
Veterans Affairs Item 242 

Department of Veterans Affairs-Continued 

and has refused to pay the state the standard subvention of $3.50 per 
person for persons in the domiciliary facility on the grounds that these 
veterans are capable of working and are therefore not disabled and 
because it already provides educational benefits. 

We do not believe that the program is needed since we have been 
informed that there is no problem of overcrowding in the community 
colleges throughout the state. The veteran can live at home and receive 
the same education as is available at Napa. Additionally, the program 
is simply not appealing to the eligible veterans as evidenced by the 
fact that despite considerable pUblicity the department has only en. 
rolled a maximum of 46 students at anyone time and if the result of 
last semester is repeated, the number of participating students will 
have been reduced by 40 to 50 percent by the end of the semester. 

We therefore recommend that the program be abolished. 

ADVISORY COMMiSSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 

Item 242 from the General Fund Budget p'age 1283 

Requested 1970~ 71 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1969-70 ___________________________ ~ ______ _ 
Jlctual 1968-69 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase-None 
Total recommended reduction ... _______ ' _________________ _ 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$44,210 
44,210 
44,873 

None 

The Advisory Commission on the Status of Women was originally 
established by Chapter 1378, Statutes of 1965, and was to terminate on 
J'une 30, 1967. However, the existence of the commission has been ex­
tended by subsequent legislation enacted in 1967 (Chapter 854) and 
in 1969 (Chapter 721). The current legislation requires the commission 
to submit a report to the Legislature no later than the fifth legislative 
day of the 1971 session and provides for the expiration of the commis­
sion on June 30, 1971. 

The commission is a 17-member body consisting of the Superintend­
ent of Public Instruction, the Chief of the Division of Industrial W el~ 
fare, one public member and three Assemblymen appointed by the 
Speaker of the Assembly, one public member and three Senators ap­
pointed by the Senate Committee on Rules, and sEwen public members 
appointed by the Governor. Authorized staff consists of 2.5 positions. 

Members of the new commission have been appointed and will meet 
to determine the program emphasis of the commission during the 
1970-71 fiscal year; that is, whether to (1) promote the implementa­
tion of the recommendations of past commissions or concentrate en­
tirely on studies in new areas or (2) conduct a balanced program com­
bining the above alternatives. As required by statute. the commission 
also will select an advisory committee of 15 experts in the areas selected 
for study by the commission. 
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Item 243 Miscellaneous 

Advisory COl')1mission on the Status of Women-Continued 

The commission is directed by statute to study (1) public and private 
employment practices relative to women, (2) state laws concerning 
hours, working conditions, benefits, etc .. ,{3) state laws relative to the 
ciYil and, political rights of women;a,nd (4) the effect of social attitudes 
and pressures and economic considerations in shaping the roles of 
WOInen in society. 

The commission studied FInd madE' recommendations in the following 
general areas in its 1969 report: child care (matters ranging from the 
problems of mothers on Aid to Families with Dependent Children to 
migrantfarmworkers) ; employment (occupational counseling and dis­
crimination based on sex) ; and education (equality of admission re­
quirements at the college level, counseling programs, etc.). 

Commission's Additional Functions 

The 1969 legislation mentioned above authorized the commission to 
encourage women's organizations and other. groups to promote imple­
mentation of its recommendations and gather information concerning 
women's educational, employment and related needs at the local level. 
The commission had formed approximately 50 of these "local coali­
tions" of women's groups at the time of this analysis. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
The 1970-71 budget request of $44,210 is the same as the appropria­

tion for the current year., This amount would allow the commission to 
continue its present level of service. 

CALIFORNIA ARTS COMMISSION 

Item 243 from the' Gener!),l Fund Budget page 1285 

Requested 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1969-70 ___________________ -,-______________ _ 
Actual 1968-69 ______________ ,_-.: __________ ~------------

Requested decrease $27,466 (16.0 percent) 
Total recommended reduction -____________________ , ___ _ 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$144,000 
.171,466 

158,967 

None 

The California Arts Commission was established by Chapter 1742, 
Statutes of 1963, to provide leadership and stimulate ,initiative and 
interest in the establishment of art programs and activities at both state 
and local levels. 

The commission, which is composed of 15 members appointed by the 
Governor plus two Assemblymen and two Senators appointed by their 
respective houses, is representative of all fields of the performing and 
visual arts. The commission and its staff of seven positions assist com­
munities in establishing local art councils and in developing their own 
cultural programs by providing technical advice and support when 
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Miscellaneous Item 244 

California Arts Commission-Continued 

requested. The commission also extends financial assistance to selected 
arts projects in anticipation of reimbursement if the events are fi-
nancially successful. ' 

Major projects in which the commission has participated during the 
current year are the Touring Fine Arts Gallery for the Sighted and 
Blind, a historical film on the art of film, and the Modular Touring 
Visual Arts System. The last-named project was made possible by a 
$48,000 contribution fr:om three savings and loan associations which 
are cosponsoring with the' commission a touring visual arts exhibition 
that is being displayed at financial institutions around the state. The 
three financial institutions are extending their support of the exhibit 
through a $'20,000 contribution in the budget year. ' 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
For the 1970-71 fiscal year, the commission proposes General Fund 

expenditures of $144,000, a decrease of $27,466 or 16 percent under 
estimated expenditures for the current year. The commission's total 
expenditure program for the budget year is estimated at $200,363. 
This amount includes the $20,000 contribution from the financial in­
stitutions mentioned above and a federal grant of $36,363 from the 
National Endowment of the Arts. Of the commission's total proposed 
budget, $92,241 is for staff salaries and wages. 

PERSONAL SERVICES NOT ELSEWHERE REPORTED 

Item 244 from the General Fund Budget page 1286 

Requested 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 196'9-70 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1968-69 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase $112,148 (6.6 percent) 
Total recommended reduction _______________________ _ 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$1,8'06,464 
1,694,316 
1,360,585 

None 

The General Fund under this program is required to assume the re­
sponsibility for funding the state contributions toward premium pay­
ments for health benefits plans of employees who retired from special 
fund agencies as well as employees who retired from General Fund 
agencies. We recommend that the Public Employees' Retirement Sys­
tem study and report to the' Legislature on the feasibility of funding 
the state's contributions for 'health benefits premiums for retired em­
ployees of special fund agencies from those funds. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

This statutorily required appropriation provides the state's con­
tribution toward p,ayment of the health benefits plan premiums of 
annuitants of retirement systems to which the state made contribu­
tions as an employer. These systems are the Judges' Retirement Sys-
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Item 244 Miscellaneous 

Personal Services Not Elsewhere Reported-Continued 

tem, the Legislators' Retirement System, the Public Employees' Re­
tirement System (for retired state employees only), and the Teachers' 
Retirement System (for retired state employees only). The state con­
tribution toward the premium for each participating annuitant is 
limited under current law to a maximum of $8 per month or the 
total amount of the premium should it be less than that amount. 
Included in the appropriation is an amount equivaient to 3.7 percent 
of th1l total premiums paid which is deposited in the State Employees' 
Contingency Reserve Fund for administrative and contingent expenses. 
The annual support for the Health Benefits Division of the Public 
Employees' Retirement System (which administers the program) is 
derived from this fund. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
The $1,806,464 appropriation requested for fiscal year 1970-71 is to 

provide for payment of part or all (depending on the plan) of the 
health benefits plans premiums for an actuarially determined 19,043 
annuitants of the state's retirement systems. 

We note that although the system's estimates of annuitants partici­
patingin the program have been extremely accurate, the amounts 
requested and appropriated in support of the program have, in the 
past two fiscal years; been insufficient to meet the state's obligation 
and have required an actual allocation of $138,000 and an estimated 
allocation of $101,040 from the Emergency Fund in fiscal years 
1968-69 and 1969-70, respectively. 

The objective of this program is to provide a degree of postretire­
ment security for employees by defraying up to $8 per month towards 
the premiums of· a state-sponsored health insurance plan. The program 
is similar to one covering active employees as described on Analysis page 
67. The difference, however, is in the manner of funding. The state's 
contribution for the active employee appears in the staff benefits por­
tion of the personal services category of individual agency budgets and 
is paid by the fund from which the employing agency is supported. 
However, this program for the retired employee is funded entirely from 
the General Fund. 

