funds among the major budgetary fune-
tions.

2. Authority to use excess salary savings out of the salary savings
reserve.

3. Authority to make submissions to the federal government for
loans, grants, or other financial assistance to students without
prior Department of Finance approval. ‘

4. Authority to make intersalary appropriation transfers for ad-
ministrative, nonpolicy purposes when errors arise in computing
the salary base for each category of personnel; ie., faculty,
faculty-related, and nonacademie.

The four requests presented for additional flexibility are viewed by
the state colleges as necessary in order to increase their ability to
respond to emergencies and in order to accomplish a general manage-
ment goal of achieving the greatest level of fiscal responsibility com-
mensurate with the level of program responsibility delegated to the
trustees. It is argued that the current process which requires Depart-
ment of Finance approval creates delays when action is needed and
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is 'of questionable impox:tance in the Department of Finance’s program
of. administering the state’s budget. This latter argument is sub-
stantiated by the argument that the colleges would not use the trans-
ferred funds to engage in any new program which had not been previ-
ously approved by the Department of Finance and the Legislature. It
is foreseen that the additional fiscal flexibility would be of assistance
in resolving enrollment crises, in taking advantage of federal program
options and in allocating approved salary increase funds.

The Department of Finance counters (a) that review of transfers

_ between functions allows them participation in transactions which are
significant departures from the budget; (b) that the colleges have
more fiscal flexibility currently than any other agency of state govern-
ment with the exceptions of the University of California and the De- -
partment of Public Works; (c¢) that strict control of salary savings
produces budget savings; and (d) that monitoring of federal programs
is important to the overall budget process since federal funds often
require matching state funds and could terminate resulting in pres-
sures for the State General Fund to support the program.
- The basic reason for the existing system of budget administration is
to be found in the fact that under the State Constitution the Governor
is held responsible for the general and continuing management of the
fiscal affairs of the state. In order to carry out this responsibility, the
Department of Finance, as the Governor’s fiseal agent, is given broad
statutory powers concerning the financial policies of the state and such
specific powers and duties as have been found necessary to the exercise
of that authority.

The authority of the Department of Finance to approve or disap-
prove budget revisions, the use of salary savings, and the initial devel-
opment of capital outlay projects, as well as the authority of the De-
partment of General Services to approve or disapprove contracts and
purchases, is related to their broad responsibility for financial manage-
ment. To limit the Governor and his administrative agencies to the
review and approval of proposed budgets could restrict greatly their
ability to carry out their respons1b1hty for the management of state
expenditures.

‘With respect to the college s arguments, it is implied that the De-
partment of Finance as a central fiscal management ageney is too far
removed from the operation of the colleges and not sufficiently sensitive
to program objectives to exercise fiscal controls in a manner which will
not jeopardize the growth and development of the colleges. It is possible
that the department could abuse its authority in the name of fiscal
management to the detriment of the state college system. It is equally
evident, however, that delegated authority could be abused in the name
of educational policy to the detriment of effective fiscal management. -

In our opinion the central management function assigned to the De-
partment of Finance is necessary to the sound fiscal administration of
the state, and this function cannot be delegated to operating.agencies
without seriously jeopardizing the integrity of the annual budgets ap-
proved by tlie Legislature. The question, then, is not whether all au-
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thority for state college budget administration should be delegated to
the trustees, but whether there are elements'of existing authority which
are not essential to the Department of Finance function and which,
therefore, may be assigned to the trustees. We believe there is one such
element.

We recommend that the Budget Act be amended to authorize the
Trustees of the California State Colleges to make intersalary appropri-
ation transfers for administrative purposes when computational errors
occur. This authority would not give policy powers to the trustees. It
would provide administrative flexibility to adjust expenditures accord-
ing to established salary policy. Currently there are salary allotments
for each category of personnel based on estimates made months in
advance of the actual salary-setting date. Errors in computing the
allotments create surpluses in some and shortages in others. the surplus
funds cannot be transferred to the shortage accounts under the current
powers of the trustees.

Conversely we do not agree w1th the trustees that the Department of
Finance should abandon its review function over federal programs,
transfers between functions and salary savings.

It is important to emphasize that a required review by the Depart-

ment of Finance is not synonymous with the fact that the trustees’. -

budget is ‘‘inflexible.”” Transfers between functions and the use of
salary savings are important budget deviations which fall within the
Department of Finance’s overall fiscal control responsibility. Although
the changes desired would be of high priority to the trustees, we believe
that they should be properly evaluated along with the Department
. of Finance’s fiscal considerations.

Trustee’s Audit Staff

Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1969 provided for the establishment of an
audit staff reportmg directly to the Trustees of the California State
Colleges. The present audit staff consists of three auditors and 0.5 cler-
ical position and reports directly to the audit committee of the board
of trustees. Under the direction of the board, ‘this management audit
staff will perform management analysis and carry out auditing proce-
dures throughout the state college system, The 1970-71 budget proposes
four additional professional positions and one additional clerical posi-
-tion at a cost of $65,771, to provide an adequate level of service for-this
activity, We recommend approval.

Internatlonal Program

The purpose of the international program is-to afford selected stu-
dents the opportunity for one year of study in a foreign country. The
program was established in 1963 and at that time provided opportuni- .
ties for 108 students for study in six foreign universities. Since then,
the program has grown to a level of 505 students with the addition of
four other institutions. Countries currently participating in the pro-
gram include Formosa, France, Germany (two institutions), Italy,
Japan, Spam (two mstltuuons) and Sweden (two institutions). The
program is divided into two parts including two months of intensive
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language training prior to attendance followed by 9 or 10 months (two.
semesters) at the participating institutions as a regular student.

Admission to the international program is limited to upper division
and graduate students who can demonstrate a miniinuin comprehetision
of the language of the country to which they will he sent. Faculty com-
mittees- conduct interviews with applicants to determine eligibility.

The costs of the program are shared by the students and the state
with the students being responsible for transportation, living expenses
‘and fees and the state for administration and some instructional costs
up to the limit of the number of students in the program times the
state support for each regular academic year FTE enrollment. Table
42 shows the actual and estimated costs of the program.

i Table 42
International Program Costs and Funding
Actual Estimated  Proposed

Comporient 196869 1969-70 197071 Change
General administration _____ $101,548 $161,564 $188,453 $26,889
Instruction —_______________ 321,462 398,142 475,492 77,350
Student services ____________ 5,112 76,382 97,805 21,423
Salary savings _____________ - —1,260 —17,201 . —6,031
Total Program Costs —_._____ $428,122 $634,828 $754,459 $119,631 .

Student fees . ______ —383,674 —-43,350 —54,540 11,190

Miscellaneous oo _______ —6,086 —140,715 — 140,715
Net Total—General Fund - $388,362 $450,763 $699,919 $249,156
Enrollment - 866 425 505 . 80
Cost per student —__._______ $1,061 $1,060 $1,386 $326

Funding for the International Program came under critical review
during the 1969 legislative session. It was determined that this program
had accumulated a large surplus which was felt to be in excess of
reasonable contingency needs. The Budget Conference Committee di-
rected that a $50,000 contingency fund be established and that the ex-
-eess surplus in the current year be applied to the program cost. The
proposed 1970-71 budget is based on the assumption that the $50,000
contingency fund will continue and that excess reimbursements if any

"will. be rebated to the students involved in the program. We believe
that this is a reasonable approach. We recommend approval.

b. Administrative Services
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71
Expenditures oo $11,842,432 $14,491,857 $16,501,960
Man-years —o——— e 920.6 1,044.5 1,083

The administrative services program element is composed of college
business managemeit operations the Chancellor’s management, staff
and related components in the summer quarter and the Internatmnal
Program as shown in Table 43,
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Table 43
Administrative Services Components :

Component Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71 Change

College management __..___ $11,409,298 $13,132,616 $1,723,318
Chancellor’s management __ 2,833,010 3,301,152 468,142
Summer. quarter ___________ 393,952 315,368 —178,584
International Program ___ 58,520 . 69,900 11,380
Workmen's compensation _._ 10,834 . 10,741 —93
Salary savings - . ___ —213,848 —327,817 -—113,969

Total $14,491,857 $16,501,960 $2,010,103 .

Overtime

We recommend that in future budget presentations funds to pay em-
ployee overtime be budgetcd independently rather than as offsets
against the level of salary savings to be achieved. The Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act Amendments of 1966 were filed by the President as Public
Law 89-601 on September 23, 1966. The law extends minimum wages,
equal pay, and overtime pay benefits: to all employees of public and
private, profit and nonprofit colleges, universities and hospitals, except
those employed in an executive, administrative or professional capacity.

 Employees covered for the first time by the Wage-Hour Law must re-
ceive time-and-a-half for hours worked over 44 per week beginning
February. 1, 1967, over 42 per week beginning February 1, 1968, and
over 40 per week beginning February 1, 1969.

The California State Colleges and auxiliary organizations come under
these provisions. The Departiment of Finance has chosen to meet this
obligation by 1ncreas1ng salary savings to be met by the colleges. In
1970-71 the offset is budgeted at $132,379. .

‘We question this pohcy since it changes the éxisting salary savmgs
concept. Salary savings is the amount budgeted for personal services
that is not spent due to vacancies, delays in filling authorized positions
and turnover where an employee leaves and is.replaced by another
employee at a lower salary. In effect, the action in the current budget
‘acts as a penalty in that it forces an additional savings factor into the
college’s budget which is not a normal savings in order to meet a man-
datory expenditure. We believe that in future presentations overtime
expendltures should be budgeted . separately without the mcrease in
salary savings to act as an offset.

¢. Physical Planning and Development
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970711
Expenditures ________.___ $1,551,185 $1,887,849 $2,279,381
Man-years . _______ 133.8 155.4 143.2

The program element of physical planning and development includes
college’and Chaneellor’s office staff involved in programming, planning,
direction, and operation of a statewide plan for the development of
physical facilities, providing advice and asgistance in physical master
planning to the colleges, presenting capital outlay programs and budg-
ets to state agencies, conducting analyses and studies of potential sites
for new campuses, reviewing, approving, and executing capital outlay
contracts, coordinating all sources of capital outlay funding and alloea-
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tion of funds to the campuses, developing new approaches, programs,
and methods of improving physical development,~and with other divi-
sions, conducting special studies relating to space requirements.

