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been earned on the contingency reserve over a 30-year period, assuming 
that the administration's proposal to expend $72 million from the Con­
tingency Fund in the bndget year is approved. This wonld r.esnlt in an 
additional General Fnnd expenditure of $5 million per year for 30 
years for repayment of the principal with interest. Thns, the system 
estimates that the propo~ednse. of $72 million from the contingency 
reserve in the budget year wiWcost the General Fund approximately 
$78 million over a ~O-year period (Le., $150 million less $72 million), 
if the'system is to be put on a funded basis as proposed. 

We believe the use of the contingency reserve for the payment of 
Gurrent benefits in the budget year would be fiscally inconsistent and 
wrong. The taxpayer cost for such action will be .more than donble the 
one-time savings which will be realized. On the other hand, if the 
present "pay-as-you-go" method of financing is continued, we believe 
that the contingency reserve should be only gradually liquidated as 
recommended by the joint committee's actuary report. ,Ve again point 
out; however, the great rise in costs inherent in the present method of 
financing the system, and emphasize that if the system is placed on a 
fnnded basis, retention of a reserve with application of the earnings 
from its investment will ease the General Fnnd burden. Conversely, 
exhausting the reserve in one year to help balance the budget merely 
defers and compounds the latter problem. 

Recommended Augmentation 

We recommend an augmentation of $72 million to this item provided 
that legislation (similar to AB 1307 of the 1970 session) is enacted to 
place the State Teachers' Retirement System on a more nearly fnnded 
basis. This augmentation would eliminate the need to use contingency 
reserve funds in the budget year and save $78 million in General Fund 
rel'ayment costs over the next 30 years. 
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General Summary-Continued 
SCOPE AND FUNCTION 

California's system of public higher education is the largest in the 
nation and currently consists of 121 campuses serving over one million 
students. This system is separated into three distinct 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 Educa­
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 

Instruction is basic to all segments of higher education. I.n addition 
to this function the University of California is designated as the pri­
mary state-supported agency for research. Instruction is provided to 
both undergraduate and graduate students in the liberal arts and sci­
e~ces and in the professions, including the teaching profession. The 
University has exclusive jurisdiction over instruction in the profession 
of ltiw and graduate instruction in the professions of medicine, den­
tistry, veterinary medicine and architecture. It has sole authority_ for 
awarding the doctorate degree. with the exception that in selected 
fields, joint doctoral degrees may be awarded in conjunction with the 
California State Colleges. 

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 execl.jtive control. 
The University system consists of nine campuses, including a separate 
medical facility at San Francisco, and numerous special research fa­
cilities 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 the Law in San Francisco, although 
affiliated with the University, operates under a separate statutory 
board of directors. 

The opportunity to attend the University as an undergraduate stu­
dent is open to all high school graduates who finished in the upper 
12! percent of their graduating class and to qualified transfer students 
from other institutions. 

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 fields and in the professions including the teaching 
profession. The granting of bachelor '8 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 instruction function. 

The California State College system comprised of' 19 campuses is 
governed by a statutory 20-member board of trustees created under 
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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 administrative functions which are 
carried out by the chancellor's office. Admission to the state colleges 
is open to students in the upper one-third of their high school gradu­
ating class and to qualified transfer students from other colleges and 
universities. 
The California Community Colleges 

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 granting of the associate in arts or the associate in science degree 
is authorized. 

A 15-member Board of Governors of the California Community 
Colleges was created by statute in 1967 to provide leadership and di­
rection to the development of the existing 92 campuses that comprise 
the system. Unlike the University and state college systems, community 
colleges are administered by local boards and derive the primary source 
of funding from the local tax base. As a result the board is directed by 
statute to maintain this local autonomy and control as it relates tq 
the administration of the colleges. Admission to the community col­
leges is open to any high school graduate. Other students may be ad­
mitted under special exception such as apprentice training, previous 
inilitary service and educational poteutial. 

Coordinating Counell for Higher Education 
The Coordinating Council for Higher Education is an advisory body. 

created under the Donahoe Act to provide a coordinated review of 
the higher education system including both public and private seg­
ments. The council advises the Governor and Legislature as well as the 
governing boards of the three public segments on matters pertaining 
to state financial support, long-range physical development, new pro, 
grams and other concerns. Chapter 879, Statutes of 1970, reduced the 
number of council members from 18 to 10 including six members rep­
resenting the general public and one representative each for each of 
the four higher education segments. 

ADMISSION AND ENROLLMENT 

The three segments of California's public higher education system 
admit students On the basis of varying ability and achievement levels. 
The statutes require that 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 
governing boards establish the admission standards for the state col­
leges and the University, these standards have been in conformity with 
guidelines established in the master plan. As a result standards are 
set for admission to the state colleges with the intent to restrict the 
admission of freshmen to those who were in the top one-third of their 
high school class. At the University, admission standards are intended 
to limit freshmen tp the top one-eighth of their class. 
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General Summary-Continued 

For admission to advance standing at the state colleges and Univer­
sity, 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 de­
partments at the University usually establish additional requirements. 

Both the University and state colleges are allowed to waive admis­
sion standards for selected students with academic promise. The original 
master plan guidelines provided for a 2-percent level of waivers but to 
accommodate disadvantaged. students johis was increased to 4 percent. 

University policy places higher admission standards for undergrad­
uate nonresidents than for California residents. Whereas resident 
students accepted as freshmen come from the upper one-eighth of the 
high school graduates, only nonresident stndents in the upper one­
sixteenth of the graduates are admitted. 

The University provides for a uuiform system of undergraduate 
admissions. Applications accepted at any campus entitles the student 
to attend the campus of his choice if facilities are available. At the 
state colleges a similar common admissions program has been estab­
lished for the fall 1971 term under a coordinated agreement between 
the University and state colleges. All state campuses agreed to accept 
and give equal consideration to all applications filed during the month 
of November 1970. 

Enrollment data is the major factor used for evaluating the budget­
ary 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 quali­
fied 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 recommend­
ation to redirect students to the public community colleges by estab­
lishing 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 stndents to the commnnity colleges 
is to deny those students admission 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 colle!(es this information is provided on 
the basis of level of instruction. The commnnity colleges instruct only 
lower division students but report information on the basis of average 
daily attendance since they receive state funding ·on school apportion­
ment basis. 

The enrollment data for the three segments of public higher educa­
tion is provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Annual Enrollments 

Actual 
1969-70 

University of California PTE 
Lower division ______________ _ 30,146 
Upper dh':ision ______________ _ 41,857 
Graduates __________________ _ 32,245 

Totals ___________________ _ 104,248 
California ~~a~e Colleges '. 