We recommend that the Public Employees' Retirement System study 
and report to the Legislature on the feasibility of funding the state's 
contributions toward pe.rmi1~m payments of annuitants who were em­
ployees of special or other fund agencies from those sources rather than 
the General Fund. 
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Miscellaneous Items 245-246 

REFUND OF TAXES, LICENSES, AND OTHER FEES 

Item 245 from the General Fund Budget page 1287 

Requested 1970-71 __________________________ ~--------
Estimated 1969-70 _________________________________ _ 
llctual 1968-69 __________ --~ ______ ~ ________________ _ 

Requested, decrease $8,000' (28.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval as budgeted. 

$20,000 
28,000 

4,489 

None 

Funds appropriated by this item provide refunds for noncontrover­
sial claims due to overpayment or erroneous payment by persons re­
ceiving permits, taking examinations, or seeking inspections. The 
item is also used to pay prior judgments, liens, and encumbrances 
under Government Code Section 12516. llfew tax refunds are made 
from this item although most are paid from feeder funds prior to de­
posit in the General Fund. 

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND LOANS 
Item 246 from the General Fund . Budget page 1299 

Requested 1970-71 __________ ,-________________________ $13,200,000 
Estimated 1969-70 ___________________________________ 2,500,000 
llctual 1968-69 ___________________ ~__________________ 1,658,999 

Requested increase $10,700,000 (428 percent) 
Total recommended reduction _________________________ _ Pending 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Temporary loans are required at various times during each year when 
the General Fund lacks the necessary cash to pay its bills. The interest 
paid will depend upon the total amount borrowed and the length of the 
borrowing period in conjunction with the current rate of interest. 
Normally, the General Fund will borrow from other state funds during 
7 of the 12 fiscal months with the intensive period of borrowing 
occurring in the first half of the fiscal year when disbursements exceed 
receipts. 

'The General Fund -borrows from three internal sources, the State 
Highway Fund, directly from various other special funds, and from 
the Pooled Money Investment Account. Column 1 of Table 3 shows the 
estimated loanable-funds available from these three sources on a monthly 
basis. The Department of Finance has indicated that the loanable funds 
available are higher than previously estimated for the following reasons: 

1. The proportion of nonrestricted funds in the Architectural Revolv­
ing Fund has increased since the state began to finance higher educa­
tion capital outlay from current rather th~n bond sources. 
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Item 246 Miscellaneous 

Payment of Interest on General Fund Loans-Continued 

2. Payments from the Architectural Revolving Fund have been made 
more slowly than originally anticipated, thus increasing the lending 
capacity of this fund. 

3. The Controller had not previously included deposits in transit 
as a source of loanable funds. 

4, Proceeds from the temporary increase in the motor vehicle fuel 
tax have not all been encumbered and are therefore a continuing 
source-of loanable funds. 

The General Fund paid a total of $1.658,999 in interest for loans 
from the other state funds in 1968-69. The budget estimates that the 
total cost of borrowing in 1969-70 will be $2.5 million. In 197.0-71, 
however, the Department of Finance estimates that approximately 
$13.2 million will be required to meet interest payments on an expected 
much higher rate of borrowing activity. Table 1 shows that the General 
Fund, in contrast to previous years, will be in a net borrowed position 
in all 12 months of fiscal 1970-71. 

The fact that the General Fund will begin fiscal 1970-71 with ap­
proximately $350 million less in cash than it had available at the 
beginning of 1969-70 is the primary reason that borrowings will be so 
heavy in the budget year. The General Fund began fiscal 1969-70 with 
a $309 million cash surplus. whereas it will begin fiscal 1970-71 with 
a cash balance of $1.2 million and a $42 million debt. 

Table 1 
General Fund Cash Flow 1969-70 and 1970-71 

(In millions) 
Ourrent 

Disburse- defioiency Net new Total 
Month Reoeipts ments' or exoess borrowing borrowing 
July, 1969 _______ $i73 $342 -$170 
August ---------- 310 397 -87 
September ------- 309 337 -27 
October --------- 362 366 -5 
November ------- 396 327 69 
December ________ 293 348 -54 
January, 1970 ____ 269 398 -130 $96 $96 
February -------- 374 485 -139 139 235 
March ___________ 419 605 -186 185 420 
April ___________ 899 394 505 -420 
May ------------ 338 374 -36 
June ------------ 357 447 -90 42 42 
1970-71 
July ------------ 329 398 -69 69. 111 
August __________ 343 470 -127 127 238 
September ------- 234 377 -143 143 381 
October --------- 372 383 -11 11 392 
November ________ 595 400 194 -194 198 
December _________ 234 385 -151 151 349 
January, 1971 --- 265 391 -126 126 475 
February -------- 389 450 -61 61 536 
March ---------- 410 594 -184 184 720 
April ----------- 1,071 375 697 -697 23 
May ------------- 364 345 19 -19 4 
June, 1971 ------ 374 390 -16 16 20 

• Adjusted for the proposed $60 million salary increase in 1970-71. 
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Miscellaneous Item 246 

Payment of Interest on General Fund Loans-Continued 
AN,ALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that this item be held open until after the June 1970 
election because the amount b1ldgeted to pay the interest costs on Gen­
eral F1lnd loans assumes that Proposition 7 will be approved by the 
voters. If this proposition fails, then these interest costs could d01lble. 

The General Fund cash flow statements in this budget, and the esti­
mated $13.2 million in interest costs, are based upon the following 
assumptions: 

1. During 1969-70, the state will have to loan $149 million to three 
bond funds because it cannot sell bonds at the existing 5 percent maxi­
mum interest rate. The amounts that will be loaned are: 

a. $100 million to the California Water Resources Development 
Bond Fund. 

b. $35 million to the State Construction Program. 
c. $14 million to the State School Building Aid Fund. 

2. The above loans will come from two sources: (a) $107 million from 
the General Fund cash surplus, and (b) $42 million from the Pooled 
Money Investment Account. These loans will be unpaid on June 30, 
1970, and therefore will be carried over to the budget year. 

3. The budget assumes that Proposition 7 at the June 1970 election 
will be approved by the voters. This proposition would allow the state 
to sell its bonds at a higher interest rate (i.e., 7 percent). 

4. If Proposition 7 is approved, the budget assumes that the follow­
ing amounts of bonds or bond anticipation' notes can be sold at the time 
periods specified: 

a. July 1970 _________ $150 million in water notes. }j'rom this sale, $100 
million would be used to repay the previous 
loan, and $50 million would be used to finance 
cdnstruction during the budget year. 

b. September 1970 ____ $50 million in school bonds. From this sale, $20 
million would be used to repay the previous 
10lln and to finance $6 million of loans that 
wiJI be made during the first part of the budget 
year. The other $30 million would be used to 
finance new state school building aid 101lns. 

c. November 1970 ____ .$100 million in water notes. These funds, and the 
excess from the July sale will he used to fi-

. nance construction during 1970-71. 
d. January 197L _____ $50 million in state construction bonds. These funds 

will he used to repay the $35 million loan from 
the previous yellr and the $15 million that will . 
be loaned to this program in the first half of 
the budget J·ear. 

e. February 197L ____ $50 million in school bonds, for new building aid 
loans. 

f. April 1971 ________ . $50 million in water notes, for continuation of the 
financing of this program. 