Year Round Operation

We recommend rejection of the proposed termination of the summer
quarter year-round operation program,
The 1970-71 budget proposes to completely eliminate the summer
quarter in 1971 based on the statement that ‘‘it will be replaced by
self-supporting summer session programs and-will be reflected in the
1971-72 budget . . . the method of fourth guarter operation was origi-
nally conceived as a means of maximizing the use of the physical plant
facilities thereby minimizing the need for additional capital construe-
tion. Studies on year-round operation have not proved conclusive.
Additional studies are currently being made on the current utilization
of facilities during the regular academie year. The 1970-71 budget
has been predicated on serving the greatest number of qualified stu-
_dents and as a result priority has been given to accommodating more
students during the academic year than at four colleges during a sum-
mer quarter. Funds have been included in the- }970-71 budget for
support of the 1970 summer quarter and its phase out.”’
We disagree with the statement that *‘studies on year-round opera- -
tion have not proved conclusive.”’ All studies which are public on this
subject have made conclusive statements as to the savings to be realized
by the year-round operation program. The Coordinating Counecil for
Higher Education resolution discussed on page 337 was the result of
the most recent of such studies. Existing data show that at three of
the four colleges the summer quarter program is less expensive than
the regular quarters. An extensive discussion of this issue is found
on page 335 of this an,alysls -
. We believe that it is inconsistent for the budget to provide a mini-

mum of capital outlay funds for the future building program while
at the same time canceling programs which offer better utilization of
existing faeilities. Student demand for higher education is increasing
at the same time that it is increasingly difficult to construet facilities
due to lack of bond funds and interest rate ceilings. We believe that
the Legislature should subject the rationale of the budget to serious
investigation during the budget hearmgs and restore the deleted $3.8
million if appropriate.

Academic Year Facilities Utilization

A thorough review of progress towards better facility space utiliza-
tion is presented on page 339 of this analysis. The colleges have made
substantial progress since the 1969 legislative hearings towards imple-
menting a system of utilization reportmg and have increased their
planning standards. This progress is encoura.gmg and should be con-
tinued.

We recommend that specific studies be made of space utilization ot
Fullerton and Long Beach with a report to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee by November 1, 1970. In the fall of 1968, both of these col-
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leges exceeded our recommended utilization standard in terms of sta-
tion utilization. We believe that part of any future review of utilization
should be devoted to examining the Long Beach and Fullerton colleges
as case examples in studying the effects of high wutilization. Such a
method would provide more specific information to be related to edu-
cational policy. Particularly it may provide data which would' show
whether or not high utilization has any measurable effect on the quality
of education,

d. Plant Maintenance, Operatidn and Security
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70  Proposed 1970-71

Expenditure __.o.______ $27,244,891 $32,098,949 - $85,172,192
Man-years .o oo 2, 512 7 . 2_,872.3 3,010

The plant operation, malntenance and securlty program element in-
cludes all activities of a custodial nature to maintain the physical
facilities of the colleges, including electrical maintenance, plumbing,
heating repairs, painting, grounds maintenance and janitorial services.
In addition, the function includes all costs for utilities, motor vehicle
operation, campus security and college farm operation. It does not
include any activities associated with dormitory or parking lot opera-
tion inasmuch as these are budgeted as self-supporting activities
through special funds. College expenditures for this element in 1970-71
are shown in Table 44. The total cost of this element includes expendi-
tures of $203,495 in the Chancellor’s office, $31,800 from the interna-
tional program, $28,458 for workmen’s compensation and an offsetting
reduction of $282,930 for salary savings and reimbursements.

Increased Custodian Workload

As an economy measure in 1970-71 the budget proposes to increase
the custodian standards from one position per 15,000 square feet of
cleanable space to one per 15,600 square feet. It is estimated that this
revision will save $506,969 in the budget year.

We recommend that the new custodian standards not be permanentby

. adopted until a. comprehensive report is completed by the Chancellor’s
office. We have not been able to ascertain a sound basis on which the
new 15,600 square feet standard is formulated.-It appears that the re-
vision proposed in the budget may have been made without a full
evaluation of the long-run effects on building deterioration and common
practice in other institutions. We propose that the 15,600 square feet

" be considered as interim standards and a study to clarify the validity
should be made before the new standards are permanently adopted.

~ e. Legal Services
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures . ____ $169,058 $209,559 $230,082
" Man-years : . 124 : - 142 14.6

The legal services program element provides legal counsel to the
state college system. There are no proposed increases. We recommend
approval.
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Adminis- Maintenance Maintenance Plant Motor vehicle Other Special :

State Colleges tration of structure . of grounds  security operotion Utilities Rent erpense  projects Total
Long Beach ..___ $105,804  $1,495,094 $267,083  $146,709 $62,993  $371,743  $118,248 $24,251  $22,500 $2,614,506
. San Diego ___.____ 89,749 1,688,902 331,224 121,942 46,549 572,935 79,588 95,521 54,520 2,980,930
San Jose ._.______ 92,789 1,784,135 188,660 121,695 79,314 424,556 83,771 54,670 38,194 2,867,784

San Fernando : . ' :

Valley ... 88,498 1,412,106 303,976 131,963 73,396 391,305 94,001 39,282 - 2,534,617
Los Angeles _____ 87,686 1,905,246 182,083 122,998 39,244 268,194 3,000 20,902 © 800 2,630,153
San Francisco __.. 174,771 1,399,710 122,718 120,525 50,108 306,352 67,500 38,722 29,712 2,250,113
Sacramento ______ . 72,348 1,024,150 245,293 84,046 39,474 255,214 189,950 12,000 . 9,500 1,931,975
Fresno ___._____ - 81,928 1,187,542' 256,516 112,127 49,619 260,453 . 261,166 36,793 63,850 12,309,994
San Luis Obispo_.. 58,678 1,160,771 200,395 138,474 92,388 303,800 ) - 34,388 19,000 2,007,894
Fullerton ——______ 51,035 1,156,246 175,627 84,968 39475 341,229 175,760 42400 - - . 2,066,740
Chico ___._ . ____ 89,339 1,034,885 184,866 88,425 80,688 253,474 195,644 24,435 31,450 11,983,206
Hayward . ______ 89,676 865,735 289,367 92,642 65,656 243,236 82,217 62,440 2,700 1,793,669
Pomona ______.___ 77,984 976,672 ° 254,179 106,862 65,564 245462 19,228 15,999 19,014 1,780,964
Humboldt _____-_ 66,741 813,070 174,904 48,004 25,787 194,325 - 46,135 15,336 7,620 1,391,922
Sonoma _________ 77,414 579,232 195,886 51,793 38,278 165,855 51,430 24,030 14,000 1,197,918
San Bernardino _. 44,535 459,857 146,391 59,985 -~ 25,434 146,797 5,396 11,785 = 900,180
Stanislausy ______ 89,981 301,082 . 123,909 47,395 12,500 115,266 41,820 12,192 .= 694,145
Dominguez Hillg ... 80,505 251,245 196,762 59,234 = 15,504 103,263 249,400 12,934 4,800 953,647
Bakersfield _.___. 30,750 106,564 47,795 49,172 21,311 39,750 4,400 1,270 - 301,012
Total _________ $1,420,211  $19,602,244 $3;887,620 $1,789,040 $923,282 $4,908,209 $35,191,369

Table 4
Proposed Expenditures for College Plant Operation, 1970-71

1 Includes College Farm.

$1,768,744 $579,350 $317,660

$6-26 swol
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f. Academic Senate’
Actunl1968-69 Estimated 1969 ’70 Proposed 197071

BExpenditures _e—— o _____ $110 415 $137,220 $140,760
. Man-years 2.2 2.2 2.2

The Academic Senate is the official organization representing the
state college faculty on all campuses. Its members are chosen by the
full-time faculty on each campus under procedures that differ by
campus and it holds meetings on the average of five times per year.
Representatives of the senate regularly attend meetings of the board
of trustees and are often asked for opinions on various matters affect-
ing academic policy.

Funds for the Academic Senate’s activities are used to permit its
officials released time from riormal academic responsibilities. The budget
year proposes an expenditure of $140,760 to provide for participation
by the faculties of the colleges in the formulation of systemwide policy
relating to the colleges. We recommend approval.

g. Auxiliary Services :
Actual 1968—69 Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures - ______ $6,700,768 $8,726,564 $8,829,280
Man-years 692.2 8714 885.2

The Auxiliary Services program element is a fully reimbursed ac-
tivity which involves the operation of college parking, dormitories,
bookstores, food services, student activities, and -special grant projects.
Auxiliary enterprises fall basically into two categories, those operated
by nonprofit, on-campus corporations and those financed through spe-
cial nongovernmental cost funds..

The first category includes siich services as bookstores and cafeterias
which are generally managed by private corporations established to
contract with the colleges for the operation of this type of service.
Although called foundations, they should not be confused with the state
college foundations responsible for the administration of research and
special project activities. Income and expenditures for the operation
of auxiliary services as reported in the Governor’s Budget are shown

_in Table 45.

The second catégory includes dormitoy and parking services which
are financed through special funds. Although they are not included in
the overall budget totals, the income and expenditures for these funds
are included in the budget The first of these funds to be established
was the College Auxiliary. Enterprise Fund in 1949. It was created by
the Legislature to accept title to dormitory buildings which have been
constructed by the Federal Public Housing Administration for vet-
erans. The anticipated revenue and expenditures for this fund in the
budget year are $162,451 and $160,579 respectively.