Lower dlVlsIOn ______________ _ 49.904 
Upper division ______________ _ 104,259 
Graduates __________________ _ 27,091 

Totals ___________________ _ 181,254 
Community Colleges ADA 

Totals ___________________ _ 362,475 

Grand totals __________________ _ 647,977 

Estimated 
1970-71 

PTE 
30,196 
41,799 
30,357 

102,352 

58,935 
113,711 

29,344 

201,990 
ADA 

399,151 

703,193 

EXPENDITURE SUMMARY 

Propos,eel 
1971-72 

PTE 
30,780. 
41,799 
32,092 

106,059 

64,248 
124,345 

32,127 

220,720 
ADA 

427,400 

754,179 

The proposed total and state expenditures for higher education in 
1971-72 are shown on Table 2. Proposed expenditures for 1971-72 
represent approximately the same level of support for higher education 
as in the current year. There are no General Fund moneys in the esti­
mated capital outlay budget of $112,016,000. 

Table 2 
Proposed 1971-72 Expenditure Summary for Higher Education 

(Thousands) 
Support Oapitaloutlay Total 

All General All General All General 
funds 

Coordinating Council 
Fnnd fund8 Fund fund8 Fund 

for Higher 
Education _______ $942 

University of 
$458 $942 $458 

California 1 ______ 603,800 337,090 $44,403 648,203 337,090 
Hastings College 

of the Law ______ 1,356 1,299 1,356 1,299 
California State 

Colleges _________ 327,353 315,972 49,350 376,703 315,972 
California Maritime 

Academy ________ 1,006 791 1,006 791 
Community colleges 1,080 980 18,263 19,343 980 
State Scholarship and 

Loan Commission _ 20,031 20,000 20,031 20,000 
Community colleges 

extended opportu-
nity program ____ 3,350 3,350 3,350 3,350 

Total ----------- $958,918 $679,940 $112,016 2 __ $1,070,934 $679,940 
State expenditures as 

a percent of 
total expenditures 70.9% 63.5% 

1 All expenditures included except thOse for special federal research projects. 
2 This includes $23,900,000 of University student fee funds for academic facUities, $6,14'1',000 of other Uni­

Yersity funds for nonacademic facilities, $14,356,000 of federal funds for health sciences facilities, $36,-
49'1',000 of borrowed funds for state college residence facilities, $12.852,000 for state college student 
health facilities from special health fees, $1,'1'52,000 for academic facilities from community college local 
funds and $10,511,000 for the same purpose from state bond funds. 
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General Summary-Continued 
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 fiscal year 1969-70 is 
shown in Table 3. The total expenditure figure for the University of 
California of $740.1 million excludes $292.1 million of federal funds 
supporting special research projects. 

The California State Colleges' operating budget for 1969-70 totals 
$347.~ million and does not include $21.2 million in federal funds for 
college research, institutions and special projects.' 

Our estimate for the community colleges is basedOll projections from 
1968-69 data. This is necessitated by the lack of more current informa­
tion due to the late reporting schedule on official community college 
data. 

Approximately $1.5 billion was expended for higher education sup­
port in 1969-70. Of this amount $760.2 million (or 49.4 percent) was 
from state funds, $295.8 million (or 19.2 percent) was from local sup­
port, $200 million (or 13.0 percent) was from federal support and the 
remaining amount totaling $282.3 million (or 18.4 percent) came from 
student fees and other sources. 

AVERAGE COST PER STUDENT 

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

Average cost data have several uses. They can be used for per­
formance analysis and, to a certain degree, as a measure of account­
ability. For the purpose of planning, they can be nsed to establish 
financial trends and evaluate changes over a period of time. Wh,m 
the cost data are constructed with a consistent methodology, it is pos­
sible to compare relevant cost factors among institutions. Such in­
formation is understood generally and is in constant demand. Un­
fortunately, no cost-per-student data is available that meets these needs 
because none of the methods provide cost-per-student averages by level 
of student or by discipline. 

We believe that comparisons between programs or institutions can­
not be made until this information is available. 

The most common request for cost-per-student data is one related to 
a need to compare the cost. at one institution to another. Significant 
program decisions are evaluated on the basis of cost-per-student aver­
ages and we believe that certain data is so unreliable that these de­
cisions suffer the same degree of unreliability. 
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Table 3 
Expenditures for Higher Education Current Expenses by Source of Funds 19Se-:.7"O 

(Thousands) 

State Local FederaZ Student 
Institutions support support support fees Other 2 
University of California __________________ $329,560 $175,168 $60,9S9 $174,384 
California State Colleges _________________ 284,963 19,120 25,013 18,750· 
Community colleges 1 ___________________ 126,756 $29~;767 4,000 2.200 
Other agencies·3 ______________________ '-__ 18,872 1,262 95-1 :26 

Totals _______________________________ $760,151 $295,767 $199,550 $89,153 $193.160 
Percent of totals ______________________ 49.4% 19.2% 13.0% 5.8% 12.6% 

1 Estimated. 
II Pri¥ate gifts and grants, endowments. sales, etc. 

Totals Percent 
$740,101 48.1% 

347,OW6 22.6 
428.723 27.9 

21.111 1.4 

$1,537,7H1 100.0% 
100.0% 

a Includes Hastings College of the Law. the California Maritime Academy, the Coordinating "Council for HIgber Edueation, ,the State Seholarshlp and Loan Commission and the 
Board 01 Goyernors of the Community Colleges (IncludIng EOP).. 
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General Summary-Continued 

It is commonly assumed that it is less expensive to provide an edu­
cation to a lower division student in the community colleges than it 
is at the state colleges and the state colleges are less expensive than the 
University_ This conclusion is usually arrived at by comparing aver­
age cost-per-student data for all students at each segment rather than 
comparing only lower division students. The University has always 
claimed that graduate students are more expensive to train than nnder­
graduate students and . that some disciplines (medicine) are far more 
expensive than others (history). Also because of the University's ex­
tensive use of teaching assistants for lower division instruction, the 
average salaries to be allocated to lower division instruction at the 
University may be less than at the state colleges or the community 
colleges. 

For these reasons we have always pointed to the need for developing 
cost-per-student data by level of student and by discipline in order to 
compare and evaluate institutional differences. 
Coordinating Council Study 

This was our objective when in our 1967-68 analysis we recom­
mended that the Coordinating Council 'for Higher Education in coop­
eration 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 
colleges. 

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 identify the enrollment.-related costs at each 
institution but it was unable to develop a method for determining these 
costs by level of student or by discipline. The council suggested that to 
accomplish this a major cost study would be required. At that time 
we noted that the figures for each institution are not directly com­
parable inasmuch as they are produced from systems which budget 
and account for their funds in different ways, because full-time equiva­
lent students are calculated differently in each system and because the 
total costs of each system reflect the different educational functions 
assigned to each. 