TotaL __________ $450 million 

5. Actual revenue receipts will be at the midpoint between the high 
and low economic forecasts. 

920 



Item 246 Miscellaneous 

Payment of Interest on Genera.1 Fund Loans-Continued 

If Proposition 7 fails, then the General Fund will not receive the 
$170 million in loan repayments which are assumed in this budget, and 
in addition, $200 million will be needed to continue the financing of 
the water project. Table 2 shows the sources of this additional financial 
burden which may be imposed on the General Fund. Excluded from 
this table is $80 million in school building aid bonds for new projects. 
These projects would have to be postponed if the bonds could not 
be sold. -

Table 2 
Additional General Fund Burden During 1970-71 if Proposition 7 Is Not 

Approved by the Voters 
(In Millions) 

1969-70 1970-71 
Bond programs Loans I,oans New financing 

State construction ________________ $35 $15 
School building aid_________________ 14 6 
Water ___________________________ 100 $200 

Totals__________________________ $149 $21 $200 

Total 
$50 
20 

300 

$370 

The General Fund cannot support an additional burden of this 
magnitude. Table 3 show:;; that the budget estimates the total internal 
borrowing capacity will be $481 million in September 1970, but, if 
Proposition 7 fails, the General Fund will need to borrow $541 million, 
or $60 million above this capacity. The inability of the state to meet 
its borrowing needs from internal funds will create a cash flow crisis 
this fall. The crisis will start in September 1970 and will continue 
until March 1971 when there could be a $277 million deficiency in 
borrowing capacity. This critical shortage of borrowing funds would 
force the state to either: 

1. Adopt new sources of revenue that will provide the timely tax 
receipts necessary to avoid this crisis, or 

2. Issue registered warrants in order for the state to pay its bills. 
This latter action would have a devastating impact on the state's 
credit rating. 

Table 3- also shows that the state would }lave $390 million in out­
standing loans on June 30, 1971, if Proposition 7 failed, and no new 
tax revenues were adopted.-

Even if Proposition 7 is approved, the state might encounter cash 
flow problems during the budget year because some of the assumptions 
made in the budget might not materialize. For example, revenues could 
be lower than estimated, or the bond market may not be able to absorb 
a total of $450 million in new bonds, even at the higher interest rates. 
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Miscellaneous Items 247-249 

Payment of Interest on General Fund Loans-Continued 

Table 3 
Estimate of General Fund Borrowing and Borrowing Capacity During 1970-71 

(In millions) 
Res1tlts if Proposition 7 

Revised budget estimates ~ is defeated b 

Unused Unused 
Borrowing Total Borrowing Total Borrowing 

Month Capaoity Borrowing Capaoity Borrowing Capaoity 
June, 1970 ------------ $42 $42 
July, 1970 ------------ $585 111 $474 231 $354 
August ________________ 509 238 271 378 131 
September ------------- 481 381 100 541 -60 
October --------------- 530 392 138 592 -62 
November ------------- 440 198 242 416 24 
December ______________ 434 349 85 582 -148 
January, 1971 --------- 673 475 198 723 -50 
February -------------- 795 536 259 849 -54 
March ---------------- 771 720 51 1,048 -277 
April ----------------- 640 23 617 365 275 
May ------------------ 561 4 557 360 201 
June __________________ 558 20 538 390 168 
• Adjusted for the proposed $60 million salary increase. 
b Assumes that the state will be unable to ,'epay' tbe $149 million in bon~ loans whicb will be outstanding 

on June 30, 1970, and will not be able to sel! $200 million in additional water bonds, and $21 million 
in otber bonds during 1970-71. 

AUGMENTATIONS FOR SALARY INCREASES 

Items 247 through. 249 from the General Fund Budget page 1307 

Requested 1970-71 _____ '- _____________________________ $60,000,000 
Total recommended reduction _________________________ None 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES ,AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

Page 
1. Policy Question on Premium Pay for Overtime for Eligible 

State Employees. 927 
The Personnel Board again has recommended that this policy 

be implemented by legislation. ' 
2. Policy Question on Payment of Night Shift Differentials for 

Eligible State Employees. 927 
The Personnel Board recommends annual appropriation-of 

funds for this purpose. 
3. Policy Question of Increasing State's Share of Premium Pay-

ment for Basic Health Benefits Plans. 927 
.The Personnel Board recommends that the state pay the entir'e 

premium for basic health plans of its employees. 
4. Policy Question of Providing Unemployment' Insurance Pro-

tection for State EJmployees. 927 
The Personnel Board recommends that the state establish an 

unemployment insurance program for its employees. 
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Items 247-249 Miscellaneous 

~ugmentations for Salary Increases-'-Continued 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed augmentation items for salary increases in the budget 
year total $92,000,000. This amount is requested to provide the equiva­
lent of a 5 percent general salary increase for all employees except 
statutory positions under the following four salary setting authorities: 
(1) the Department of Finance for certain exempt positions, (2) the 
State Personnel Board for the state civil service employees, (3) the 
Trustees of the State Colleges for its employees and (4) the Regents of 
the University of California for its employees. The total amount re­
quested is funded as follows: $60,000,000 from the General Fund, 
$21,000,000 from special funds, and $11,000,000 from other funds. 
These latter two amounts are not included in the Budget Bill but are 
allocated by the Department of Finance in accordance with language 
included in the salary augmentation items of the Budget Bill governing 
the General Fund appropriations. Table 1 summarizes the proposed 
salary adjustments by funding source. No funds have been requested 
for special inequity adjustments. 

Table 1 
Summary of Proposed Augmentations for Salary Increases 

General Fund 
Item 247 (a) 5.0 percent general increase 

(civil service and exemI!t) ____________ $30,000,000 
(b) 5.0 percent general increase 

(nonfaculty classes of University) ________ $6,700,000 
(c) 5.0 percent general increase 

(noninstructional classes o'f state colleges) __ $4,700,000 

Total Item 247 _____________________ _ 

Item 248 (a) 5.0 percent general. increase 
(University facuIty classes) ___________ '____ $5,800,000 

(b) 5.0 percent general increase 
(University facuIty-related classes) ________ $2,800,000 

Total Item 248 _____________________ _ 

Item 249 (a) 5.0 percent general increase 
(State college instructional classes) ________ $9,700,000 

(b) 5.0 precen t general increase 
(state college instructional-related classes) __ $300,000 

Total Item 249 _____________________ _ 

Total General Fund _____________________ _ 

Special and Other Funds 1 

Special Funds 5.0 percent general increase 
(civil service and exempt) ., _________ . _____ $21,000,000 

5.0 perceilt general iJ\crease 

$41,400,000 

$8,600,000 

$10,000,000 

$60,000,000 

Other Funds 
"\ (civil sen' ice and exempt) _______________ $11,000,000 

'rotal Special and Other !<'unds ______ _ 

GRAND 'l'O'l'AL, all funds .. ____________ _ 

$32,000,000 

$92.000,000 
1 "Other funds" are nongovernmental cost funds fol' which moneys are derived from sources other than genera] 

01' special taxes, licenses, fees or other state revenues. Examples are the Compensation Insurance ~"'undJ 
Unemployment Compensation Disability ICUllf. Co .... ectional Industries Revolving Fund and the P .. ofessional 
and Vocational Standa .. ds Fund. 
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Miscellaneous 

Augmentations for Salary Increases-Continued 
1969-70 Salary Adjustment Program 

Civil Service and Related Classes 

Items 247:....249 

The State Personnel Board's annual report of December 1968 rec~ 
ommended an appropriation of $39,713,000 from the General Fund 
and $36,078,000 from special and other funds to provide a 5-percent 
general salary increase for all civil service employees except that in­
cluded in the recommended appropriation, was $14,963,000 in General 
Fund and "$6,058,000 in special and other funds for special inequity 
adjustments to provide a greater than 5-percent increase in the salaries 
of certain occupational groups whose salaries lagged behind those paid 
for similar work in private and public employment within the state. 
The total funding of this recommendation, if followed, would have re­
sulted in an average salary adjustment for civil service employees of 
6.7 percent. 

The Legislature appropriated $26,450,200 from the General Fund for 
a 5-percent general salary increase for all civil service and exempt 
employees and, in addition, appropriated $6,900,000 from the General 
Fund to provide special adjustments for civil service employees whose 
salaries (1) did not exceed $950 per month (2) were lagging 7 percent 
or more behind prevailing data. This amount was reduced by the Gov­
ernor to $2,760,000, which provided a total 6 percent increase for ap­
proximately 46,000 employees. 