The larger of two funds concerned with housing activities is the
State College Dormitory Revenue Fund. This fund was established by

- the Legislature in 1957 for the construction of housing facilities for
students and was financed in part through a loan in the amount of
$13,762,000 from the Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency
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Table 45
Expenditures for Auxiliary Operations )
. Actual Estimated Proposed
Operations ) 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71
TOTAL EXPENDITURES -
Support (charges for services and
products) $39,831,501 $42,348,860 $45,041,218
_ Statement of Operations .
Balance, July 1 $20,943,609  $23,537,190 $25,816,882
Receipts : . )
Bookstore 18,391,316 19,310,882 20,276,426
Food service 11,408,301 11,978,716 12,577,652
Student activities . _____ " 7,681,625 8,449,788 9,294,767 -
Indirect cost reimbursement ________ 1,770,526 1,628,884 1,498,573
Agriculture 1,732,182 1,766,826 1,802,163
Housing T 657,749 670,904 684,322
Other : 783,383 822,552 863,680
Total Receipts 842,425,082 $44,628,552 $46,997,583
Expenditures : )
Bookstore 17,581,242 18,495,892 19,515,381
Food service 11,266,124 11,984,649 12,750,742
Student activities 6,397,880 7,037,668 7,741,435
Special projeet administration __.____ 1,338,003 1,404,903 1,475,148
Agriculture : 1,797,110 1,868,994 1,943,754
Housing i 648,169 661,132 674,355
Other 852,973 895,622 940,403
Total Expenditures .. ___.______ $39,831,501 $42,348,860 $45,041,218
Balance, June 30 : $23,537,190 $25,816,882 $27,773,247 '
Special Projects
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Support (Federal funds) _.._______ $17,235,876 $16,354,000 $14,992,_000
Balance, July 1 . $6,624,057 $6,590,206 $6,136,206
Receipts : : N
Research 4,129,997 3,500,000 3,300,000
Workshops 289,614 200,000 200,000
Special events 443 828 400,000 375,000
Special training programs __________ 10,216,003 9,765,000 9,064,000
Institutes ) 2,448,005 . 2,300,000 2,100,000
Total Receipts » $17,202,025 $15,900,000 $15,175,000
Total Resources o .. $23,826,082 $22,490,206 $21,311,206
Hixpenditures : :
Research 3,173,026 2,962,000 2,751,000
‘Workshops . 143,620 141,000 131,000
Special events 504,515 491,000 . 426,000
Special training programs __ . __ 10,216,003 9,765,000 9,064,000
Institutes 3,198,712 2,995,000 2,620,000 -
Total Expenditures SR $17,2385,876 $16,354,000 $14,992,000
Balance, June 30 __ $6,590,206 $6,136,206 $6,319,206

(now the ]jepartment of Housing and Urban Development—HUD)
at an interest rate of 2§ percent. In addition, $16,484,353 was received
from the State Construction Program Fund. Subsequently, HUD
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agreed to purchase $35 million in revenue bonds at an interest rate of
3 percent with a term of 40 years for the construction of an addi-
tional 6,000 student residence units and an increase in cafeteria ca-
pacity of 6,800 seats. Table 46 presents income and expendltures for
this program.
i Table 46
Income and Expenditures for the State College Dormitory Revenue Fund

Actual Estimated  Proposed
1968-69 1969-70 - 1970-71

Accumulated surplus, July 1. ________ $1,794,350 $3,208,412 $3,563,282
Prior year adjustment 39,940 . - -
Revenues _ i 5,953,384 7,280,907 8,274,450
Interest income _. i 20,111 20,000 20,000
Total Resources . $7,807,785 $10,50§,319 $11,857,732
Less: - '
Current expenditures _________________ 3,340,822 4,405,831 4,662,537
Extraordinary expenditures ______._.____ 115,588 26,016 -
Transfer for "debt servicing_._____.._.____ 920,963 2,469,190 2,819,724
Transfer to Maintenance Revenue _.__ 222,000 . - 400,000
Accumulated Surplus, June 80______.  $3,208,412 _$3,563,282 $4,075,471

Parking Services

Parking services are prov1ded through the State College Parking
Facilities. Program which is financed by the State College Parking
Revenue Fund, also a nongovernmental cost fund which was added by
the Leglslature in 1965 (Chapter 1282, Statutes of 1965).

Table 47 lists the fund s income and expend1tures

Table 47 ]
Income and Expenditures State College Parking Revenue Fund

Actual Estimated  Proposed
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

Accumulated surplus, July 1. ________ $1,981,387  $2,583,847  $3,622,049

Prior year adjustment i -134,596 - -

Revenues . 2,938,625 8,110,419 3,355,257

Interest income . : 47,312 40,000 40,000
Total Resources $4,832,728  $5,734,266  $7,017,306

Less: C

. Current expenditures ________.________ 1,382,298 1,683,648 1,518,503
Transfer to Construction Fund _______ 534,139 - -
Transfer to debt serviee __.____ . ____ 332,444 428,569 1,366,023

________ - $2,583847  $3,622,049 $4,132,780
Fiscal Control of Auxiliary Enterprises

During the 1969 session the Legislature enacted Chapter 1288
(SB 19) to establish better fiscal controls on the college auxiliary or-

Accumulated Surplus, June 30

- ganizations. The law now requires auxiliary organizations to be audited
_annually, and to report their financial condition to the trustees and

the public. It makes each college president responsible for propriety
of expenditures, integrity of financial reporting for auxiliary organiza-
tions and prohibits auxiliary organizations from accepting grants, gifts,
ete., unless so conditioned that they may be used only for purposes
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consistent with trustees’ policies. In addition, it requires development
of pohcles systems, and proeedures for fiscal transactlons and aceount-
ing.

Concermng student organizations, the law requires deposit of stu-
dent body funds in trust accounts administered by the chief fiscal
officer of each CSC campus and designates the method of withdrawal
approval. :

Research Foundations ~

Not to be confused with college auxiliary organlzatlons are the re-
search foundations: These foundations are nonprofit corporations estab-
lished by the colleges for the purposes of administering federal and
other nonstate funds without the administrative complications as-
sociated with operations conducted through state procedures. Speeif-
ically, the foundations have the authority to grant credit, incur- losses,
accumulate surpluses and perform similar functions available to cor-
'poratmns generally. The most important characteristic they have, how-
ever, is their ability to make transactions rapidly and with great flexi-
bility. .

Federal Overhead Funds

When a foundation receives a grant from the federal government,
the conditions of the grant usually.inelude a provision for the payment
of certain costs which relate to its administration and generally amount
to between 10 and 20 percent of the cost of a given prbject These
payments are known as ‘‘indireet cost reimbursements’’ or ¢‘federal
overhead payments’’ and-are usually in excess of actual administra-
tive overhead costs inasmuch as the groups and individuals conducting
the projects utilize state-supported facilities on a cost free basis. Sur-’
pluses generated when overhead payments exceed the project adminis-
trative costs are retained by the foundations to be used as seed money
for future grants, to pay for the state colleges” Washington, D.C.
office, to fund reserves and to fund miscellaneous projeets. Included in
the latter category have been expenditures for computers, building
-repalrs opportunity land purchases, public réiatlons institutes and
various campus research projects.

We recommend a restoration of federal overhead fund reimbursement
_ to the current year level for a General Fund savings of $350,000.
The 1970-71 budget proposes to reduce overhead reimbursements to
the General Fund from $379,732 in 1969-70 to $40,223 in the budget
year. We have maintained that the federal overhead payments are paid -
as reimbursements to the college to help compensate for the use of its
facilities and services, most- of which are supported by the General
Fund. Bécause the funds are handled through the foundations, reim-
bursements to the General Fund-are paid only when required; and the
foundations have been able to develop surplus funds with which to
carry on their own programs independently of legislative control. Thus-
indirectly the state.provides support for the special foundation pro-
grams from overhead cost reimbursements retained by the foundations,
-yet it has no control over these activities.
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Of the $722,336 in overhead funds received in 1964-65, only $35,090
or 4.9 percent was returned to the state. In 1965-66, the funds in-
creased to $1,086,122 and the state’s share to $73,338. Consequently in
the 1966 analysis we proposed that 50 percent of the surplus overhead
funds that were retained by the foundations be reimbursed to the state
for a reduction in General Fund support of $350,000.

The trustees opposed this reduction with the result that the status
‘quo was maintained for a one-year period, but the Senate Finance and
Assembly Ways and Means Committees directed the Chancellor’s Office
and the Department of Finance to prepare a plan for the 50-percent
reimbursement in future fiscal yedars. This plan was submitted, but, in-
stead of requiring a 50-percent reimbursement, it noted the opposition
of the trustees and the academic senate to any reinstatement of funds
" and then recommended a 25-25 plan.

The 25-25 Plan - .

Each foundation retains a minimum of $25,000 from overhead funds,
and 25 percent\ of the balance is reimbursed to the General Fund.
The state’s share amounted to $423,120 in 1967-68, $209,421 in 1968-69
and $379,732 in 1969-70.

In 1967-68 the foundations received $17.5 million in federal funds
and a total of $1,941,308 in overhead payments of which the state
share was $423,120 '(21.8 perecent). With the remaining funds the
foundations paid their administrative costs and funded a variety of on-
campus programs. The Chancellor ’s office maintains that this arrange-
ment is bankrupting the foundatlons and some of them may have to
close.

1968 Legislative Directive

The 1968 conference committee directed that ‘‘the Chancellor’s office
shall develop a program to charge all foundations, all governmental
and nongovernmental cost fund operations as well as any public or
private groups or organizations for the lease or rental of state owned
property . .. The program is to be submitted . . . not later than July
1, 1969.”’ It was 1nten§gd that the General Fund would receive enough
relmbursements under this fee system to offset its costs. Any surplus
would be retained by the foundations.

The required report was prepared and submitted in July 1969. We
have reviewed the report and have reached the conclusion that it does
not comply with the legislative directive ‘‘to develop a program to.
charge . . . for the lease or rental of state owned property.’”’ Instead
of a eharge system, the report suggests a new indirect cost-sharing
formula as follows:

For
Ezample
Total federal funds received $xxx,XXX
Less: Total federal funds received—Off-campus prOJects _______________ XXX,XXX
Federal funds received for on-campus projects : $xxxX, XXX
Total federal indirect cost reimbursement " . $ =xxxx
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For
Brample
Deduct :
Federal indirect cost relmbursement—Oﬁ —campus pro;ects ___________ X,XXX
4 cost sharing (xxx X .50) X, XXX
4 percent overruns and disallowances (xxxxx X } percent of total fed- ’
eral funds received) X,XXX
7 percent administration (federal funds—On-campus projects—
T xxxxx X .07) - X,XXX
fmmrmem e
. Remainder $  x,xxx
Distribution :
50 percent remainder to college (state) $ x,xxX
50 percent to auxiliary organization administering projeets _________ X, XXX
$ xxxx

The net effect of the new formula is that out of $1,625,382 in in-
direct payments received in 1968-69 the state share would only be
$30,065 instead of the budgeted $379,732. While the July 1969 report
to the Legislature has not been endorsed, it is important to note that
the proposed 1970-71 budget has abandoned the 25-25 plan and has
implemented the new formula resulting in a $40,223 reimbursement.
Tt is argued that the action was necessary since the foundatlons are
in a condition of financial hardship.

Restoration of 25-25 Plan Recommended

‘We recommend the reinstatement of the 25-25 plan for an increase
in reimbursements and consequent General Fund savings of approx-
imately $330,000. We believe that the foundations have not adequately
established their case as to financial hardship. We reviewed the 1967-
68 expenditures in which the foundations were engaged and found that
actual administrative expenses were $1,326,322 (68 percent) of the
actual overhead expenses received, leaving a surplus of $614,986. This
surplus was then used for a variety of expenditures, including land
‘purchases, a multiude of small faculty grants, repairs, public relations
and campus projects. However, when the state seeks its reimbursement
under the 25-25 plan the foundatlons claim to face bankruptey. We
believe that there is a problem of reversed expenditure priorities, and
the claims of bankruptey are unrealistic. The admnistrative costs and
the state reimbursement should be paid before the surplus expenditures
are made in order for the foundatlons to malntam a balanced ﬁnancml
position.