Major Obstacles 

Any attempt to develop uniform average cost-per-student data by 
level of student and by discipline must overcome ~everal major ob­
stacles. These are as follows: 

1. Uniform Counting of Students. There are presently several al­
ternative methods of counting a student. Student totals can be on the 
basis of head count, full-time enrollment or average daily attendance. 
Although the University and state colleges report FTE students, the 
community colleges report ,data on an average daily attendance basis. 

2. Uniform Reporting by Level of Students. Even though students 
may be counted uniformly as full-time students there is no assurance 
that reporting by level of student is accurate. We have noted in the 
past that University enrollment statistics include a distribution of stu-
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dents by level of enrollment while the distribution at the state colleges 
is made on the basis of level of instruction. 

3. Uniform Accounting and BUdgeting. To develop appropriate 
cost data for allocation by student, one must 'be assured of uniform 
accounting systems. Currently the state colleges follow the state's uni­
form accounting system as prescribed in the State Administrative 
Manual. The University, because of its constitutional independence, 
uses its own accounting system. The community colleges follow neither 
system and there is gr~at nonuniformity between individual commun­
ity colleges. . 

4. Different Missions of the Segments. Under the master plan each 
segment has different missions. The University is designated in the 
Donahoe Act as the. "primary state-supported agency for research" 
and a significant amount of costs is associated with research at the 

. University. A small amount is performed at the state colleges and little 
is performed at the community colleges. Decisions as to how to allocate 
these costs to students should be uniform; For instance, how much of 
library costs are research related and instructional related! 

Future Potential 

Although there are no data currently available that would allow 
us to develop reliable figures, this may be corrected in a few years. 

A broad-based project now underway involving the higher education 
community with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
is designed to produce a set of comprehensive cost-finding principle~ 
covering all activities conducted by the nation's colleges and nniver­
sities. The principles will provide the means for measuring, through 
the use of cost-finding techniques, the costs of all research, instruction, 
and public service programs, including those performed under grants 
and contracts from federal, state, and local government sources. 

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) 
is developing, and will later test and refine, the cost-finding 
principles under a two-year contract with HEW. The cost-finding 
principles project is linked with WICHE's Planning and Management 
'Systems Program, which involves more than 500 colleges and univer­
sities throughout the United States (page 848). 

It is hoped that the development of these cost-finding principles will 
provide the means for determining the institutional costs by level of 
student and field of study. 

The principles will be developed in two phases. By February 1971, 
the end of the first phase, preliminary principles will be formulated. 
A pilot test and refinement of the preliminary principles comprise the 
project's second phase, which is scheduled for completion by April 
1972. 

The principles will then be evaluated by HEW staff in cooperation 
with other sponsoring agencies and higher education representatives. 
Since the principles are intended to be applicable to all institutions of 
higher education, it may be necessary to test them at a large number 
of colleges and universities before they are put'into effect. 
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General Summary-Continued 
State College and University Data 

Table 1 shows the state cost per full-time student for 1970--71 at the 
state colleges, University and Hastings College of Law. The data 
are displayed for each campus by increasing average costs. Comparisons 
of one campus to another within.the University system points out how 
difficult it is to make meaningful comparisons with this type of infor­
mation. It is apparent that the larger the campus the lower the cost 
'per student, which reflects economies of scale. 

Table 1 
State post per FTE Student-1970-71 

California State Colleges University of California 
San Fernando Valley _______ $1,278 Santa Barbara _____________ $1,919 
Long Beach _______________ 1,322 Berkeley __________________ 2,769 
Hayward __________________ 1,398 
San Diego _________________ i,406. 
Sacramento ________________ 1,410 

Los Angeles _______________ 2,869 
Santa Cruz _______________ 2,892 
Irvine ____________________ 3,153 

Fullerton __________________ 1,434 
San Luis Obispo ___________ 1,460 
San Jose __________________ 1,468 
Los Angeles _______________ 1,473 

Ri \'erside __________________ 3,378 
Davis _____________________ 3,919 
San Diego _________________ 5,160 
San Francisco _____________ 10,083 

Chico _____________________ 1,530 
Fresno ____________________ 1,541 
Pomona ___________________ 1.585 

Systemwide average ______ $3,303 
Hastings College of the Law__ 988 

San Francisco _____________ 1,662 
Humboldt _________________ 1,850 
Stanislaus _________________ 1,945 
Sonoma ___________________ 1,9&,1 
San Bernardino ____________ 2,301 
Dominguez Hills ___________ 2,328 
Bakersfield ________________ 3,451 

Systemwide average ______ $1,502 

STUDENT CHARGES 

Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by 
California's system of higher education to gather additional revenue. 
According to the Master Plan for Higher Education, "tuition is de­
fined 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 serv­
ices, 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 tradi­
tional 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 Maritime Academy and at the Uni­
:versity of California where a small tuition is charged to resident stu­
dents in selected health sciences fields. 

Although designated as an "educational fee" by the regents when 
it was established beginning in 1970-71, this charge is actually a tuition 
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because the income has been used fop· construction of instructional 
facilities. This charge was established at $150 per year for under­
graduates and $180 per year for graduates. This will double in 1971-72, 
when undergraduates will be charged $300 and graduates will be 
charged $360. At the same time the tuition in health sciences will 
terminate so that all resident students will pay the same fees. 

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. 

Other significant fees include special campus fees for student associ­
ation memberships, student union fees and other special fees. In most 
cases these are mandatory on students and 'vary in amount from 
campus to campus. 

The re~ents 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 al).d/or health 
services to a maximnm of $10 per year. 

Table 1 illnstrates the cnrrent level of the tuition and fees at the 
various segments. Where these vary from campus to campus, a range 
is indicated. . 