In addition, through Chapter 1479, Statutes of 1969, the Legislature 
appropriated $3,676,633 to provide an extra 5 percent adjustment for' 
the psychiatric technician classes. The Governor reduced this amount to 
$1,838,317 which, when added to the 6-percent salary increase granted 
these classes through the budget act, resulted in a total increase of 
8 perc'ent for the nearly 10,500 employees in these classes. 

The above-described legislative and executive actions resulted in an 
average salary adjustment factor of 5.6 percent for civil service classes .. 
In addition to providing these salary adjustments, the Legislature, in 
complying with the overtime pay provision of the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act, appropriated $777,000 (Chapter 32, Statutes of 1969) 
to provide retroactive payment for overtime worked by state employees 
who are covered by that federal act. Ail additional $345,000 was in­
cluded in the Budget Act for such overtime payments in the' current 
year. 

Statutory Salary .Adjustments 

All statutory salaries of state government officials were adjusted by 
Chapters 1581 and 1599, Statutes of 1969, the former covering members 
of the Governor's immediate staff and the latter covering all remaining 
officials whose salaries are set by statute. The increases, which, 
range from a low of 7.1 percent to a high of 24.1 percent over the 
1968-69 salaries of these officials, represented the first all-inclusive 
statutory salary legislation since Chapter 145, Statutes of 1964, with 
the exception of two 5-percent adjustments which were made through 
the Budget Acts of 1968 and 1969. For elective officials the effective 
date of the 1969 salary adjustments is Ja:p.uary 1, 1971, and for 
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Items 247-249 Miscellaneous 

Augmentations for Salary Increases-Continued 

'appointive officials the effective date was November 10, 1969. Chapter 
1599 also established a nine-member Committee on Executive Salaries 
which will report to the Legislature every two years, starting in 1971, 
on the equitability of executive salaries in state government. There are 
no salary increases proposed for these positions. 

Legislative Salary Adjustments 

Chapter 119, Statutes of 1969, provided for a 20-percent adjustment 
to legislators' salaries effective January 4, 1971. This is the first ad­
justment in legislators' salaries since January 1967, during which 
time civil service and judicial salary increases exceeded 20 percent. 

Personnel Board Salary Adjustment Recommendations for the Budget Year 

Following several public hearings at which the salary recommenda­
tions of its staff and numerous employee organizations were considered, 
the board formulated and presented its recommendation for salary ad­
justments in its annual report to the Governor and the Legislature 
dated December 4, 1969. The total funding requirement of the board's 
recommendation is $86,237,000, consisting of $45,485,000 from the Gen­
eral Fund and $40,752,00 from special and other funds. The recom­
mended allocation of these proposed amounts is shown in Table 2. 

General Salary ,Increase 

'The board recommends a 5-percent general salary increase for all 
state civil service employees and estimates the total funding require­
ment for this purpose from all funds to be $58,740,000. Of this amount, 
the General Fund portion is $26,609,000 and the special and other 
funds' share is $32,131,000. 

Special Inequity Adjustments 

A total of $27,497,000 is recommended by the board for special in­
equity adjustments to state employee classes in which (1) serious re­
cruitment and retention difficulties exist because of lagging state 
salaries, (2) problems of compaction with statutory executive salaries 
prevented adequate adjustments prior to the enactment of Chapter 
1599, Statutes of 1969 and, (3) realignment of pay plans is desirable. 
The funding of the proposed special inequity adjustments totals $18,-
876,000 from the General Fund and $8,621,000 from special and other 
funds. The tentative distribution of this portion of the board's pro­
posed salary adjustment program is shown in Table 3. 

These special inequity adjustments, many of which reflect carryover 
funding requirements of prior-year recommendations which were not 
implemented, would provide, adjustments of 2.5 percent to 7.5 percent 
for approximately 47,000 employees in addition to the general 5-percent 
increase applicable to almost all civil service employees. 

All of the recommended salary adjustments discussed above were 
based on the board's acceptance of its staff's estimate of a projected 
increase of 2.3 percent in private industry salary levels between the 
fall salary survey of October 1969, and the March survey of 1970 
which, when added to the 3.2-percent increase occurring between March 
and October of 1969, results in a total increase of 5.5 percent for the 
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period March 1969 to March 1970. The board noted that the March­
October increase of 3.2 percent was higher than that for any other such 
period since 1956 with the exception of. 1968 when the increase was 
3.9 percent. The board also noted' that the salary adjustments granted 
by the 25 largest cities and 25 largest counties in California averaged 
6.7 percent in 1969, and it anticipates that the increases to be granted 
by these public entities in July 1970 will be comparable to those granted 
in private industry. 

Table 2 
State Personnel Board Recommendations 

General Fund 
5.0 percent general increase (civil service classes) _______ $26,609,000 
2.5 percent to 7.5 increase (special inequity adjustments) _ 18,876,000 

Total General Fund _____________________________ _ 

Special and Other Funds 
5.0 percent general increase (civil servic~ classes) ________ $32,131,000 
2.5 percent to 7.5 percent increase (special inequity 

adjustments) _____________________________________ 8,621,000 

Total Special and Other Funds ___________________ _ 

GRAND TOTAL ALL FUNDS ________________ ~ __ 

Table 3 

$45,485,000 

$40,752,000 

$86,237,000 

State Personnel Board Tentative Allocation of Proposed Special 
Inequity ~djustments 

OCC1tpational Number General Fund 
groups employees Increase cost 

14 14,149 2.5 $2,965.989 
2 10,047 3.0 2,471,684 

25 17,968 5.0 7,225,397 
10 5,368 7.5 4,823,404 

Totals 51 47,532 $17,486,474 . 
Tentative allocation to (1) adjust by one step certain 

salary ranges which were compacted under statu­
tory salary levels prior to enactment of Chapter 
1599, Statutes of 1969, and (2) realign salary 
ranges of certain classifications ________ . _________ 1,389,526 

Grand Total, Special Inequity Adjustment 
Recommendation _________________________ $18,876,000 

Failure to Meet Special Inequity Adjustment Funding 

Special fund 
cost 

$1,512,687 
.12,469 

2,864,299 
351,457 

$4,740,912 

3,880,088 

$8,621,000 

The board's inequity adjustment recommendations as outlined in 
Table 3 are developed in response to its statutory responsibility for 
insuring general comparability of state salaries with those paid in 
private and other governmental agencies for similar or comparable 
occupations and are based on staff salary surveys which are conducted 
in March and October of each year. The board's recommendations for 
special inequity adjustments from the General Fund have not been 
fully implemented in the past several years ahd, as a result, the fund­
ing lag for this purpose has increased from a shortage of $7.8 million 
in meeting the recommendations for fiscal year 1967-68 to $12.8 million 
in fiscal year 1968-69 and $14.9 million in fiscal year 1969-70. 
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Policy Issues 

Premium Pay for Overtime 

The board again has stated its support of legislation to require pre­
mium payment foroverti:r:ne at thetime-and-one-half rate. It notes that 
virtually all private industries in California pay such premium pay for 
overtime, and that approximately 15,000 state employees are covered 
by the overtime pay provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act while' 
34,000 other state employees in similar occupations receive only com­
pensating time off for overtime worked or pay at the straight time 
rate. Thus. the board contends that the state's overtime pay policy 
violates two recognized principles: (1) It ignores the prevailing prac­
tice in private industry, and (2) it lacks internal consistency in that 
it pays overtime premium pay to some employees but not to others in 
comparable circumstances. The board estimates the annual added fund­
ing requirements for a uniform premium pay program to be $1.5 mil­
lion from the General Fund and $3.6 million from special and other 
funds. 
Night Shift Differential 

The board reports that over 8,000 state employees are assigned to 
shift work for which 80 to 90 percent of private 'employers in the major 
metropolitan areas of the state pay a differential (that is an extra 
hourly I1mount which varies for each shift) for night shift employ­
ment. It further states that about 500 state employees are now granted 
such night shift differential pay because the agencies for which they 
work-such as the Toll Bridge Authority-have special fund moneys 
with which to pay the higher rates. The board recommends that all 
state employees who qualify for night shift differential be so paid 
and estimates the annual funding requirements to be $1.8 million from 
the General Fund and $275,000 from special and other funds. 
Health Benefits 

The board states that the trend in both private and public employ­
ment is to fund the total cost of employees health benefit plans. The 
state now cOJiltributes $8 per month (or the actual amount of the 
premium if it is less than that sum) towards the premium cost of each 
state employee having basic health plan coverage. According to the 
Public Employees' Retirement System which administers the program, 
the state's contribution toward premium payments in 1968-69 totaled 
$9.4 million while the employees' share was $21.0 million. The em­
ployee's share includes the added cost for family coverage and other 
benefit features in' addition to that portion of his own basic health 
plan premium which is not cO\:ered by the state's contribution. The 
board recommends that the state's share of th(' prE'mium for basic 
health plans be increasE'd from $8 to $14 per month. This recommenda­
tion has an annual estimated increased cost of $5.8 million from all 
funds. 
Unemployment Insurance for State Employees 

The board's annual report states that unE'mployment insurance is 
generally available to employees of private industry in the state through 
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an employer payroll tax required under state and federal law. State 
employees do not have this protection in the case of layoff. 