- With the restoration of the 25-25 formula we recommend that a new
reimbursement allocation system be implemented. The current system
of scheduling anticipated payments from overhead funds as reimburse-
ments to the individual college budgets works as a penalty to those
colleges which receive a decrease in overhead funds from year to year.
A Dbetter system would be to establish an' unallocated systemwide
reimbursement when budgetmg and then report only the actual funds
received by the college in the past year.
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY

Item 95 from the General Fund ‘ Budget page 416

Requested 1970-71 - ’ $761,897

Estimated 1969-70 __ ' 815,417

Actual 1968-69 —_ 699,845
Requested decrease $53,520 (—86.5 percent) s

Total recommended reduction None

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 'A,mzysis ‘

: page

We recommend that funds for the sea training program be 507
authorized subject to an independent inspection of the training
ship Golden Bear to determine if it meets the standards of safety
and seaworthiness of merchant marine vessels., In addition, the
ship should be brought up to standards pI‘lOI‘ to budget au-
thorization.

Policy Option Concerning Federal Funding

The Board of Governors of the Maritime Academy should con- 508
tinue its efforts to increase federal funding. The federal govern- ,
ment is a principal beneficiary of this program, yet its share of
support continues to decrease.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The California Maritime Acadeiny, located at Morrow Cove, Valle,]o
provides a three-year training program for men who seek to become
licensed officers in the United States Merchant Maiine. It is one of six
such institutions in the country that are supported jointly by the states
and the federal government. The other institutions are at Kings Point
and Ft. Schuyler, New York; Castine Bay, Maine ; Buzzards Bay, Mas-
sachusetts; and Galveston, Texas

The program consists of both a normal academic program and special-
ized programs in either deck officer or engineering officer training. The
program is three year-round terms, two of which are devoted to shore-
based instruction with three months’ training at sea aboard the Golden
Bear, a merchant-type ship loaned to the academy by the Federal Mari-
time Administration. Upon completion of the three-year program and
successful passage of the United States Coast Guard license examina-

_tion, the students are awarded the bachelor of secience degree.

The academy is managed by a board of governors, which includes the
Superintendent of Public Instruction and four others appointed by the
Governor for four-year terms. The board (1) appoints a superintend-
ent, who is the chief administrative officer of the academy, and (2) sets
admission standards, which include an entrance examination.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The request is for $761,897, a decrease of $53, 520 and is composed of
four elements as shown in Table 1.
- We recommend approval.
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Table 1
Marltlme Academy Program Elements
Actual Estimated Proposed

Elements 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Change
Classroom Imstruetion ___________ $277,747 $335,234 $303,900 —$31,334
Sea Training ol 279,223 312,967 319,445 6,478
Residential : 183,330 200,025 202,111 2,086
Administration and . Seryices ... 370,887 387,434 393,612 6,178

Gross Total $1,111,687 $1,235,660 $1,219,068 -$16,592
Reimbursements .. ___.__________ -198,090 -201,243 —240,571 -39,328 -
Federal funds — ~213,752  -219,000 216,600 -2,400

Net General Fund $699,845  $815,417  $761,897  -$53,520
Enrollment 240 245 250 5

General Fund Cost—per_student_ $2,916 $3,328 $3,048 . ~$280
Classroom Instruction

Actual 1968-69 . Hstimoted 196970 Proposed 1970-71
$277,747 $335,234 $303,900

Instruction at the Maritime Academy is based on a trimester pro-
gram wherein two trimesters are in classrooms at the institution and
one is at sea. This program element covers the two trimesters at the
institution. Enrollments at the institution have been at a level of ap-
proximately 250 students primarily due to limitations on housing and
classroom facilities. There is no proposed change in the level of service
for 1970-71. ‘

Sea Training _
Actual 196‘8—69 . Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
$279,223 T $312,967 $319,445

One trimester per year is spent at sea in order to gain on-line experi-

~ ence in ship operation. During the past two years the ecrew has traveled

an average of 15,000 miles and has. visited 13 ports throughout the

- world.

The training ship Golden Bear has been in service with the California
Maritime Academy since 1946 as.the major component of sea training.
Due to deterioration of the vessel through aging, the superintendent
and the board of governors are negotiating with the U.S. Maritime Ad-

- ministration for replacement of the Golden Bear with a newer and more

adequate ship. v
We recommend that funds for.the sea training program be author-
1zed subject to an independent inspection of the training ship Golden
Bear to determine if it meets the standards of safety and seaworthiness
of merchant marine vessels. In addition, the ship should be brought up
to standards prior to budget authorization. It has come to our attention
that the Maritime Academy’s training ship Golden Bear may be in poor
physical condition. Problems involving the loading of ballast, cracks,
exterior damage and general safety features have been reported. We

‘believe that it is reasonable to have these matters fully reviewed in

order to insure proper standards of safety for the Academy’s stu-
dents and personnel who spend three months aboard at sea.
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‘We believe that an independent inspection by a qualified review team
should be implemented to determine if the Golden Bear meets merchant
marine standards. The ﬁndings of the inspection should be made public
and all deficiencies rectified prior to funds being authorlzed for the sea
training excursion in 1970-71.

Residential
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71.
$183,830 $200,025 ‘ - $202,111

The Maritime Academy is exclusively a residential progrz;m. The resi-
dential program element reflects the costs of feeding and maintaining
residence facilities for the students.

Administration and Institutional Services
Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
$370,887 $387,434 $393,612

The ‘administration and institutional services program element in-
cludes the costs of the administrative staff, the plant operation staff and
the maintenance staff:' There are no proposed increases in the level of
service.

Policy Option

In past years we offered the option of reducing state support for
the academy as an inducement to the federal government to increase its
percentage of support to the level which had existed in 1959-60.

We believe that the program primarily benefits the federal govern-
ment and the students because it is designed to produce licensed
officers in the Merchant Marine. However, student and federal support
have decreased over the past 10 years. The benefits to the students are
significant. They are provided a high-cost, specialized instruection pro-
gram with room, board and clothing for three years leading to a posi-
" tion as a licensed officer in the Merchant Marine. Action by the 1969
Legislature adjusted student fees from $750 to $900. The student’s cost
for this training of $900 per year is offset by a federal government reim-
bursement of $200 for a net studewnt cost of $700 per year.

Since this policy option was originally offered, the board of gover-
nors has contacted the member of Congress from Vallejo, who intro-
duced a bill to increase federal support during the 1967 session. This
bill failed to pass. Subsequently, the superintendent of the academy
‘met with the five other academy superintendents and agreed to sponsor
a joint bill containing the same increase in support for each of them.
The content of this legislation calls for a flat grant of $250,000 per year
plus $600 per student, replacing the 1969-70 level of $75,000 per year
plus $600 per student,

‘We favor this action. However, we recommend that federal funding
be based on a fixed percentage of the total program costs as opposed
to a flat grant. The flat grant allows the federal government to escape
sharing higher program costs resulting from increased staff and in-
flation as indicated in Table 2. By basing federal funding on a per-
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centage of the total program, the increases in cost are shared pro-
portionately.
Table 2

Sources of Support California Maritime Academy
1960-61 to 1970-71

Student
Total General Federal and

Year Support  Fund % Funds % other fees %

1960-61 . ________ $749,570 $390,836 52.2 . §204,124 27.2 $154,610 20.6
1961-62 ____ .. ___ 778,724 415488 53.3 205,436 26.4 157,800 20.3
1962-63 ____________ 801,804 435,422 543 - 203,642 254 162,740 © 20.3
1963-64 ____________ 848,322 491425 579 206,619 244 150,278 17.7
196465 ____________ 882,521 531,205 60.2 205,702 23.3 145,614 16.5
1965-66 _________.. .. 931,592 563,478 60.5 208,121 22.3 159,993 17.2
1966-67 ___ _________ 1,016,372 592,685 58.3 219,397 21.6 204,290 20.1
196768 ______ ______ 1,014,329 622,830 614 187,525 18.5 203,974 20.1
196869 ____________ 1,111,687 699,845 629 213,752 19.2 198,090 17.9
1969-70 (est.) _——____ 1,235,660 815,417 65.9 219,000 17.7 201,243 164

1970-71 (proposed)-_ 1,219,068 761,897 62.5 216,600 17.7 240,571 198

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Item 96 from the General Fund Budget page 420
Requested 1970-71 ' $837,872
Hstimated 1969-70 __ : 841,411
Actual 1968-69 ' 592,246

Requested decrease $3,539 (0.4 percent)
Increase to improve level of service $156,959
Total recommended reduction__ $22,897

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
page
We recommend that the proposed continuing education posi-
tion be deleted for a General Fund savings of $22,897.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The Board of Governors of the Community Colleges was created by
Chapter 1549, Statutes of 1967, to provide leadership and direction in
the continuing development of community colleges as an integral and
effective element in the structure of public higher education in the state.
The functions of this board are specifically designed to preserve local
autonomy and control in the relationship between the new board and
the-governing boards of the local community colleges and the duties
each is to perform. The board is ecomposed of 15 members who were
appointed by the Governor for the first time on January 15, 1968.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

The California community colleges are established to provide trans-
fer courses for students planning to continue their education at four-
year institutions, to provide voecational training and to provide general
education. There are currently 92 community colleges in California
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governed by 68 separate boards of trustees. In the fall of 1968, these
institutions enrolled a total of 665,490 full-time and part-time students_
as shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Community College Enrollment, Fall 1968
Student
Classification Full Time Part Time Grand Total

Freshmen i 169,099 233,456 402,555
Sophomores 62,393 71,046 133,439
Other graded o ___ 2,219 29,933 82,152
Ungraded 4,683 92,661 97,344

Total 238,394 427,096 665,490

The communlty college program budget is composed of five programs
as shown in Table 2. ,
Table

1970-71 Community College Programs
Actual  Estimated  Proposed -

Programs 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Change
I Fiscal Affairs ___.________.___ -  $345,939  $383,061 $37,122
II Vocational Eduecation ________ $412,025 505,955 580,444 74,489
II1 Extended Opportunity Program = 8,004,279 4,500,000 1,495,721
IV Academic and Student Affairs__ 57,000 112,596 189,321 - 76,725
Y Administration _—____-._______._ 891,543 307,744 328,912 21,168
Totals : ) $860,568 $4,276,513 §5,981,738 $1,705,225
Funding ) )
General Fund _________________ $592,246  $3,845,690 $5,337,872 $1,492,182
Reimbursements . _______ 268,322 430,823 643,866 213,043
I. FISCAL AFFAIRS PROGRAM

Actual Estimated Proposed
1968-69  1969-70 197011 Change
Expenditures ——____.o__ - $345,939 $383,061 - $37,122
Man-years ___._________. - 185 ’ 19.2 9

The fiscal affairs program is designed to provide leadership to com-
munity college districts in capital outlay planning, district organization
and fiscal planning. The program is. composed of four elements as
shown in Table 3.