Table 1 
B'asie Annual Student Charges 1970-71 

(Academic Year) 

Tuition-residents 
Medicine 1 __________ _ 

Dentistry-pharmacy 1 __ 

Tuition-nonresidents __ _ 
Foreign ____________ _ 

Tuition-educational fee' 
Undergraduate ______ _ 
Graduate ___________ _ 

Registration fee _______ _ 
Application fee ________ _ 
Campus mandatory fees __ 
Auxiliary seryices fees 

Room and board _____ _ 
Parking ____________ _ 

1 Terminates with 1970-71 Ileademlc yeal', 

Univel'sitvof 
Ca,lijomia 

$250 
200 

1,200 2 

1,200 2 

150 
180 
300 
10' 

21-69 

1,050-1,200 
18-54 

2 Proposed for increase to $1,500 In 1971-72 budget. 

Oalifol'llia 
Stu,te College8 

$1,110 
360 '-600 

108-118 
20 

52-72 

938-1,149 
24-27 

OaUfornia. 
Oommunity 

Oollege8 

$375 
375 

()-10' 

()-10' 

S Proposed to increase to $1,100 for foreign students in 1971-72 budget. 
'The educational fee at the University of California Is paid by aU students and will increase to $300 tor 

undergraduates and $360 for graduates In 1911-72. 
~ 8tatuatory maximum for the community colleges is $10 for parking and/or health ser\1ces. 
a Prop{lsed to increase to $20 In 1911-72. 
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General Summary-Continued 

Tuition income usually is expended for instructional services result, 
ing in a direct offset to the state funding requirements. In the case of 
the University" educational fee" the income has been earmarked pri. 
marily for construction of facilities for 1970-71 and 1971-72 but fin~l 
policy for the uses of these funds has not been determined by the 
regents. 

STUDENT AID 

A primary objective of California's public higher education system 
is to provide equal access to all students who are academically qualified. 
Access to all high school graduates is provided without tuition or fee 
requirements throughout the community college systems. Although the 
state colleges and University have always required some type of student 
fee payment and a form of resident student tuition has recently been 
enacted for University students, these charges represent only a small 
portion of the total cost of providing this education. As a result, this 
"subsidy" to resident students represents the largest of California's 
student aid programs. 

In addition there are several statewide student aid programs. The 
competitive scholarship program for undergraduate students and the 
fellowship program for graduate students provides grants up to the 
amount of tuition and fees to scholars of high acadeinic ability who 
have financial need. The college opportunity grant program provides 
subsidy grants to disadvantaged students primarily at the community 
colleges. In 1971-72 nearly $20 million is provided for these programs, 
serving over 24,000 students. 
Inventory of Student Financial Aid 

The 1969-70 budget for Scholarship and Loan Commission provided 
for an inventory of student financial aid to determine the level and 
scope of existing programs in order to more accurately assess the need 
for changes in student aid programs. 

The commission in February 1970 surveyed all public and private 
institutions of higher education to determine the kinds of aid available, 
the dollar amounts available and the number of students served. Be· 
cause the data received were more comprehensive for undergraduate 
students than for graduate students, a preliminary report was issued 
in June 1970 showing data for undergraduate aid. As of this writing, 
the graduate aid report has not been completed but some data are 
presently available from the commission. 

The survey was not restricted to aid solely administered by the 
financial aid offices at each campus. An attempt was made to collect 
information on off·campus administered aid such as the G.I. Biil, 
OASDI benefits, etc. 

Table 1 shows the total dollar level of student aid by type of aid 
and level of student for both public and private institutions. Campus. 
administered aid exceeded $220 million in 1969-70 for an increase of 
$32.5 million or 17 percent from the previous year. In addition the 
public segments reported $103.8 million in off·campus aid for under· 
graduates. No data were available from the private institutions for 
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this type of aid. For noncampus·administered graduate aid only the 
University of California was able to provide figures and it is question­
jlble whether these should be considered reliable because of the diffi­
culty in identifying these students from campus records. 

One conclusion tbat can be reached is that the amount of student 
.aid available from sources other than those administered by the campus 
is slightly greater than the amount contracted by the campus. If out­
side employment were considered, this difference would be substantially 
greater. 

Table 1 
Student Financial Aid 

By Type of Aid and Level of Student 
Campus-administered aid 

Undergraduates 
Scholarships _________________________ _ 
Grants ______________________________ _ 
Loans _______________________________ _ 
Employment _________________________ _ 

1968-69 
$22,357,273 
14,634,208 
49,842,070 
15,705,897 

Total undergraduate nid __________________ $102,u39,448 

Graduates 
Fellowships scholarship and grants _____ _ 
Loans _______________________________ _ 
Employment _________________________ _ 

$38,557,717 
18,488,558 
28,051,802 

Total graduate aid_______________________ $85,098,077 
Totals ___________________________________ $187,637,525 

Off-campus-administered aid 
Undergraduntes' ________________________ ($89,264,932) 
Graduates.ll _____________________________ (2,284,172) 

1 Excludes private institutions which were not reported. 
2 University of California only. 

1969-70 
$27,174,996 
23,557,872 
59,935,766 
18,133,293 

$128,801,927 

$39,280,887 
21,095,222 
30,891,204 

$91,267,313 
$220,069,240 

($103,793,885 ) 
(3,146,199 ) 

Because previous surveys were directed to data relating solely to 
campus-administered aid, segmental comparisons were usually distorted. 
If one compares the direct student aid funds (excluding loans or em_ 
ployment aid) per total FTE undergraduate enrollment of the three 
public segments, the data would show $16 at the community colleges, 
$52 at the state colleges and $169 at the University. If we added n(}n­
.campus direct aid such as the G.!. Bill, OASDI benefits, etc., then the 
cost per FTE student changes to $270 at the community colleges, $247 
at the state colleges and $337 at the University. These comparisons are 
shown in Table 2. 

The significance of this is that comparisons of campus-administered 
direct aid tend to point to an extremely low level of aid per student in 
the community colleges, but, when all other assistance is considered, 
the state colleges have the least amount of direct aid to the student. 
This change results because a large proportion of those eligible for the 
G.I. Bill, OASDI, war orphan grants, etc., initiate the college educa­
tion at the community college level. 
/It is important to review direct aid separately. because most requests 
for increased student aid funds are related to the additional need for 
direct aid. 
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If we add loans and employment aid to the figures in Table 2 there 
would be a different result. There would be $326 per FTE undergrad­
uate student at the community colleges, $480 at the state' colleges 
.and $531 at the University. 