The board recommends that the state establish an unemployment 
insurance plan to provide on the average 16 weeks of unemployment 
insurance coverage with payments averaging $60 per week for state 
employees who may be laid off from permanent or Pt'obationary posi­
tions due to budgetary reductions or other reasons of economy. Based 
on a five-year average of 262 layoffs annually, the board estimates the 
annual cost of this program at $'251,000 from all funds. 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Budget Proposal 
Civil Service and Related Classes 

We recommend approval of Item 247, which provides ,fQr a 5.0 per­
cent general sala.ry increase for civil service, exempt and comparable 
employee classes of the University and state colleges. 

Item 247 appropriates $41400,000 from the General Fund for the 
purpose stated above. This salary increase would be effective on July 
1, 1970. 

SALARY STRUCTURE AT THE UNIVERSITY AND STATE COLLEGES 
Faculty Salaries 

We recommend approval of a 5-percent increase for facttlty salaries 
at the University and state colleges. The budget includes funds to pro­
vide the equivalent of a 5-percent salary increase to all faculty classes 
at the University of California and' the California State Colleges. A 
total of $5.8 million is included in Item 248 for faculty at the Uni­
versity and $9.7 million is in Item 249 for faculty at the state colleges. 

This 5-percent increase corresponds to the proposal to provide a gen­
eral 5-percent increase to other state employees and is the same basis 
for determining the faculty salary increase in 1969-70. Table 1 shows 
the percentages appropriated for academic salary increases since 
1959-60 for the University and state colleges. During· this period 
academic salary increases at the state colleges exceeded those of the 
University on three occasions thereby narrowing the differences be­
tween these institutions. 

Table 1 
Faculty Salary Increases 1959-60 Through 1970-71 

University of Oalifornia Effective 
Oalifornia State Oolleges date 

1959-60 __________________________________ 5.00/0 5.0% 7/1/59 1960-61 __________________________________ 7.5 7.5 7/1/60 1961-62 __________________________________ __ 
1962-63 ______________________________ ---- 6.0 6.0 4/1/62 1963-64 __________________________________ 5.0 5.0 1/1/64 1964-65 __________________________________ --
1965-66 __________________________________ 7.0 10.0 7/1/65 1966-67 __________________________________ 2.5 1 6.6 7/1/66 1967-68 __________________________________ 5.0 5.0 7/1/67 1968-69 __________________________________ 5.0 7.5 7/1/68 1969-70 __________________________________ 5.0 5.0 7/1/69 
1970-71 (proposed) _______________________ (5.0) (5.0) (7/1/70) 
1 Plus employer contributions equivalent to 3 percent for an annuity to complement the retirement system. 
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Compa-rison of University and State College Salaries 

On the basis of internal comparisons between the two segments it is 
significant to note that the state colleges c'ompare favorably with Uni­
versity salaries for the four faculty ranks of professor, associate pro­
fessor, assistant professor and instructor. 

For academic year appointees, the University employs one paystep 
for instructors, six steps for assistant professors, five for associate 

. professors and six for professors. At the state colleges two payscales 
have been established for each rank. Class I is for faculty without 
doctorates and Class II is for those with doctorates or their equiva­
lents, and all ranges include five steps. Normal salary practice at the 
state colleges is to require one year at each step while at the University 
the normal periods per step are two years for assistant professors, two 
years for the first three steps of associate professors and three years 
for the first three steps of professors. This difference makes coriJ.pari-· 
sons of salary ranges and average salaries difficult. In addition, both 
segments may vary from this normal pattern by hiring at the second, 
third or fourt:p. steps of a range. For comparative purposes we have 
assumed that an employee is hired at the first step of each range and 
follows the normal time period for each step in the range: For example, 
the range for .full professors at the University is from' $16,100 to 
$25,700 which is higher than the state college Class II range of $15,804 
to $19,224 for professors. An employee hired at the first step at the 
University would receive $16,100 but since the normal period at each 
step is three years he would not move to the second step of $17,900 
until his fourth year. At the same time, the Class II state college pro­
fessor would start at the lower figure of $15,804, but by the second 
year would move to $16,608 and would be making $508 more than the 
'University professor. Actually the state college appointee stays ahead 
of the University professor until the seventh year. This is illustrated 
in Table 2 which compares the salaries for the four ranks by normal 
periods at each step. . 

Rank 
Instructor 

Table 2 
Comparison of Salary Ranges by Normal Salary Steps 

University of California-California State Colleges 
1969-70 Academic Year 

Year 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

State colleges 
$8,892 
9,324 
9,804 

10,284 
10,800 

Assistant Professor ___________________________ 1 9,804 
10,284 
10,800 
11,340 
11,904 

30-79869 929 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

University 
$8,800 

10,200 
10,200 
10,700 
10,700 
11,400 
11,400 
12,200 
13,000 
13,800 
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Table 2-Continued 

- Comparison of Salary Ranges by ·Normal Salary Steps 
University of California-California State Colleges 

1969-70 Academic Year 

Rank 
Associate Professor ___________ ~ ______ .:. _______ _ 

Year 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Professor ____________ .:. ______ ~________________ 1 
____________________________________ 2 
____________________________________ 3 
____________________________________ 4 

__ ---------------------------------- 5 ____________________________________ 6 
____________________________________ 7 
____________________________________ 8 
____________________________________ 9 
____________________________________ 10 

Coordinating Council Recommendations 

State colleges 
_ 12,384 

13,008 
13,644 
14,328 
15,036 

15,804 
16,608 
17,424 
18,288 
19,224 

University 
13,100 
13,100 
13,900 
13,900 
14,800 . 
14,800 
16,000 
17,800 

16,100 
16,100 
16,100 
17,900 
17,900 
17,900 
19,800 
19,800 
19,800 
21,700 
23,700 
25,700 

The increases budgeted for faculty salaries do not correspond to the 
recommendations of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education. 
The council recommended a 7.2-percent increase for University faculty 
and a 7-percent increase for state college faculty. These recommenda­
tions were based on the council's annual report on faculty salaries, 
fringe benefits· and related salary data. The report was prepared in 
accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 Gen­
eral Session. The purpose of this report is to inform the Governor and 
the Legislature on the economic status of the faculty personnel within 
California's public higher education system and to recommend salary 
.and fringe benefit increases when deemed appropriate by the council. 
House Resolution No. 250 of the 1964 First Extraordinary Session 
designates the information to be included in the report and the method 
in which salary comparison calculations are to be made. The legislative 
policy enunciated in these documents is to grant salary increases on the 
basis of maintaining a competitive position between faculty compensa­
tion paid by other selected universities and colleges throughout the 
country. . 