Table 3
Elements of the Fiscal Affairs Program

Estimated Proposed
Elements 1969-70 1970-71
A. District: Organization $20,756 $22,983
B. Facilities Planning : 107,241 118,749
C. District Financing - 103,782 114,918
D. Construction Project Approval 114,160 126,411
Totals $345,939 $383,061

A. District Organization Program Element
Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71 Change
Expenditures —______________ $20,756 $22,983 $2,227
Man-yearS ——ee—mem 14 _ 14 -
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The district organization program element aids counties in preparing
district organization plans. The objective of this element is to include
all territory of California into a community college district by 1972.
Under current law the expense of educating students from nondistriet
territory is derived from a tax levied by each county upon the nondis-
triet territory. Since the tax is levied on a per-student basis, the tax is
usually quite low on the nondistrict territory. This low tax rate has the
effect of creating resistance in nondistrict areas toward organizing into
a district, since districts generally have higher tax rates for this pur-
pose.

In 1967-68 the total assessed valuation of the state was $45, 507 047 -
571. Of this total $42,472,982,184, or 93.3 percent, was in districts main-
taining a community college; the remaining $3,034,065,387 was not. In
the same year there was a total of 308,183 in average daily attendance
in community colleges, excluding the average daily attendance of adults,
. ‘of which 285,778 (92.7 percent) were residents of distriets maintaining
a community college, 14,475 (4.7 percent) were residents in territory
not a part of a dlstrlct maintaining a community college, and 7,930
(2.6 percent) were nonresident students.

In the followmg 13 counties, one or more high school or unlﬁed '
districts are in a distriet maintaining a community college, but not all
of the territory under the jurisdiction of the county superintendent ‘of
schools is in a distriet which maintains a community college.

1. Alameda 6. Merced 10. San Mateo

2. El Dorado 7. Orange - 11. Santa Barbara
3. Lassen 8. Riverside 12. Tulare

4, Los Angeles 9. San Diego 13. Yolo

5.- Mendocino

In the following 11 counties, there are no high school or unified dis- -
tricts under the jurisdiction of the county superintendent of schools.
in a distriet which maintains a community college.

1. Alpine 5. Glenn 9. Modoe
2. Amador - 6. Inyo 10. Mono
3. Calaveras 7. Lake : 11. Sierra
4. Del Norte - 8. Mariposa

It is primarily in these counties that the workload for this element
is involved.

B. Facllltles Plannmg Program Element

. Estimated 196970 Proposed 1970-71 Change
Expenditures $107,241 $118,749 $11,508
Man-years 5.5 5.9 0.4

The facilities planning program element has the basic duty of estab-
lishing 10-year construction master plans for the 68 communlty college
districts and updating them annually. This element is also involved in
implementing space utilization standards. The 1970-71 budget proposes
to trade two existing positions of low duty priority for two additional
positions of higher priority. Thus, one associate architect and one con-
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struction analyst position will be abolished in order to allow two fiscal
positions.

One position is to be responsible for approving community college
district schedules of payments under the Junior College Construction
Act of 1967. Inerement payments under each schedule will be certified
to the financial services section chief and be forwarded to the State
Controller for payment. One proposed professional position will be
responsible for research, statistical analysis and generating fiseal data
for the Chancellor, Board of Governors, the Legislature, and other state
agencies. We recommend approval.

C. District Financing Program Element
' Hstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change

Expenditures $103,782 $114,918 '$11,136
Man-years 5 5.3 0.3

The district finaneing program element administers the allocation
of state apportionments to the 68 community college districts. State and

local expenditures for current operations expenses is shown in Table 4. ~

Table 4 ‘
Community College Expenses by State and Local Government
Fiscal Total Local State State
Year - Ezpenditures  Expenditures  Bapenditures  Percentage
1967-68 .. $294,726,252 $202,880,252 $91,846,000 3119,
1968-69 (est.) ___._.___ 851,150,000 245,684,610 105,465,390 30
1969-70 (est.) _______ 400,000,000 280,000,000 120,000,000 30
1970-71 (est.) _______ 428,000,000 299,600,000 128,400,000 30

An extensive discussion of the general issue of community eollege
finance and its related problems is found on page 351 of this analysis.

We recommend that future budgets allocate the analyst position lo-
cated in the facilities planning element to this element. There are no
proposed increases in this funetion in the Governor’s Budget although
we have been notified that one of the proposed analysts discussed pre-
viously will be assigned to this program element. We believe that future
budget presentations should include the position under this section.

D. Construction Project Approval Program Element
Hstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change

Expenditures $114,160 - $126,411 - $12.251
Man-years 6.6 6.6 '

This program element investigates, studies and gathers information
in preparing architectural and construction standards for size, type and
cost of projects, methods of construetion and optimum efficiency and

“use of space in relation to program needs.

~ The Board of Governors is required to review, evaluate and approve
preliminary plan proposals, outline specifications, outline budgets and
other data needed to determine detail cost estimates and scope of proj-
ects submitted for econtinuing 10-year construction plans for each Cali-
fornia Community College district. We recommend approval.
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Il. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

Actual Estimated Proposed

1968—69 1969-70 1970-71  Change
Expenditures __________ - $412,025 $505,955 $580,444 $74,489
Man-years —————eeweeem T 244 T 26.9 28.9 ‘23

The vocational education program proposes to expend $580,444 in
1970-71, $498,256 of which is derived from federal funds. The primary
activity of this program is to administer the allocation of federal funds
and recommend applications for funding. In addition this program is
involved in training institutes and the dissemination of information
among the various community college deans.

The budget for 1970-71 proposes a reduction of an existing pohce
training supervisor and the addition of two fiseal analyst positions. The
Chancellor’s office plans to utilize these positions in program evalua-
tion and data compilation and analysis. We recommend approval.

1I1I. EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71 Change

Expenditures : ' $3,004,279 $4,500,000 $1,495,721
Man-years . 9 8.1 11

The extended opportunity program is designed to provide services
necessary (a) to facilitate language, educational and social develop-
ment of students, thus raising their potentlal for succeeding in college,
and (b) to aid students wtih socioeconomic handicaps to enroll and
take part in college educational opportunities.

This program was initially funded by the 1969 Budget Conference
Committee. The program design was thereafter established by Chapter
1479, Statutes of 1969. It requires special community college programs
to identify students affected by language, social, and economic handi-
caps, to establish and develop services, techniques, and activities di-
rected to recruiting and retaining such students in community col-
leges, and stimulating their interest in intelleetual, educational and
vocational attainment.

The statute -established a 13-member advisory committee to the Board
of Governors of the Community Colleges. The committee will advise
-on policy, and review and report annually to the Board of Governors
on the progress of this program.

The Board of Governors is responsible for program rules and regu- .
lations. The local distriet boards may establish, with the approval of °
the state board, programs and serviees which may include:

. Tutorial services

. The establishment of remedial courses

. The establishment of a program of multicultural studles

. Counseling services .

Recruitment serviees

Loans or grants to meet living costs or a portlon thereof -

. Loans or grants to meet the cost of student fees '

. Loans or grants to meet cost of transportation between home and
college

oo

R e e

. 513
17—79869




Education ' Item 96

Board of Governors of Community Colleges—Continued
i. Scholarships
J.- Work-experience programs
k. Job placement programs

The local boards make application to the state board for the appor-
tionment of funds appropriated for this program. Such funds are paid
by the Controller to the county treasurer or jurisdiction in accordance
with a schedule established by the state board and approved by the
Department of Finance,

The total statewide program for educatlonal opportunity in Cali-
fornia is discussed on page 522 of this analysis. We believe that com-
munity colleges have a major role to play in his program. We believe
that there is a need for the segments to be involved in a plan wherein
it is recognized that additional numbers of academically ineligible dis-
advantaged students should receive initial college instruction and eol-
lege orientation in community colleges, and then move into the four-
year institutions when. qualified. This approa.ch follows the guidelines
of separation of function established in the Master Plan for Higher
Education and the concept of institutional cooperation on. mutually

“similar programs.

1V. ACADEMIC AND STUDENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM

Actual . Estimated . Proposed
. 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71. . Change
BExpenditures e _____ ___ $57,000 $112,596 $189,321 $76,725
Man-years v 4 6 - 10.4 44

The academic and student affairs program is primarily eoneerned
with the academic activities of community colleges and is composed of
three elements as shown in Table 5.

Table 5 ,
Elements of the Academic and Student Affairs Program

‘ Actual Estimated  Proposed
Program elements .. 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

A. Accreditation and Academic Master Planning $14,250 $22,519 - $49,223
B. Admissions and Articulation _._—._________ 14,250 45,038 70,049
C. Continuing Education . 28,500 45,039 70,049

Totals : ' $57,000 $112,596 $189,321

A. Accreditation and Academic Master Planning

Actual 1968-69 EBstimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71
Expendltures e $14,250 $22,519 $49,223
1 1.2 2.8

Man-years

This program element is concerned with community college’s long-
range vocational education plans and statements of programs and serv-
ices. Review and coordination of academic plans with vocational plans
is designed to insure that changing student needs are appropriately
met and that unnecessary duplication i avoided.

One professional position is proposed to work under supervision of
the dean for academic programs in the areas of accreditation, academic
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master planning, the establishment of academic policies and standards
and improvement of curriculum in community colleges.

Currently only one position is devoted to this activity. The plannmg
of programs among community colleges and between these colleges and
the four-year colleges is an important aspect of the orderly growth
in higher education. We recommend approval.

B. Admissions and Articulation

Actual 1968-69 Estimated 1969-70 Proposed 1970-71

Expenditures ________________ $14,250 $45,038 $70,049
Man-years 1 . - 24 : 3.8

The admissions and articulation program element is designed to plan
and implement policies which aid the flow of students through the
community colleges and into four-year institutions of higher education.

‘ Performance of Community College Transfers.

A major indicator of the success of the admissions and articulation
activity of community colleges is the performance of transfers after
" they enter the four-year institutions. Table 6 presents the data from
.the University of California’s 3,000 fall 1968 community college trans-
fers. The differentiation between eligible and ineligible refers to the
student’s eligibility to enter the University directly from high school.