Table 3 shows the number of undergraduate recipients of campus­
administered financial aid as a percent of full-time undergraduate 
enrollment for 1969-70. This indicates that nearly one-fo'."··!:! of all 

Table 2 
Direct Aid 1 to Undergraduates in Public Institutions 

1969-70 

California Community Colleges 
~mount ____________________________ _ 
Amount per FTE stlldenL ____________ _ 

California State Colleges 

Soholarships NQnca1npus lI 

and granta direct aid 
$4,163,634 $65,016,294 

16 254 

TotaZ 
$69,179,928 

270 

Amount _____________________________ 7,285,945 27,105,170 34,390,815 
Amount per FTE studenL_____________ 52 194 247 

University of Califomia 
Amount _____________________________ 11,765,593 11,672,421 23,438,014 
Amount per FTE studenL ___ ...:_________ 169 168 337 

Totals 
Amount _____________________________ $23,214,872 $103,793,885 $127,008,757 
Amount per FTE student _____________ 50 223 273 

1 Direct aId excludes loans and employment assistance which are not direct income transferS. 
'101f-campus aid includes G.I. Bill. OASDI benefits. etc., not directly controlled by the campus financJal aid 

omceso 

Tabl.3 
Number of Recipients of Financial Aid as a Percent of 

FullaTime Enrollment Undergraduates-1969-70 Net undup-
licated 

Scholar- number of 
skips Grants Loans Employment recipients 

California Community Colleges 
Number of recipients ______ 6,183 7,831 10,303 14,259 37,757 

. Full-time enrollment ______ 256,350 256,350 
Percent reeehoing aid _____ 2.4 3.0 4.0 5.6 14.7 

California State Colleges 
Number of reeipients _____ 6.063 9,288 27,634 7,721 42,531 
Full-time enrollment ______ 139,390 139,390 
Percent receiving aid ______ 4.3 6.6 19.8 5.5 30.5 

University of California 
Number of recitJients ______ 6,885 9,355 12,539 4,946 23,421 
Full-time enrollment ______ 69,507 69,507 
Percent receiving aid _____ 9.9 13.4 18.0 7.1 33.7 

Private Colleges and 
Universities 

Number of l'ecipients ______ 16,666 7,778 14,871 5,840 19,111 
Full-time enrollment ______ 61,775 61,775 
Percent recehoing aid ______ 27.0 12.6 24.1 9.4 30.9 

Totals, All Segments 
Number of recipients ______ 85,797 34,202 65,347 82,766 122,820 
Full-time enrollment ______ 527,022 527,022 
Percent receiving uid _____ 6.8 6.5 12.4 6.2 23.3 
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undergraduate students received some form of student aid in 1969-70 
and this percentage is apparently increasing. If outside aid were in­
.cluded the percentage would increase substantially. 

GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE STUOY OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

The executive branch of government has had under study for several 
months many of the elements affecting higher education budgets. These 
studies, involving numerous state employees and nonstate personnel, 
are commonly referred to as the Governor's Task Force St1tdy of 
Higher Ed1tcation. Although responsibility for supervision and control 
of these studies is centered in the Department of Finance, many of 
the personnel directly involved have been. "loaned" from numerous 
other state departments and agencies. 

In November 19700ur office was briefed on the goals and objectives 
of the various task forces. Following is a listing of the studies and 
estimated. completion dates then projected. Where we have additional 
information regarding the status of these studies, our comments are 
also included . 
. 1. Institutional Workload 

This involves the collection and evaluation of data relating princi, 
pally to faculty workload. Data such as student enrollments by level 
of student, number of conrses per student and faculty and class size 
were analyzed to determine such things as the teaching effort per stu, 
dent credit hour, the teaching effort at each faculty rank, and the 
average class size. . 

Completion of this study was scheduled by January 1, 1971. Although 
it is clear that information from this study generated some specific 
budget decisions,' particularly in relation to state college faculty, to 
our knowledge there is no formal report released by the task force 
that would support these decisions. 

The Governor's Budget includes several references to results of this 
study, all directed to the conclusion that faculty at the University and 
the state colleges were working below productivity. We have requested 
information to support these conclusions, but as of the time of this 
analysis the results still remain confidential. 

2. Graci'uate Studies 

A survey of graduate programs is to be made to provide information 
needed to evaluate the supply and demand <if specific programs by 
discipline. A final report was scheduled for May 1971. It is our under· 
standing that the staff of the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa­
tion is directly involved in this study and as a result this will be pre­
sented to the council and the report will be public. 
3. Funding Alternatives 

This study is designed to evaluate such policy proposals as tuition, 
voucher systems, tax credits and other funding alternatives that may 
used for higher education. Also to be considered is the question of 
public aid to the private segment of higher education. We have heard 
nothing as to the activity of this study group. 
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General Summary-Continued 
4. Research and Public Service 

This study is a general survey of research and public service pro, 
grams to determine how decisions are made to establish programs, what 
reviewal' evaluation procedures for existing programs are available 
and on what basis programs are terminated. No indication of the 
results of this study have been released. 
6, Financial Aids 

A general review of student financial aid reSources and economic 
opportunity programs is designed to determine the existing program 
levels as well as a general review of program needs. Emphasis will be 
put on review of economic opportunity. programs. Although we under~ 
stand that some meetings have been held by this task force, we have no 
knowledge of the results. 
6. Tuition for Nonresident Students 

This study is designed to determine the proper level of tuition 
charges for nonresident students. Also the legal problems regarding 
residency laws was to be evaluated. Although this study has been com, 
pie ted it is still considered confidential and has not been made public. 
7. Facilities Utilization 

This is concerned with higher education's ability to increase utiliza, 
tion of' existing space. Expansion of the historic pattern of summer 
and/or Saturday usage was also to be considered. This study has been 
completed, but at this writing it is still confidential. 
8. Maritime ,Academy 

This is an evaluation of the entire program to determine the necessity 
to continue the school. This was also the subject of a legislative com, 
mittee in a public hearing. 
9. Vocational Education 

Although primarily concerned with K-12, the study also will review 
the community college vocational education programs. The overall 
study will be concerned with identification of the state's interest in 
these programs. Because this study was started later than the others, 
we do not anticipate early results. 

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
Background 

In the past several years the Legislature has been interested in the 
development of a useful program budgeting system for all stateagen, 
cies including institutions of higher education. Assembly Resolution No. 
371 of the 1967 Regular Session directed the Coordinating Council for 
Higher Education in accordance with its responsibility "to report its 
findings on multiyear budgeting (in the University and the state col, 
leges) to the Assembly Committee on Ways and Means prior to Novem, 
bel' 1, 1968. " 
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In October of 1968 the council issued a reportstating that there were 
a variety of problems concerning the development of program budget­
ing which will be difficult to solve and that the segments have achieved 
considerable progress in implementing the state's programming and 
budgeting system during the past 10 months. From these findings the 
council "advises the Assembly Committee on Ways and Means that it 
has requested the California State Colleges and the University of Cali­
fornia to keep the coundl advised concerning their progress in imple­
menting the state's programming and budgeting system, including 
reports of the difficulties involved and their resolution." In the 1969-70 
Anaylsis we stated that the council has a greater responsibility than 
just keeping advised of the segment's progress. We believe the council 
should provide leadership through recommendations based on a critical 
anaylsis of each segment's efforts. 