Last year we concluded that· the council was comparing the state 
colleges to the wrong institutions for salary purposes. We noted that 
the comparison list was composed of institutions with University-type 
functions and therefor was not comparable. We further noted that 
the use of these institutions had resulted in excessive increases to the 
state college faculty when compared to the University. On the basis of 
this recommendation the report of the Conference Committee on the 
Budget directed the Coordinating Council for Higher Education to 
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. "critically evaluate and revise the state colleges' list of compara­
tive institutions used for salary and other justification purposes to' 
more properly reflect institutions a.ssigned the same functions' as 
the colleges. In addition, the council 'should inve:;>tigate alternate 
methods of recommending salary increases," 

In response to this directive in JUly 1969, the coup-cil approved a 
new method for calculating salary increase needs and a. new list of 
comparison institutions for each segment. The Dece~ber 1969 counci~ 
salary report departs from the method specifi~d in House Resolution 
No. 250 and uses the new method and a new list of comparison institu-
tions. ' 

The New Salary Comparison Method 

Prior to the 1969 report, salary data were collected directly from 
the comparison institutions for each of the four faculty ranks. The data 
were adjusted to compensate for the/differences in staffing patterns 
at the comparison institutions as wen as for differences at the Univer-
sity and state colleges. . 

The new method uses the average salary data reported to the Ameri­
can Association of University Professors (AAUP) rather than collec­
ing the data separately. Although this is a much easier proce.dure for 
collecting data, the information is not separately reported by each 
rank and this precludes the adjustment for differences in staffing pat­
terns. The council staff believed that weighing of the data by ranks 
is inappropriate because there is lack of uniformity between institu­
tions in the appointment of faculty members to the four ranks. 

Use of the AAUP data also requires a two year projection rather 
than the one year required by the old survey data. This did n()t appear 
to be a significant problem to the council staff. 

For comparison purposes the council used the median salary of a 
large list of comparison institutions rather than the average salary, of 
a small list. This was done to eliminate the distorting effect of large 
increases at one or two institutions. 

Comparison Institutions 

In the last year's survey the council used eight comparison institu­
tions for the University and 18 for the state colleges. These are as 
follows: 

University of California Comparison Institutions, 
1. CorneTI 5. Stanford 
2. Harvard 6. SUNY-Buffalo 
3. Jllinois 7. Wisconsin 
4. Michigan 8. Yale 
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State College Comparison Institutions 

1. Bowling ,Green State University 10. University of Millliesota 
2. Brandeis University 11. State University of New York 
3. Brooklyn College (Albany) 
4. Brown University 12. Northwestern University 
5. University of Colorado 13. University of Oregon 
6. Iowa State University 14. Pen.nsylvania State University 
7. University of Kentucky 15. Purdue University 
8. University of Massachusetts 

(Amherst) . 
16. Rutgers State University 
17. Southern Illinois University 

9. Michigan State University 18. Wayne State tJniversity 

The new lists of institutions used by the council in this year's report 
were developed on the concept that comparisons should, be made to 
institutions from which faculty are recruited rather than those that 
have similar functions. A second assumption used in choosing compari­
son institutions was that existing salary trends and salary levels 
should be maintained. 

For the University 19 institutions were chosen. These included the 
Ivy League institutions (minus Dartmouth because of its lack of' grad­
uate emphasis) and the" Big Ten" institutions plus Chicago and Stan­
ford. The listing of these schools follows: 

University of California Comparison Institutions 
Used in Council's 1969 Report 

1. Brown 11. Ohio State 
2. Columbia 12. Purdue 
3. Cornell 13. Illinois 
4. H.arvard 14. Iowa 
5. Princeton 15. Michigan 
6. Pennsylvania 16. Minnesota 
7. Yale 17. Wisconsin 
8. Indiana 18. Chicago 
9. Michigan State 19. Stanford 

10. Northwestern 

For the state colleges three groups of institutioil.s were combined to 
form a list of 102 universities. The first group represents the major 
public university from each of the 50 states. The second group adds 20 
more public universities that have a minimum of two professional 
schools and confer an annual average of 15 doctorates in at least three 
nonrelated disciplines. The third group 'was comprised of 32 private 
universities that meet the criteria shown for the second group. The com­
plete list of state college comparison institutions follows: 

State College Comparison I nstitutions Used in Council)s 1969 Report 

Group I (50 Institutions) 
The Major Public Univer8ity Within 

Each State 
University of Alabama 
University of Alaska 
University of Arizona 
University of Arkansas 
University of California 
University of Colorado 
Vniversity of Connecticut 
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9roup I (50 Institutions) 

,The Major Publio University Within 
Each State 

University of Kansas . 
University of Kentucky 
Louisiana State University 
University of Maine 
University of Maryland 
University of Massachusetts 
University of Michigan 
University of Minnesota 
Unh'ersity of Mississippi 
University of Missouri 
University of Montana 
University of Nebraska 
University of Nevada 
University of New Hampshire 
Rutgers State University 
University of New Mexico 
SUNY at Buffalo 
University of North Carolina 

Group II (20 Institutions) 
Other Publio Universities 

Auburn University 
Arizona State University 
Colorado State University 
Florida State University 
Purdue University 
Iowa State University 
Kansas State University 
Michigan State University 
'Wayne State University 
Mississippi State University 

,Group III (32 Institutions) 
Private Institutions Olassified As 

Universities 
Stanford, University 
University of Southern California 
Yale University 
George 'Washington University 
Illinois Institute of Technology 
Northwestern University 
University of Chicago 
Tulane University 
.Johns Hopkins University 
Boston University 
Brandeis University 
Clark University 
Harvard University 
Massachusetts Institute of Tech­

nology 
Tufts University 
Washington University, St. Louis 

University of North Dakota 
Ohio State University , 
University of Oklahoma 
University of Oregon 
University of Rhode- Island 
University 'of South Carolina 
University of South Dakota 
University of Tennessee 
University of Texas 
University of Utah 
University of Vermont 
University of Virginia 
University of 'Yashington 
West Virginia University 
University of 'Yisconsin 
University of Wyoming 
University of Hawaii 
Pennsylvania State University 

New Mexico State University 
North Dakota State University 
University of Cincinnati ' , 
Oklahoma State University 
Oregon State University 
University of Houston 
Texas A & 1\1 University 
Texas Technological College 
Dtah State University , 
'Yashington State University 

Princeton University 
Columbia University 
Columbia Teachers College 
Cornell University 

. New York University 
Syracuse University 
University of Rochester 
Duke University 
Case 'Yestern Reserve 

,I.Jehigh University 
Temple University 
University of Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh 
Brown University 
Vanderbilt University 
Rice University 

The results of the council survey using these lists and the new method 
,are shown in Tables 3 and 4. These include six years of actual salary 
data and 2 years of projeCted data. 
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Items 247-249 

University of California Faculty Salary Comparisons 
Comparison institutions Unirersity of California 
Median PerceiH Percent Percent 
average' change over Average changeover salary 

Year salary prior year salary prior year lag 
1963-64 -------------- $10,366 $11,054, 
1964-65 -------------- 11,450 10.5 11,175 1.2 2.5 
1965-66 -------------- 12,451 8.7 11,899 6.5 4.6 
1966-67 -------------- 13,124 5.4 12,281 3.2 6.9' 
1967-68 -------------- 13,855 5.6 13,174 7.3 5.2 
1968-69 ______________ 14,603 5.4 ' 13,965 6.0 4.6 
Projected 
1969--70 -------------- 15,267 4.5 14,895 6.7 2.5 
1970-71 ______________ 15,962 4.6 15,962 7.2 

Table 4 
State College Faculty Salary Comparisons 

Comparison Institutions California State Colleges 
Median Peroent Percent Percent 
average change o'ver Avm·o.ge change over salary 

Actual salary prior year salary prior year lag 
1963-64 -------------- $9,257 $9,210 0.5 
1964-65 -------------- 9,769 5.5 9,692 8.5 0.8 
1965-66 -------------- 10,438 6.8 10.613 9.5 ( +1.7) 
1966-67 -------------- 10,947 4.9 11,272 6.2 (+2.9) 
1967-68 -------------- 11,969 9.3 11,850 5.1 1.0 
1968-69 -------------- 12,724 6.3 12,882 8.7 ( +1.2) 
Projected 
1969-70 -------------- 13,647 7.3 13,583 5.4 .05 
1970-71 -------------- 14,534 6.5 14,534 7.0 

Table 4 shows a salary increase requirement of 7 percent but if state 
college faculty salaries are compared to institutions with similar func­
tions, no increase would be justified. The council study stated that 
present faculty salaries at the state colleges are approximately 10 per­
cent greater than salaries paid by institutions having similar functions 
and this differential 'has existed for more than five years. This is a 
reflection of past policy to provide higher salaries at the state colleges 
in recognition of the importance of the teaching function and its re­
quirement for high quality faculty. 