Table 6

Scholarship Record of Fall 1968 Community College Entrants
University of California

Transferred
grade point average Grade point average
achieved in achieved after
. community college transfer to University Mean differential
Campus eligible ineligble eligible ineligible eligible ineligible. .
Berkeley . ________ 3.07 2.95 2.65 2.57 - —0.42 —0.38
Davis . _______ 2.99 2.80 2.59 242 —0.40 —0.38
Irvine —_____-________ 3.04 2.88 2.63 241 —0.41 —0.47
Los Angeles _ - 299 2.82 2.58 2.53 —0.41 —0.29
Riverside ___ -~ 3810 2.95 2,70 2.48 —0.15 —0.47
San Diego ___ ——— 3.09 2.95 2.56 2.42 —0.53 —0.53
Santa Barbara __.____ 2.99 2.85 2.62 2.49 —0.37 —0.36
Total el 3.02 2.87 2,62 2.51 —040 ~—0.36
Santa Cruz . _____ 3.03 3.02

These data show about a four-tenths decrease in grade point averages
when comparing the University average of the student to the average
achieved in the community college. Of greater interest is the fact that
the performance at the University between eligible and ineligible trans-
fer students is nearly identical, varying only by one-tenth of a grade
point. Since the total number of students in each group (approximately
1,500) was equal, it appears that there is evidence to conclude that
the community colleges are significantly upgrading those ineligible
students who continue their higher education into the University.

The 1970-71 budget proposes one associate dean to work with repre-
sentatives of high schools, state colleges, the University of California,
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and the private segment of higher education, as well as community
colleges, to insure that access to higher education is being maintained -
and even improved when it can be demonstrated that certain groups
are not being served. We recommend approval.

C. Continuing Education

Actual HBstimated Proposed

1968-69 196970 1970-71 -Change
Expenditure ... $28,500 $45,039 $70,049 $25,010
Man-years - __.___ .2 24 3.8 14

We recommend that the proposed continuing education position be
deleted for a General Fund savings of $22,897. The 1970-71 budget
proposes to establish an associate dean of continuing education position
at a cost of $22,897 to bring the total cost of this element to $70,049.
Continuing eduecation programs in community colleges are special
courses generally presented in evenings. As a rule they are service
courses such as sewing or photography and are not awarded academic
credit. The budget maintains that there is a need for a full-time posi-
tion at the associate dean level ‘‘in order to accomplish the necessary
leadership and development job. Cooperation with other segments of
education offering continuing edueation is needed, as .new program
directions are.developed. Within the segment, informational and/or
educational programs for staff in the college will be mounted as
needed, to insure that eommumty colleges are meeting needs of adults
for further education statewide.’’

‘We believe that the proposed position is of a low prlorlty and that
the justification is much too vague. While it may be reasonable to
expect that there is a need for some statewide coordination of this
program, we do mnot believe that continued augmentations over the
current $45,039 level should be made.

V. ADMINISTRATION

Actual Hstimated ~~  Proposed
1968-69 196910 1970-711 Change
BExpenditure _________ $391,543 $307.744 $328,912 T $21,168
Man-years ——____.—_ 19.9 19.6 20.1 0.5

This function provides the general administrative services for the
Board of Governors. It includes the Chancellor’s immediate staff, legal
services, accounting and personnel. We recommend approval.
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STATE §CHOLARSHIP AND LOAN COMMISSION
Items 97 and 98 from the General Fund and the State

Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund Budget page 430
Requested  1970-71 : - $14,898,219
Estimated 1969-70 12,698,402
Actual 1968-69 : —— 8,505,004

Requested increase $2,199,817 (17.8 percent)
Total recommeypded reduction — None

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

California provides statewide student finanecial assistance programs
through the State Scholarship and Loan Commission which was created
in 1955 to administer the State Scholarship Program. Additional re-
sponsibilities were added in 1965 and 1966 with the initiation of the
Graduate Fellowship Program and the Guaranteed Looan Program. The
College Opportunity Grant Program to assist disadvantaged students
was started in 1969. The commission consists of nine members ap-
pointed by the Governor to represent public and private institutions
of higher education as well as the general public. The staff is headed
by an executive director with a budgeted level of 49.3 man-years of
-personnel services.

For continuing operation of the commission $16,698,000 is budgeted
in 1970-71. This represents an inerease of $2,992,742, or 21.8 percent,
over the amount authorized in 1969-70. The programs and funds are

summarized in Table 1.
. Table 1
Summary of Program Expenditures and Funding Sources

Actual Estimated Proposed

Ezpenditures 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Increase
Scholarship Program __________ $7,730,975 $11,652,785 $13,854,434  $2,201,649
Graduate Fellowship Program__ 669,473 911,913 991,707 79,794
College Opportunity Grant )
Program?1 _______________ . 1,006,856 1,799,781 792,925
Guaranteed Loan Program ____ 44,321 66,387 52,078 —14,309
-Administration ___.____________ 60,235 67,317 -2 —67,317
.Program Totals ———e— $8,505,004 $13,705,258 $16,698,000 $2,992,742
Funding .
State General Fund . __ $8,438,057 $13,611,474 $16,645,922  $3,034,448
State Guaranteed Loan
Reserve Fund . ____ 66,947 93,784 52,078 —41,706
Fund Totals $8,505,004 $13,705,258 $16,698,000  $2,992,742

1 Funds for this program are allocated from a special appropriation (Item 99) for the Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Programs and are not included in support appropriations to this agency.
2 Administrative costs of $95,975 in 1970-T1 have been d)strlbuted to the programs
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This is the second year that the Scholarship Commission budget has
been presented in program budget structure. In last year’s analysis we
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noted the commission’s budget lacked the meaningful output data neec-
essary to relate the level of expenditures requested to performance. In
the 1970-71 budget, again no output has been provided. The budget
includes some historical data on participation in the State Scholarship
Program, but for the fellowship program the budget does not even
identify the number of participants in 1968-69 and 1969-70. It is
interesting to note that the numbers of participants in the fellowship
program were always included in the traditional budget presentation.
‘We think this is a serious weakness in the comm1ss10n ’s program budget
and suggest this be corrected in next year’s presentalion. It is also
suggested that a greater attempt be made to provide output data, such
as the relationship of scholarships and fellowships to enrollments in
private institutions, numbers and types of students aided and whether
they successfully reached their goals, and estimated state dollars saved
by diverting students.

Although our analysis is organized to conform to the program budget
our review of the budget has been made mostly from the fiscal informa-
tion in the traditional budget.

STATE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

We recommend approvel. This program was established in 1955 when
the Seholarshlp Commission was created. The objectives -of the pro-
gram as stated in the Governor’s Budget are as follows:

1. Save state funds by assisting in the diversion of students from
public to independent colleges.

2. Assist California’s independent colleges by increasing the number
of students able to attend college, thus contributing to expansion
of independent college enrollment.

3. Encourage and assist able and ﬁnanmally needy students to attend
any California college.

To meet these objectives the commission is authorized to grant new
scholarship awards each year equal to 2 percent of the high school
graduates of the previous year. Scholarships at independent colleges
range from $300 to $2,000 per year in $100 intervals, but never greater
than tuition and fees. Average awards are usually less than the average
tuition because the amount of an individual’s stipend is determined on
the basis of an estimate of each student’s financial need. Scholarships
for students attending the University of California in 1970-71 are set
at $300 and for those attending the state colleges at approximately
$130 depending upon the level of fees set by the colleges.

These scholarships are granted to academically able students who
are in need of financial assistance to meet the tuition and fee costs at
the colleges they will attend. Once the initial award is granted, a stu-
dent may apply for annual renewal of his award if he maintains aca-
demic eligibility and continues to meet the financial need standards.

Scholarship Awards

Scholarship awards for 1970-71 are estlmated to total 16,265 includ-
ing 6,232 new scholarships and 10,023 renewals of existing awards and
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community college transfers. Total funds budgeted for these scholar-
ships is $13,465,250 which is an increase of $2 139,275 or 18.9 percent
over the amount budgeted for this purpose in 1969—70 The average
award is 'expected to increase by $2 from $825 to $827. The large in-
crease in budgeted funds results from the increased number of renewal
scholarshlps over the prior year. The historical growth of the program
is shown in Table 2.

Table 2
State Scholarshlp Award Funds—1964—65 through 1970-71

- Number Average ) Total awaerd

) of awards award amount: expenditures
. 1964-65 actual ____________ 5,120 $691 $3,638,807
1965-66 actual ___._____-__ 5,120 701 3,588,952
196667 actual _______.__.___ 6,042 728 - 4,397,437
1967-68 actual _..__________ 6,902 704 4,860,042
1968-69 actual ____________ 10,467 715 ) 7,486,358
1969-70 estimated _________ 13,541 825 11,325,975
1970-71 proposed __—_______ 16,265 827 13,465,250

The increase.in the number of awards from 13,541 in 1969-70 to

16,265 in 1970-71 is a reflection of the expansion authorized in 1968-69
when the new awards were doubled from 1 to 2 percent of the prior
‘year’s high school graduates. The full effect of this expansion will not

be reached uritil 1971-72 when the level of the renewals will have fully
reacted to the change

In last year’s analysis we pointed to the consistent trend toward

.overbudgeting of scholarships. We noted that for the five year period

from 1963-64 to 1967—68 actual award costs averaged $51 or 7.5 percent
less than budgeted. In 1968—69 this trend is continued as the average
award was $715 or $20 less than budgeted. We suggested the reason for
this overbudgeting is that the commission estimates did not consider the
inereasing proportion of scholarships to public institutions as opposed

to private institutions. Because the average cost of awards for students

at public institutions is considerably less than those at private institu-
tions, this changing proportion should reduce the average cost. Table
3 shows the historical trend towards a greater number of students at-
tending public institutions.

Table 3

Number and Percentage of Total Awards at Public and Independent
Institutions 1963 through 1969

Public Institutions Independent Institutions
Number Percent © Number Percent

1963 1,572 35.0 2,908 65.0
1964 oo __ 1,848 36.1 3,252 63.9
1965 . _ 1,935 - 879 C 3,185 62.3
1966 . 2,389 -39.6 3,653 60.4
T19687 2,977 43.2 3,925 56.8
1968 ________ e 5,095 48.7 5,372 51.3
1969 ____________.__ 6,714 49.7 6,800 50.3

Although this factor has not been included in the 1970-71 estimate
for scholarships, the relatively small increase of $2-in the average
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cost reflects other offsetting adjustments that have been made to the
estimate to correct the tendency to overbudget.

One might conclude from the information in Table 38 that the pri-
mary benefit of the scholarship program is shifting from private to
public institutions. This is true only when viewing numbers of stu-
dents. In 1969-70 it is estimated that 85 percent of the scholarship -
funds will be awarded to students attending independent colleges and
this percentage has been relatively stable for several years.