We pointed out that proper development of a program budget system 
is important in order to obtain useful information on program costs 
and benefits. The University and state colleges were initiating program 
budgets by independently developed program output formats to fit 
their own criteria. If this situation continued it is quite foreseeable that. 
the results would produce different types of output data concerning 
similar programs, thus negating any attempts to relate segmentwide 
programs costs and performances. As an example, the University might 
determine that engineering education costs should be reported in in­
strrrctional costs per student credit hour while the state colleges may 
lump these costs into department and discipline units or may not con­
sider it important to report any costs for this activity. 

WieHE Management Information System 

During the 1970 budget hearings, attention was focused on a major 
nationwide effort directed at providing a program budget system useful 
throughout various systems of higher education. The effort is being 
coordinated by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Educa­
tion under its Management Information Systems Program. Participants 
include the California State Colleges, the University and the CCHE 
along with the remaining western states, New York and Illinois. The 
major elements of the program are (1) the program classification struc­
ture, (2) the Mst-finding principles project, and (3) the outputs of 
higher education project: 

Program Classificatio,:, Structure 

A Program Classification Structure has been developed to provide 
a consistent means of identifying and organizing the activities of higher 
education in a program-oriented manner. It should be viewed as the 
basis for subsequent WIeHE MIS projects in that the Program Classi­
fication Structure provides a standard framework for arraying the 
broad range of institutional data. It is not intended to be a replacement 
for existing data systems, but has been designed to supplement the­
institution's own unique data system. 

Table 1 outlines the structure. 
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The design of the Program Classification Structure assumes that each 
institution will develop internal transformation routines to convert data 
from the institution's reuord system to the Program Classification Struc­
ture format. Together with the WICHE MIS Data Element Diction­
,aries, the Program Classification Structure provides the basic founda­
tion for developing a common language to facilitate the exchange of 
management information among institutions. 
The Role of the Program Classification Structure 

The need. for a more complete understanding and analysis of the 
functions and programs of colleges and universities is increasingly 
being acknowledged by the academic community. Often, the informa, 
tion required by decisionmakers is not readily available under the cur­
rent mode of operation, since it is difficult to associate uosts with major 
programs that serve the institution's objectives. Standard college and 
university accounting structures tend to identify line item expenditures 
with organizational units. They rarely provide the means for aggre, 
gating data in relation to institutional program goals and objectives. 

The WIeHE MIS project is an attempt to improve planning and 
analysis by relating resource information to the achievement of institu­
tional objectives. Such information is necessary in order to evaluate 
the costs and benefits of alternative programs. The Program Classifica­
tion Structure has been developed to facilitate comparison of informa­
tion by providing a foundation for achieving comparability in exchange 
of institutional data. 

Program Classification Structure in Budgeting 

The program classification structure is not, per se, a program budget­
ing system. There is, however, an obvious relationship between the two .• 
The development of a program structure represents an essential first 
step toward implementing a program budget system. The structure 
presented is but one of several alternative structures that could be used 
for higher education program budgeting. Although it has been devel­
oped in a generalized manner to accommodate a wide variety of educa­
tional institutions, the program classification structure is relatively 
consistent with the current program budgeting efforts of some of the 
major institutions of higher education including the University of Cali­
fornia, the State University System of Florida, Ohio State University 
and University of Toronto. 
The Cost-Finding Principles Project 

As has been pointed out by the state college staff, merely adopting 
the WICHE program classification structure is not sufficient to estab­
lish a program budgeting system. Neither will it enable meaningful 
comparisons to be made among the different programs and between the 
different segments of higher education. The WICHE classification of 
programs can serve only as a set of containers for different cost items. 
A comparison, however, within and between the different segments will 
be meaningless, if not impossible, until common cost-finding principles 
are adopted. Such common cost-finding principles need to be devel­
oped and agreed upon, or alternatively, imposed by legislative author-
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General Summary-Continued 

ity. In order to make the WICHE program classification structure 
operational, one needs an allocative mechanism as well as an explicit 
set of parameters according to which different cost items will be aIlo­
cated. For example, since the costs of faculty positions are joint ex­
penditures for both the program instruction and the program research, 
an allocation rule is needed. 

In response to the above concern, a project is now underway involv­
ing the higher education community with the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare designed to produce a set of comprehensive 
cost-finding principles covering all activities conducted by the nation's 
colleges and universities. The principles will provide the means for 
measuring, through the use of cost-finding techniques, the costs of all 
research·, instruction, and public service programs, including those per­
formed under grants and contracts from federal, state, and local gov­
ernment sources. 

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education is devel­
oping, and will later test and refine, the cost-finding principles under a 
two-year contract with HEW. The principles will be developed in two 
phases. By February 1971, the end of the first phase, preliminary prin­
ciples will be formulated. A pilot test and refinement of the preliminary 
principles comprises the project's second phase, which is scheduled for 
completion by April 1972. 

The principles will then be evaluated by HEW staff in cooperation 
with higher education representatives. Since the principles are in­
tended to be applicable to all institutions of higher education, it may 
be necessary to test them at a large number of colleges and universities 
before they are put into effect. 
Measuring Outputs of Higher Education 

The final phase of the WIeHE MIS effort is to define and measure 
the outputs of higher education. Initial efforts on this project began in 
May 1970 and are too preliminary to· evaluate at this time. 

1970 Legislative Action 
The Conference Committee Report on the. 1970-71 Budget Bill re­

quested the state coIleges and University to evaluate the WIeHE pro­
gram classification structure .ystem in terms of utilizing it in future 
program budgets. The CCHE assumed a coordination role in develop­
ing the segments response which was explained in a letter from the 
council's director to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee on May 
18, 1970, stating: 

"For some time the segments of higher education and the Coordi­
nating Council have been assisting in the development of the pro­
gram. associated with the WICHE Management Information System. 
The WIeHE project has grown from dne involving only the 13 West­
ern States to one that is becoming national in scope. 

"So far, the council has not considered it necessary to coordinate 
the participation of California's segments of higher education in the 
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,projects. However, the development of the system has now reached 
a point where our staffs believe it has become desirable to consider 
establishing a uniform approach for the implementation of this sys­
tem. This will require a consensus of all systems of higher education 
and appropriate agencies of government in the overall coordination 
and planning. " 
A meeting was held in the CCHE offices on June 16, 1970, with 

,WICHE representatives. One purpose of the meeting was to gain some 
.consensus from the segments as to the feasibility of the WICHE sys­
tem. Such consensus did not develop. 