A list of institutions and a method for calculating these increases 
could have been developed by the council that would have recognized 
this policy but the council apparently chose the 102 institutions largely 
because they produced the desired salary level. Weare unable to recom­
mend the list of 102 institutions for determining state college salary 
increase. This list is justified by the council on the basis that it is 
comprised of those institutions from which faculty are recruited but 
this is difficult to verify because there are no recent studies on the 
flow of faculty members to and from the state colleges. A 1963 CCHE 
study that reported the sources of staff appointments from 1957 to 
1962 showed that the state colleges recruited faculty from a wide range 
of institutions including universities, colleges, junior colleges and high 
schools. Although these data are 10 years old there is no basis for 
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assuming that the state college faculty market has changed to the 
extent that it is limited solely to public and private universities. 

Our greatest reservation to the list is the inclusion of the 32 private 
universities which have ,a considerable influence on the median salary. 
If these institutions are removed, leaving only the 70 public univer­
sities, the salary comparisons would show a requirement fo.r a 3.5 per­
ceJ;lt increase in 1970-71 rather than the 7 percent proposed.W e cannot 
justify inclusion of the 32 private universities unless it can be demon­
strated that these universities constitute a significant portion of the 
.market where state college faculty are recruited. 

We believe the council could have complied with the legislative direc­
tive to provide a list of~stitutions with comparable functions to the 

.state colleges and concurrently devise a calculating method that would 
preserve the existing level of salaries. If such comparisons resulted in 
significant reductions to existing salary levels, these couI'd be adjusted 
upwards by a percentage factor that would provide for a stated policy 
of higher salaries at the state colleges. Another alternative would be to 
compare salaries to the upper quartile of the list rather than the 
median. 

Fringe Benefits 

No provision has been included in the Governor's Budget for faculty 
fringe benefits. The CoordinatingCoun-cil recommended increases of 
5.2 percent at the University and 4.5 percent at the state colleges. The 
decision not to include these corresponds to the decision not to grant 
fringe benefit increases to other employees of the state. The council 
recommendations are for overall percentage increases only and no 
specific proposals have been recommended. We believe it is inappro" 
priate to provide funds for increased employee retirement, health and 
other benefits without prior review of specific proposals as to how 
these funds would be used. 

The council recommendations were based on the new lists of institu­
tions used for salary purposes. In .the state college list, 43 of the 102 
institutions are excluded because the retirement contributions at these 
institutions do not become vested in the individual faculty member 
within five years. This may result in upward distortion because many 
of the 43 institutions are those with low fringe benefits and if they 
were included they would reduce the fringe benefit differential reported 
by the council. . 

Academic Related C,Iasses 

We recomnwnd approval of the requ.ested 5-percent increase for aca­
demic related salaries at the University and state colleges. The budget 
includes funds to provide the equivalent of a 5-percent salary increase 
to all academic related classes at the University of California and the 
California State Colleges. A total of. $2.8 million is included in Item, 
248 for faculty related classes at the University and $300,OQO is in Item 
249 for instructional related classes at the state colleges. 

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education did not make a, 
specific recommendation for increases in academic-related .classes. This 
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5-percent increase corresponds to that proposed for all civil service 
and exempt classes of state employees . 

. Problem of Defining Academic and ,Academic-related Salary Bases 

For several years we have attempted to clarify the definitions used to 
separate the salary base for determining salary increases at the n ni­
versity and state colleges. The problem is to determine what classes 
should receive salary increases in accordance with State Personnel 
Board recommendations and Coordinating Council for Higher E9.uca­
tion recommendations. 

The State Personnel Board survey relates to all civil service classes 
under its classification and salary-setting jurisdiction. Both the Univer­
ity and state colleges use the State Personnel Board survey data for 
salary increases for personnel classes that correspond to civil service 
duties. Other independent salary setting authorities usually rely on 
the State Personnel Board data for this purpose. 

Academic salaries have traditionally been excluded from the State 
Personnel Board survey. The Coordinating Council has the responsi­
bility to survey and recommend the percentage increase required to 
maintain academic salaries on a parity with comparable higher edu­
cation institutions. The council survey has been limited to the full-time 
faculty in the regular ranks, specifically the classes of professor, associ­
ate professor, assistant professor and instructor. 

There is a large group of so-called "academic" employees who were 
excluded from both the Personnel Board survey and the Coordinating 
Council survey. These classes include other t.eaching positions, adminis­
t.rative positions with academic rank, librarians, and miscellaneous 
positions related to the instructional process or peculiar to institutions 
of higher education. 

We also noted last year that the state colleges used different criteria 
to classify academic and nonacademic employees from the criteria used 
by the University. This was indicated by the fact that the state colleges 
classified as "academic" certain administrative positions occupied by 
"tenured" faculty members while positions with the same duties at the 
University might be classified in the nonacademic group. In addition, 
different criteria were used by each segment, as well as the Department 
of Finance, in further dividing the academic classes into "academic" 
and "academic-related" bases for cost estimating and decisionmaking 
purposes. At the University this division was made on the basis of 
"faculty" and "faculty-related" classes where the definition of fac­
ulty related to those positions where tenure was granted. The separation 
of .the academic base at the state colleges into "instructional" and 
"instructional-related" groups was approached on the basis of duties. 

Council Re,quested to Define Salary Base' 

In an attempt to obtain standardized definitions of these various 
classes we recommended last year that the Coordinating Council develop 
uniform definitions for" academic" and" nonacademic" personnel and 
to formulate criteria for the logical division of personnel into these two 
classes. We also requested the council to define and formulate criteria 
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that would separate from the academic base those classes with instruc­
tional duties. This recommendation was included in the supplementary 
report of the Oommittee 01\ Oonference of the Budget Bill. 

The Coordination Council's Response 

The council responded with the following definitions of academic 
and nonacademic employees. 

Academic Personnel 
'An "academic" appointee is one who is primarily and profes­

sionally engaged in teaching, research, or public service work, or 
whose duties are closely and professionally involved in the instruc­
tional, research, and public service functions of higher education. 

Nonacademic Pe,rsonnel 
A "nonacademic" appointee is one who provides or manages the 

provision of supporting services to academic appointees and students. 

In addition to these definitions the council developed five criteria for 
use in classifying an academic employee. 

Criteria 
1. Through interpersonal relations, academic appointees directly and 

professionally influence students in their intellectual, personal and 
esthetic development. 

2. Through research, academic appointees extend the boundaries of 
knowledge or develop new applications of existing knowledge. 

3. Through public service, academic appointees disseminate and 
apply existing knowledge to individuals and communities in 
society. 

4. Through libraries, museums and the like, academic appointees con­
serve knowledge and artif;:wts of all societies and civilizations. 

5. Through institutional leadership or direct supervision of academic 
appointees, academic managerial personnel are directly involved 
in instruction, research, and public service. 

Definitions Are Too General 

We feel that the definitions and criteria developed by the council are 
too general in scope and they do not assist in the uniform classification 
of academic employees. For example, using these criteria an administra­
tive position such as a University chancellor or a state college president 
could' be classified as an academic employee which is existing practice 
at the state colleges but not at the university. Rather than providing 
a mechanism for attaining uniformity of salary bases between the seg­
ments, the criteria were apparently developed to allow each segment 
the flexibility necessary to 'continue the existing classification system. 

The council did provide for a specific definition of faculty which 
stated that "Faculty are defined as those academic appointees whose 
major regular assignment is instruction, including those with released 
time for research, department chairmen without other administrative 
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Miscellaneous Item 250 

Augmentations for Salary Increases--':Continued 

titles, and faculty members on sabbatical leave with full or part pay 
at their reg-ularacademic year salaries." 