Administrative Costs

In addition to the scholarship costs, the program budget includes
$389,184 for administrative costs. ThlS represents 2.9 percent of the
scholarshlp costs and is an increase of $62,374 or 19.1 percent over the
amount shown for 1969-70. Part of this increase results from the dis-
tribution of administrative costs in 1970-71 that were not distributed
to the programs in 1969-70. Workload increases included three cleri-
cal positions plus temporary help based on established yardsticks.

GRADUATE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

We recommend approval, Financial assistance to graduate students
was started in 1965 with the-establishment of the Graduate Fellowship
Program. The primary objective of the program is to inerease the sup-
ply of college and University faculty, and priority is given to those
fields where there is a critical shortage of teachers. An additional ob-.
jective similar to the scholarship program is to assist'in the diversion
of students from public to independent colleges thereby saving state
funds and assisting independent colleges to expand enrollment.

Objective Inconsistent with Regents’ Action

A question could be raised as to the validity of the stated obJectlve
to increase the supply of college teachers. The budget refers to the
“‘existing and predicted shortage of faculty’ but this does not appear
to be consistent with the University decision to limit graduate enroll-
ments in 1970-71. At a recent regents meeting the president of the
Un1vers1ty noted that there was increasing evidence that the supply
of Ph.D’s was beginning to exceed demand. As a matter of state policy,
we think the objectives of the Graduate Fellowship Program should
be coordinated with those of the Umversﬂ;y

Proposed Budget

The proposed budget in 1970—71 for the Graduate Fellowship Pro-
gram is $991,707, which is 5.9 percent of commission expenditures. The
budget increase of $79,794, or 8.8 percent, is composed of $70,000 for
fellowship awards and $9,794 for related administrative costs.

Fellowship Costs

A total of 950 awards is estimated in 1970-71 at a cost of $950, 000
or $1,000 per award.

The number of awards authorized each year including renewals is
equal to 2 percent of the total number of baccalaureate degrees awarded
the previous year by California institutions. The amount of the award is
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limited to the full cost of tuition and fees at the 1nst1tutlon he attends
Experience has shown the 2 percent maximum is currently higher than
actual need. In 1969-70 the number of fellowships represent 1.46 per-

cent of .baccalaureate degrees. For this reason the projected 1970-71

new awards are based on a 1.5 percent level. The number and average
costs of fellowships along with the total expenditure are shown in Table
4, , : . '

Table 4 -
Graduate Fellowshlp Award Funds, 1967-68 through 1970—71

Number of Average Total award .
. fellowships  awoerd amount expénditures

1967-68 ‘ S 282 - $T98 - $223,629
1968-69  _. . 785 . 829:¢ . " 651,231

1969-70 . (estimated) ________ 97 1,104 . 880,000

1970-71 (proposed) __—_.__ 950 - . 1 000 950,000

The 1969-70 estimated average award is $104 greater ‘than the amountv

projected for 1970-71. The 1969-T70 estimates is based on September
1969 participation data which reflects the' maximum potential expendi-
tures for ‘the 797 fellowships. Experience has shown that the dverage
award will be considerably below the September data and this factor
has been included in the 1970-71 estimate. Substantial savings in the

1969-70 appropriation in excess of - $100 000 will probably result and

this will ' revert to the General Fund:

COLLEGE OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM

The College Opportumty Grant program, authorized by Chapter
1410, Statutes of 1968, provides financial assistance to dlsadvantaged
students attendlng mstltutlons of higher education.

The program was initiated in the summer: of 1969 with the approval
0f-1,000- grants which is. the maximum authorized by law. In 1970-71
an additional 1,000 grants are proposed for new students and it is
anticipated that 875 of the 1969-70 grants will be renewed for a total

of 1,875 grants. Funds budgeted for these grants amount to $1,675,000
_Wlth an additional $124,781 required for administration.

The appropriation for this program is included in’ Ttem 99 as a por-

“tion of a special appropriation for a Higher Education Opportunlty

Program which combines similar appropriations to other state’ agencies
into one program. Our discussion of the College Opportunity Grant pro-
gram can be found on page 522. of our. analysis.

GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM.

We recommend approval. This program was authorized in 1966 to'

providé central state administration of this federal loan program. The

program is designed to prov1de low interest loans to college students.
The first loan was made in November 1966 and since that time the

commission has guaranteed 18,061 loans totaling $15 158,000 for Cali-

fornia 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 program is to provide necessary adminis-
tration for the outstanding loans.
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The budget request for this program is $52,078, representing a de-
crease of $14,309 or 21.5 percent over 1969-70. The reduction results
from a reallocation to other programs of expenses that were erroneously
charged to the program in past years.

Funding is from a special appropriation of $52,078 in Item 98 from
the State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund. Thig represents interest earn-
ings generated by federal funds deposited in the special fund as a re-
‘serve to guarantee payments on defaulted loans.

Inventory of Student Financial Aid
The 1969 Legislature augmented the commission’s budget by $6,300
to provide for an -inventory of student financial assistance. In our
analysis of the 1969-70 budget we recommended this augmentation and
proposed the commission establish procedures so that this type of in-

~ ventory can be accomplished on a continuing or perlodlc basis. We

noted that the reason for our recommendation was the growing interest

_ in the development of new student financial assistance programs and

that these new programs should be based on knowledge of the level and
scope of- existing programs. There recently have been proposals pend-
ing before the Regents to increase tuition or fees and these have stimu-
lated additional interest in student aid.

The commission is progressing in the survey and questionnaires have
been sent to all institutions. It is anticipated that the results of thig
survey will be available in a feW months

Highef Educational Oppor‘lunﬁy Programs

Ttem 99 from the General Fund . : Budget page 436
Requested 1970-71 ] . $9,130,364
Estimated 1969-70 : . 6,356,856
Requested increase $2,773,508 (44 percent) _
Total recommended reduction _ : . None
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS A?;ﬂ;lzg/.éis
. - €

We recommend special legislative review of the State College . 525
HEducational Opportunity Program (EOP) in order to ascertain
the proper funding level within the existing program design.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

All. Eduecational Opportumty Programs (EOP) which receive Gen-
eral Fund support are shown in a single budget act item in 1970-71. In
previous years these activities were budgeted and analyzed separately
which afforded a less coordinated review. Table 1 summarizes the pro-
posed allocation of EOP funds.
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Table 1

Allocatlon of Educational Opportunity Funds "
EBstimated Proposed

Institution ’ 1969-70 1970-71 - ' Ohonge
Coordinating Council for - ) o
Higher Education ________ ... _____ : : - $45,000. $45,000
State Colleges . $2,350,000 2,785,583 435,583
Community Colleges ______ S, 3,000 000 - 4,500,000 1,500,000
Scholarship' and Loan Commission_____ -1,006,856. 1,799,781 7 792,925

Totals : $6,356,856 1 $9,130,364' $2,773,508
L Expended in separate budget items. - ,
Legislative Review and Approval of the Special Admittee Policy )

The Leglslature first reviewed the special disadvantaged admlssmns
policy in the 1968 Regular Session and passed Assembly Concurrent
Resolution No. 65 (Resolution Chapter No. 157), Assembly Bill No. 765

(Chapter 1410) and Senate Bill No. 125 (vetoed). Resolution Chapter )

No. 157 expresses legislative intent that an additional 2-percent-excep-
tlon rule should be applied in the public institutions of hlgher learn--
ing ““provided that the students so admitted participate in a program
established to assist them at a state college or University campus.’’ To
aid these special admissions SB 125 would have appropriated $500,000
from the General Fund to be shared equally by the University and the
state colleges for the initiation and development of on-campus educa-

* tional opportunity programs. This legislation was vetoed on the ration-

ale that it duplicated AB 765 which created the ‘‘College Opportunity
Grant Program’’ of 1,000 grants to be funded in the 1969-70 budget to
provide finanecial assistance for undergraduate study by disadvantaged
students who may not be-eligible for state scholarships awarded by
conventional selection procedures but who evidence potential for suc-
cessful college study. This was designed as a pilot demonstration pro-
gram to assist disadvantaged students by using experimental methods
and subjective judgments as well as conventional sélection methods.
California public community colleges are designated as the primary
institutions for the additional opportunities for hlgher education pro-
vided by the opportunity grant program which is administered by the
State Scholarship and Loan Commission, .

During the 1969 legislative session attention was foeused on funding
the various EOP programs. The Budget Act of 1969, Chapter 3855,
was the first legislative document to include funding for. Edueatlonal

.Opportunity Programs. In the Budget Act, $2,350,000 was appropriated

in Item 116.5 for the California State Colleges EOP program ($1.1
million of this money was for program costs and the remainder for
grants to students), the University received $1 million for its Educa-
tional Opportunity Program and Item 335.5 provided $3 million to be
allocated to the Community Colleges for their EOP programs. These
three Budget Act items totaled $6,350,000 which was in addition to the
original Governor’s Budget EOP program of $1 million for scholarship
and loan grants. From this total the Governor vetoed the $1 million
intended for the University.
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ANALYSIS AND REcoMMENbAﬂ()Ns‘
) State College EOP

The California State College Edueatlon Opportunity Program was
established in Senate Bill No. 1072 (Harmer), Chapter 1336 Statutes
of 1969. This program consists of grants to students up to a $700 maxi-
mum grant per academic year to be administered by the Trustees of -
the State Colleges The amount shall be sufficient to cover the cost of
the student’s tuition, books and room and board as determined by the
trustees along with other financial aid resoureces.

The students must be residents who are nominated by high schools
the Veterans Administration and state agencies authorized by the
trustees. The trustees set standards and select from the list of nomina-
tions. Bach college must receive program approval and may receive pro-
gram funds for directors, counselors and advisers from the trustees.
Academic progress records of each student receiving a grant must be
kept by the trustees.

The Scholarship and Loan ‘Commission’s regular state competitive
scholarship program funds ecannot be used for Edueatlonal Opportunity
Program grants authorized by SB 1072. All funds appropriated in
Ttem 116.5 of the 1969 Budget Act were to be expended ‘pursuant to
this act.

A status report on the state college EOP program is required an-
nually on November 1 by the Budget Act language. Similar reports are
not required of the University or Community Colleges. On November
13, 1969 the first state college report was sent to the Legislature suin-
marizing the- administrative actlon taken to 1mplement the Budget
Act and SB 1072,

The 1969-70 allocation of the 3,150 enrollments and related Gen-
eral Fund support is shown in Table 2.