On July 2, 1970, the Director of the CCHE again wrote the Joint 
'Legislative Budget Committee, stating: 

"Following our first exploratory session on June 16, with Dr. Ben 
Lawrence and his staff, it became apparent that further' consultation 
would be of great benefit to us, the segments and other state agencies 
concerned with the possible implementation of the WICHE Manage­
ment Information System on a statewide basis. Accordingly, agency 
and segmental representatives met with my staff on June 22 to ar­
range a seminar on the WICHE-MIS program." 
The seminar was held July 24-25 from which the following responses 

have been produced. 
Department of Finance Response 

Although not specifically directed to respond on the matter, the 
Department of Finance became involved in the situation and in August 
1970 wrote to tbe CCHE, stating: 

"As we see it, there are two major points concerning the use of 
WICHE-MIS. The first, is that nearly everyone has agreed to the 
use of this system as a method to facilitate the exchange of informa­
tion between various institutions of higher education. 

"We also support this important purpose and development. Sec­
ond, and far more important to us, it seems that we do not yet have 
a common agreement that the program structure inherent in WICHE 
can serve as a satisfactory basis of the program budget of the Uni­
versity and state colleges. 

"With respect to this last point, we in the Department of Finance 
can reaffirm at this point that: 

1. The State of California will in the future present a program 
budget to the Legislature. 

2. Our policy is that both the University and the California State 
Colleges can and should present their program budgets with '8. 
common program structure which differs only where the as­
signed mission of the two segments differ. 

"Given our position on the matter of program budgets, it seems 
both logical and reasonable to us that the WICHE structure can be 
adopted and that we should proceed, even in this forthcoming budget 
to begin to present the information in related fashion. " 
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General Summary-Continued 
.State College Response 

The position of the California State Colleges is that: 
"With slight modifications the WIeHE program classification can 

be used as a program format for California State College budget 
presentations. However, the required cost allocations to this new 
budget structure using the present accounting system will necessarily 
be at a high level of aggregation. 

"If adopting the WICHE classification structure is expected to go 
beyond an alternative display of budget data in program format, .it 
will be necessary to open a second accounting" track." The second 
"track" will accumulate "program" costs using program cost cen~ 
ters. Since it is assumed that line-item accounting will still be re­
qnired, the result will be a dual accounting system. Additional man­
power and computer resources will be necessary if the California 
State Colleges are to implement program budgeting under these 
circumstances. 

"Even with a program cost accounting system in operation, the 
prospect is small that program budgeting can become- a decision­
making tool worth its expense until two basic problems are resolved. 
First, meaningful comparison betweeu the segments is not possible 
until common cost allocation rules are agreed upon or are imposed 
by fiat. Second, the ultimate goal of program budgeting, a cost­
benefit calculu's which will assist in the evaluation of competing pro­
grams, awaits the development of a basis for measuring the benefits 
of education. To the extent that the state's resources are allocated to 
an in-depth study of these two problems, we will have a more com­
plete program budgeting system. In the interim, the possibility of 
preparing cost-effectiveness studies from existing data bases should be 
more fully explored. 

"Finally, state control and review agencies should acknowledge as 
well as assume their responsibility in this matter. These agencies 
and the segments should agree upon a program structure most re­
flective of the similarities and differences of the three systems of 
public higher education. This structure would then permit similar or 
different decisions, as appropriate. Furthermore, the inadequacies of 
any" Program Budget" should be acknowledged overtly to prevent 
too literal an interpretation in the developmental years. This would 
presumably be acceptable as long as tangible progress was evident 
every year. " 

University of California Response 

The response of the University of California is: 
"The University of California plans to use the WICHE program 

classification structure for presenting the University portion of the 
1971-72 proposed Governor's Budget. 

"The University of California considers that the WIeHE program 
classification structure is a useful first step in initiating a planning 
and program budgeting system, but that other steps must be taken 
if major benefits are to be realized and that costs of maintaining an-
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pther data classification and budgeting system justified. We suggest 
that acceptance of the WICHE-PCS by the State Department of 
Finance and the Legislative Analyst should be accompanied by a 
commitment to move with all deliberate speed to the development of 
a more meaningful planning and program budgeting system which 
makes the state's resource allocation decision process explicit, where 
the goals and missions of each program are made explicit, and where 
competing programs are assessed in terms of their effectiveness as 
well as their costs, so that better resource utilization can be achieved." 

It appears that all parties agree as to the usefulness of the structure 
and that efforts will be made to implement it in future program bud­
gets. 

Our office supports the WICHE program classification structure 
and recognizes the need for certain interim accounting procedures 
and duplication of effort. We believe, however, that if appropriately 
implemented the program offers substantial benefits. 

SPACE UTILIZATION 

The history of facility space utilization in California dates from 
the 1948 report of the survey of the needs of California in higher 
education and was followed by the 1957 restudy of these needs. The 
restudy recommended a classroom utilization of 36 scheduled hours pev 
week with class enrollments averaging 67 percent of room capacity 
and class lab utilization of 24 hours per week at 80 percent station 
occupancy. 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 reCOm­
mended 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 (b) utilization of labs 
should average 20 hours per week at 80-percent station occupancy and 
the newly established Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
should study this matter. 
Space Utilization Studies of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 

The Coordinating Coullcil for Higher Education began its study of 
space utilization in 1963 aJ:[d in 1966 rendered an extensive report on 
classroom, laboratory, office and library space utilization. 

The council recommended a standard that (a) classrooms be sched­
uled 34 hours out of a 45-hour week (8 a.m. to 5 p.m., 5 days) with the 
student station occupancy averaging 66 percent and (b) lower division 
labs be scheduled 20 hours per week at 80 percent station occupancy .. 
Table 1 compares the classroom standard to the fall 1963 scheduled 
usage. 

The CCHE standard was adopted and remained in effect for capital 
outlay planning for the state colleges and the University until 1970. 
Space Utilization Studies of the Legislative Analyst 

Our office has previously made recommendations to increase space 
utilization. In the 1969-70 Analysis we cited the fact that the defeat 
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Table 1 

State College and University Classroom Utilization, Fall 1963 
Data Compared to 1966 CCH E Standard 

8 a.m. to 
5p.m. 