This definition is the one used in the salary comparison report of 
the Coordinating Council and is specific and can be applied uniformly. 
We suggest that any future academic salary increases based on Co­
ordinatipg Council salary surveys be limited to those employees in­
cluded in this definition of faculty. 

Reserve for Contingencies 

EMERGENCY FUND 

Item 250 from the General Fund Budget page 1310 

Requested 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
Appropriated by the 1969-70 Budget Act _____________ _ 

$1,000,000 
1,000,000 

Requested increase-None 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1Ve recommend approval. 

None 

The Emergency Fund provides a source from which the Department 
of Finance can allocate funds to state agencies for expenses resulting 
from unforeseen contingencies not covered by specific appropriations. 
This item also provides authorization for the Department of Finance 
to make loans to agencies whose operations would be curtailed due to 
delayed receipt of reimbursements or revenue. 

The Emergency Fund request of $1,000,000 is a token of the amount 
actually needed in every year since 1959-60. To meet the actual re­
quirements a deficiency appropriation has been necessary toward the 
end of each fiscal year. For 1969-70, the department anticipates a 
deficiency of $2,000,000. Listed below are the 1969-70 allocations of 
more than $100,000 each exclusive of transfers to meet salary increases. 
Salary increases added $59 million to the allocations shown. 

Support 
Secretary of State, ballot pamphlet expense _________________________ _ 
Franchise Tax Board, temporary help for workload deferrals and prop-

erty tax rebates ______________________________________________ _ 

Department of Conservation 
Contracting counties ___________________________________________ _ 
Emergency fire suppression and detection _________________________ _ 

Increased number of annuitants __________ ~ ________________________ _ 
State college instructional faculty salary increase ___________________ _ 
Other: 19 items of less than $100,000 each _______________________ _ 

$175,000 

186,127 

140,915 
1,300,000 

101,040 
173,810 
409,471 

Total allocations _______________________________________________ $2,486,363 

Emergency Fund expenditures in 1969-70 have not been subjected 
to legislative review. Where appropriate, we comment on such expendi­
tures in the analysis of the individual agency budgets. Control lan-
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Item 251 Legislative Claims 

Emergency Fund-Continued 

guage in the 1969 Budget Act limited the use of the Emergency Fund 
to purposes which had been specifically approved l;ly the Legislature 
in the budget act or other bills. . 

Shown below are the amounts budgeted and allocated along with the 
deficiency appropriations for years since 1963-64. 

Emergency Fund, Appropriations and Allocations 
1963-64 to 1970-71 

Fiscal year Appl'opriated 
1963-64 ____________________________ $1,000,000 
1964-65 ___________________________ 1,000,000 
1965-66 ___________________________ 1,000,000 
1966-67 ___________________________ 1,000,000 
1967-68 ___________________________ 1,000,000 
1968-69 ___________________________ 1,000.000 
1969-70 ___________________________ 1,000,000 
1970-71 (proposed) ________________ 1,000,000 

A 7/0cated 
to agencies 
$4,297,640 

5.106,500 
5.148,643 
9,321.117 
4.238.515 
4,954,513 
2,486,363 

Deficienry 
appropriation 

$4,750,000 
4,436,500 
5,400,000 
8.341,951 
3,908,000 
5,086,631 
2,000,000, 

LEGISLATIVE CLAIMS 

Item 251 froftl the Several Funds Budget page 1315 

Requested 1970-71 -------------7---------------------
Estimated i969-70 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1968-69 __________ ~ __________________________ _ 

Requested decrease $64,118 (-27.7 percent) 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMEND,ATIONS 

$166,921 
231,039 
645,364 

These funds pay all claims awarded by the Board of Control and 
approved by the I..Jegislature, and miscellaneous claims awarded on 
direct appeal to the Legislature. Claims awarded by the Board of 
Control between March 1969 and November 1969 are included in this 
budget request and claims awarded between November 1969 and March 
1970 will be presented as a supplemental request to the Legislature for 
review and payment in 1970-71. 

Because the amount originally requested in each budget covers only 
an eight month period it always appears lower than the amount 
actually spent in the previous year and the increase is assumed to be 
due to legislatively sponsored amendments. In reality the Legislature 
has given the claims bill a very critical review and has reduced or 
eliminated many of the awards each year. For example, $140,039 was 
originally requested to fund eight months of claims in the 1969-70 
Budget. but during subsequent hearings the Department of Finance 
informally presented $169,239 in additional requests. This l~tter figure 
represented only four months of claims but was more than the eight 
months total already included in the budget. Of this $309,277 actually 
presented for review, $81.665 (26.4 percent) was eliminated during 
hearings by the Legislature. ' 
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Temporary Loans to General Fund Item 252 

Legislative Claims-Continued 
T,able 1 

Action on Claims Bill, 1969 
Submitted in Budget Bill _________________________________ $140,039 
Submitted prior to hearing _______________________________ ( +) 169,238 

Total submitted _______________________________________ $309,277 
Legislative reduction _____________________________________ (-)81,665 
Legislative addition ______________________________________ (+ )3,427 

Total approved for payment _____________________________ $231,039 

Because the list of claims which will eventually be presented to the 
Legislature is incomplete as of this time, we will present a supplemental 
analysis of the claims when the item is heard by the Leghllature. 

TEMPORARY LOANS TO THE GENERAL FUND 

Item 252 from the Oalifornia Water Fund 
AN,ALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 
This item, which is similar to Item 307 of the Budget Act of 1969, 

would authorize temporary transfers from the California Water Fund 
to the General Fund in the event the cash position of the General 
Fund would require such transfers. Under the terms of Section 16310 
of the Government Code transfers made from special funds to the 
General Fund, upon a determination of necessity by the Governor and 
Controller, are to be returned to the fund from which transferred as 
soon as there is sufficient money in the General Fund for this purpose. 
This section also provides that no transfers can be made from a special 
fund which would interfere with the object for which the fund was 
created. 

Section 16310, amended by Chapter 1457, Statutes of 1968, provides 
that when loans from the California Water Fup.d exceed 10 percent of 
the preceding fiscal year's total additions to surplus available for ap­
propriation in this fund, interest must be paid. This interest is paid on 
the excess borrowing above total additions to surplus available for 
appropriation, at a rate determined by the Pooled Money Investment 
Board. This rate is the current earning rate of the fund from which 
the loan' is transferred. 
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Items 253-254 Local Assistance 

Department of Agriculture 

SALARIES OF COUNTY AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONERS 

Item 253 from the General Fund Budget page 160 

Requested 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1969-70 _________________________________ _ 
~ctual 1968-69 ____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase-None 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Approval is recommended. 

$171,600 
171,600 
171,600 

None 

This item appropriates funds in accordance with Sections 2221-2224 
of the ~gricultural Code, which provide for cost-sharing agreements 
for portions of agricultural commissioners' salaries in order to provide 
adequate and uniform enforcement of applicable ~gricultural ,Code 
provisions. The appropriation makes available through agreement be­
tween the Director of ~griculture and any county board of supervisors 
a sum not to exceed $3,300 per year or two-thirds of the salary of each 
commissioner, whichever is less. Fifty-two counties are participating in 
this program. 

Depnrtment of Agriculture 

ASSISTANCE TO CITIES AND COUNTIES FOR lAND 
UNDER CONTRACT ' 

Item 254 from the General Fund Budget page 160 

Requested 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1969-70 ___ .:... ______________________________ _ 
~ctual 1968-69 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase-None 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIO!,!S 

We recommend approval. 

$446 
446 
446 

None 

Chapter 1443, Statutes of 1965, provides that owners of prime agri­
cultural lands, and other lands compatible with agricultural uses, may 
enter into 10-year contracts with cities and counties for the establish­
mentof agricultural preserves torestrict the use of such lands for agri­
cultural purposes. Section 51260 of the Government Code provides an 
annual state payment of $1 to cities and counties for each acre of land 
tinder contract, which may be used for the cost of administration and to 
make or assist in making additional payments to the owners of land 
under contract. The amounts of payments to owners is specified in the 
code at five cents per acre for contract lands. 

Presently, a total of approximately 2.2 million acres of agricultural 
lands are covered under terms of Chapter 1443. However, the vast 
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