Table 2
1969-70 State College EOP Enrollment and Budget Allocations
Operating
rOP expense Cost
Enroll- Personal ond - Student’ per

State colleges ment  services equipment grants Total cost enrollee
Long Beach _____- _____ 240 $70,473  $5,500 $93,000 $168,973 $704
San Diego —_____________ 335 88,744 8,140 125,000 221,884 662
"San Jose __ . _______ 450 99,131 6,198 163,000 268,329 596
San Fernando Valley_____ 885 97,164 5,964 144,000 247,128 641
Los Angeles _._______.__ 420 80,322 . 5,000 150,000 = 235,322 560
San Franecisco ___.______ 275 77,090 9,722 106,000 192,812 701
Sacramento. _____________ 145 52,216 6,300 58,000 116,516 803
Fresno 150 52,216 6,700 60,000 118,916 792
San Luis’ Oblspo ________ 70 27,432 3,366 30,000 - 60,798 868
Fullerton _—___________.___ 150 . 53,002 - 5,300 .60,000 -~ 118,302 789
Chico . 90 - 40,339 4,500 39,000 83,839 931
Hayward 145 52,847 6,070 58,000 116,917 806
Pomona ___.__ . ______ 75 26,168 2,900 30,000 59,068 87
Humboldt - ___________ 20 - 17,437 3,243 - 9,000 29,680 1,484
Sonoma 40 29,950 3,000 16,000 48,950 1,223

San Bernardino . ______ 85 23567 2486 _ 150000 41,053 1,172
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Table 2—Continued

196970 State College EOP Enrollment and Budget Allocatlons

Opemtmg

EOoP ] expense - Cost

. Enroll- Personal and.  Student. " per
State colleges ment  services equipment grants Total:cost enrollee,
Stanislaus ______________ 35 22 563 2,641 15,000 40,204 1,148
Domjinguez Hills —_._____ 90 39,156 11,340 -89, 000 89,496 994
Unallocated __.__________ ) e 40,000 = N/A
Chancellor’s Office _._____ N/A 31,113 20,700 N/A 51,813 N/A
Totals ______ il 8,150 $980,930 $119,070 $1,250, 000 $2,350,000 $746

These data show that the state college EOP program costs range
from a minimum of $560 per enrollee at Lios Angeles to a maximum of
$1,484 at Humboldt with a systemwide average of $746 per enrollee.
The higher costs per enrollee occur at the smaller colleges primarily
due to diseconomies of scale which occur when low enrollments-are
prorated into a minimum program cost of approximately $40,000. Per-
formance data has not been reported on the rationale that ‘‘since EOP
students as defined in the Budget Aect are those new freshmen and .
undergraduates this first report must omit information on academic
progress.”” A report on EOP student performance was promlsed for
November 1, 1970.

Budget Proposes an Unspecified State College EOP. Program

The 1970-71 budget proposes a state college educational opportumty
allocation of $2,785,583 to handle approximately 2,520 continuing EOP
students and an undetermmed number of new EOP enrollees. It is
explained in the budget that ‘‘a substantial portion of the financial
support for EOP students is provided by the federal government and,
to some degree, by private funds. In addition, it is not clear the extent
to which continuing students will require financial aid and tutoring
services. These matters are under study at each state college. Therefore,
the number of new first-year students that can be accommodated in
1970-71 is not known at this time. The total new enrollees will depend
upon the amount available from federal and private sources and the,
- extent to which continuing students require support.”’

We recommend spectal legislative review of the State College Edu-
cational Opportunity Program (EOP) in order to ascertwin the proper.
funding level within the existing program design. The policies estab-
lished in the 1969 Budget Act discussed previously were clear as to the
level of the program and the administrative pohc1es to be utilized. The
proposed budget offers a contrast to this in that it is vague, particularly
in relation to the number of new enrollees. The budgeted amount of
$2,785,683 utilized within the 1969 Budget Aect policies -appears to
eause either (1) a reduction in the level of student assistance or (2) a
reduction in the number of new enrollees. Under either results, the
budget differs with existing policy.

In determining administrative costs we believe that the budget
should be based only on the level of new enrollees. This is the group
with the major orientation and tutoring problems. Second year stu-
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dents should be well established academically in accordance with the
program criteria that EOP students have the potential to succeed in
regular college programs once théy ‘have been initially assisted. Using
the 1969 base of 3,150 students and applying the systemwide enroll-
ment growth factor of 9 percent the 1970 EOP new enrollment base
would be 3,434 students, an increase of 284.

In prmmple we belleve that the justified needs of both new and
continuing students should be provided for and so recommend. How-
ever, the amounts budgeted last year need verification as to whether
they reflect actual requirements. Since these facts have not yet been
developed, we withhold a final recommendation on this item pending
development of the information which will support a specific figure.

Community College EOP 7 -
- ’ Estimated Proposed

» . 196970 1970-71 Change
Expenditure $3,000,000 $4,500,000 * $1,500,000
Man-years B 7 " 81 : 11

‘Senate Bill No. 164 (Alquist), Chapter 1579, implements the Com-
munity College Bducational Opportunity Program funded in Item
335.5 of the 1969 Budget Act. It requires special community college
programs which identify students affected by la,nguage, social, and
economic handicaps, to establish and develop services, technlques, and
activities directed to recruiting and retaining such students in com-
munity colleges, and to stimulating their interest in intellectual, edu-
eational and vocational attainment.

The bill established a 13-member advisory committee to the Board of
Governors of the Community Colleges. The committee will advise on
policy and review annually and report to the Board of Governors on
the progress of this program.

- The Board of Governors: is responsible for program rules and regu-
lations. The local boards may establish, with the approval of the state
board, programs and services which may include:

. Tutorial services

. The establishment of remedial courses .

. The establishment of a, program of multicultural studies

. Counseling sefvices :

. Recruitment services

. Loans or grants to meet living costs or a portion thereof

. Loans or grants to meet the cost of student fees

. Loans or grants to meet cost of transportation between home and
college

i. Scholarships

J. Work experience programs

k. Job placement programs

O FeD QUG T

The local boards must make application to the state board for the

apportionment of funds appropriated for -this program. Such funds

Wlll be paid by the Controller to the county treasurer of jurisdiction
in accordance with a schedule establlshed by the state board and ap-
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proved by the Department of Finance. Future funding will be Te-
quested in the Board of Governor’s budget and up to $130,000 of the
funds appropriated for this program in 1969-70 could be used by the
Board of ‘Governors to administer this program and for the purpose of -
participating in a study related to identifying the characteristics of the
withdrawing student and the continuing student ’

' Planning by Coordmatlng Council for’ ngher Educatlon

The EOP budget proposes to allocate $45,000 to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education in order for it to develop the orderly
- growth of .the programs, We recommend approval It has been our
position as stated in last year’s analysis that it is of major importanece
to recognize that EOP is a program common to all segments of public-
higher education in California. We believe that there is a need for the
segments to be involved in a plan wherein it is-recognized that addi-
tional numbers of acade_mically ineligible disadvantaged students should
receive initial college instruction and college orientation in community
colleges and then move into the four-year institutions when qualified.
This approach follows the guidelines of separation of function estab- .-
lished in the Master Plan and the concept of institutional cooperation
on mutually similar programs. To date we are not aware of any formal
joint segmental plans alohg these lines.
Thus, there should be a plan wherein the community . colleges are
the primary higher .education intake units for students in these pro- -
.grams with staff assistance in some cases coming from neighboring
state colleges and University campuses. We believe. that if each seg-
ment continues to operate independently, there will not only be -pro-
gram and administrative duplications but each segment will face,
independently, additional pressures to increase exceptions and to in-
crease programs. This situation cannot be responded to rationally unless
_an overall plan exists.

Scholarship and Loan Commission

The 1970-71 budget. includes an alloeatlon of $1,799,781 to the ‘State
Scholarship and Loan Commission for grants and admmlstratlve costs
of the College Opportunity Grant Program. :

This program was authorized by Chapter 1410, Statutes of 1968
The program is designed as a pilot demonstratlon to assist students
who are disadvantaged by using experimental methods and subjective
judgments as well as conventional selection methods. The objective is
to develop financial assistance programs that will increase access to
higher education for disadvantaged students. A yearly report to the
Legislature on progress made under this program is required.

Under the statutes 1,000 grants are authorized to cover living ex-
penses, transportation, supplies and books, up to a maximum of $1,100
each. An additional amount is authorized for tuition and fees.

" Legislative intent specifies that primary emphasis be directed to the
public commumty college level. Commission interpretation of this ‘‘pri-
mary emphasis’’ has been to determine that 80 percent of the new
grants would be directed to students at the community colleges These
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grants are renewable so this limitation does not apply to those com-
munity college participants who transfer to four-year institutions:

In 1969, 1,000 grants were awarded to students in the first year of
operation of this program. In 1970-71 it is expected that 875 of these
will be renewed and 1,000 new awards will be granted for a total of
1,875. The average grant for new awards is estimated at $800 and for
renewals at $1,000. The higher rate for renewal candidates results
from the assumption that 328 of the renewal students will be trans-
ferring to four-year institutions with higher fee requirements.

The total amount budgeted for awards in 1970-71 is $1,675,000.
Administrative costs are $124,781 or 7.4 percent of the grant costs.
The budget added one clerical pos1t10n plus temporary help for in-
ereased workload. »

Because this program has been in existence for only one year, there
is not sufficient historical data available to evaluate performance.

STATE CONTROLLER

Item 100 from the General Fund ' Budget page 437
Requested 1970-71 ’ i $5,684,419
Estimated 1969-70 .~ 6,019,168
‘ Actual 1968-69 : i _ : 5,514,660
< Requested decrease $334,749 (5.6 percent) _
‘Total recommended reduction - None
SUMMARY:OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis
: : page

‘We recommend :
- 1. The existing inheritance tax appralser system be abolished 533
and, as a substitute, legislation be enacted to administer in-
heritance taxes on a self-assessment basis.
2. The Controller’s Office make a test study of optical scan- 533
ning equipment to ascertain the possible benefits and savings in
its data processing operations.
- 3. BExploration of the merits of transferrlng soclal welfare 531
audits to the Controller’s Office. '

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The State Controller is ani elected state fiscal officer who heads a 585-
man agency, composed of seven divisions, with the following program
responsibilities :

1. Fiscal Control, which includes acting as the state’s chief account-

“ing officer, making apportionments and auditing subventions to local
governments compiling state financial reports, administering the Uni-
form State Payroll System, and the unclaimed property laws. Approxi-
mately 56 percent of the ageney’s staff is allocated to this program,

II. Tax Administration, which includes the enforcement of the in-
heritance and gift taxes, the refund of gasoline taxes to nonhighway
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