. (o-day) 
CCHE standard ____________ 34 
California State Colleges ____ '25.1 
University of California _____ ; '27.1 

Hours 
5 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

daily and 
Saturday 

4.3 
1.8 

Total 
34.0 
29.4 
28.9 

Percent oj 
total stations 

occupied 
86 
72 
57 

of Proposition No. 3 in 1968 which would have provided $200 million 
in bonding for higher education facilities construction, mandated re­
examination of opportunities for greater utilization. In seeking infor­
mation for the 1969-70 Analysis, we found three things. First, the 
CCHE had not updated the data produced in 1963; second the 
state colleges had neither instituted formal space utilization reports 
into their data requirements at the Chancellor's level nor, in most cases, 
at the college level; and, third, the University had maintained the 
data in a useful form . 
. For the fall of 1968 we found that in comparison to the 1963 CCHE 

hour usage and station oecupancy components of the space utilization 
standard, the University's classroom utilization was below standard 
while the state colleges' utilization was above standard on the scheduled 
hour component. Compared to the fall 1963 data the state colleges had 
increased their utilization by 12.2 hours per week (41.4 percent) while 
the University had not increased its utilization. In relation to full five­
day utilization the CCHE standards required that rooms be scheduled 
only 4.8 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 ; We recommended 
that a standard of 75 percent (53 hours) be realized. This would be 
accomplished by extending the current 8 a.m.-5 p.m. standard to the 
5 p.m.-l0 p.m. period. This relationship along with the actual seg-
mental 1968 experience is demonstrated in Table 2. . 

Table.2 
Station Hours of 

Weekl'lI Qccupancy station 
room hours percentage utilization 

8t.l0 8t.l0· 8tol0 
Legislative Analyst recommendation __________ 53 66 35 
1966 CCHE stand.,ds ______________________ 34 66 22.4 
University of California (1968 actual) _______ 28.8· 58 16.7 
State colleges (1968 actual) ________________ 41.6 70 29.1 

Our recommendation was based on the consideration thit (1) build~ 
ing construction funds were scarce and (2) qualified students were 
being denied admission to state colleges when there appeared to be 
sp'lce available in the evening hours. We believed it was reasonable .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 edu­
cation program should, with the same standards, utilize the evening 
)lours. 
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Current Status of Space Utilization Studies 

Based ou our recommendations, the 1969 Budget Conference Com­
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. 

On December 3, 1969, a Ways and Means subcommittee heard the 
segments' responses to the conference committee charge. After due 
consideration of the arguments, the committee introduced ACR 151 
which was adopted by the 1970 session. The resolution charges: 

"That the existing space utilization standards for lecture and 
seminar classrooms for all segments of public higher education be 
changed in accordance. with the recommendations of the Legislative 
Analyst; and be it further . 

"Reso1ved, That these standards shall be used by the segments of 
public higher education, the Coordinating Council, the Department 
of Finance, and the Legislative Analyst as criteria in the review and 
recommendation of capital outlay expenditure requests to the Legis­
lature; and be it further 

"Resowed, That the staff of the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education is directed to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of these 
new standards, in conjunction with the space utilization report re­
quired by the 1969 Budget Conference Committee, and to report 
their findings and recommendations to the Legislature by January 
1971; and be it further . 

"Resolved, That this report shall include a review and recommen­
dations on the existing space utilization standards for laboratory 
classrooms; and be it further 

" Reso1ved, That this report shall also include a review of the class­
room utilization experience at Long Beach State College and Fuller­
ton State College to determine what effect the comparatively high 
utilization has had on the educational process at these campuses." 
The required council report was produced in January 1971 which in-

ventoried all facilities of the segments as of fall 1969. The utilization 
data for classrooms -and laboratories are summarized in Table 3. 

The results of relating this data to 1963 and 1968 are shown in Table 
4 for the University and state colleges. 

Action will not be taken by the CCHE on its January 1971 report 
which supported' the legislative ACR 151 action until March 1971. 
Concerning the issue of harmful educational effects of high space 
utilization the council report investigated the situations at Long Beach, 
Fullerton and Los Angeles State Colleges. The council found a large 
student acceptance of evening classes and did not encounter serious 
factors which would indicate that the quality of education suffers due 
to high utilization. 
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Table 3 

Fall 1969 Facilities Utilization 
Weekly room hOUTS Station occupancy Station utiiization 

Olassrooms 8 to 5 8 tol0 8 to 5 8 to 10 8to 5 8 to 10 
State colleges ______ 31.6 39.1 76% 74% 24.0 28.9 
Univ. of Calif. ______ 27.5 29.2 62 60 17.0 17.5 
Community colleges __ 24.9 32.8 74 73 18.4 23.9 
ACR 151 standard __ 53.0 66 35.0 
CCHE 1966 standard 34 66 22.4 

Lower division labs 
State colleges ___ .: __ 20.7 23.3 88 87 18.2 20.3 
Univ. of Calif. ______ 16.3 19.0 71 71 11.6 13.5 
Community colleges__ 20.1 25.6 86 87 17.3 22.2 
ACR 151 standard __ N/ A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
CCHE 1966 standard 25.0 85 21.3 

Upper division labs 
State colleges ______ 18.5 21.3 93 92 17.2 19.6 
Univ. of Calif. ______ 15.5 16.7 68 67 11.5 11.2 
ACR 151 standard __ N/ A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
CCHE 1966 standard 20.0 80 16.0 

Table 4 
Changes in Cla~8room Facility ,utilization, 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., 

1963, 1968, 1969 

Segment 
University 

H owrs of room 
utilizat'ion 

1963 __________________ 28.9 
1968 __________________ 28.8 
1969 __________________ 29.2 

State Colleges 1963 __________________ 29.4 
1968 __________________ 41.6 
1969 __________________ 39.1 

ACR 151 sta~dard _______ 53 

Station. occupancy 
percentage 

57% 
58 
60 

72 
70 
74 
66 

HOUTS of station 
utilization 

16.5 
16.7 
17.5 

21.2 
29.1 
28.9 
35.0 

One major caution raised by the council report is that an extended 
day program could cost more than it saves if average class size in 
'afternoons and evenings decreases. The higher salary costs per unit 
of instruction would cancel any capital outlay savings. While this 
point is valid under traditional higher education operations we believe 
that several factors will prevent the high cost condition from occurring. 
There is little doubt that traditional conditions are preferable from 
the standpoint of student and faculty convenience, but when the choice 
is one of turning away students or increasing utilization of plants; 
higher utilization must be adopted. By changing basic assumptions to 
include stronger administrative control, over scheduling, evenings and 
Saturday scheduling, the mathematical capabilities of modern com­
puters and the concept that classes do not necessarily have to meet 
on the same hour and in the same room three days per week, higher 
room utilization can be achieved. In light of the minimal capital outlay 
program of the state in the past few years, we continue to support· the 
high space utilization concept. ' 
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YEAR-ROUND OPERATION 

A major means of serving .increasing enrollments within existing 
facilities is through the operation of a summer quarter/year-round 
operation program. Year-round operation in higher education, the op­
eration of an institution for either four quarters or three semest.ers, 
is basically an effort to achieve the maximum utilization of all existing 
facilities before making the generally expensive decision to build new 
campuses. 

In California, the problem of rapidly increasing enrollments and the 
need for facilities to house them has been as great or greater than in 

. any other state in the nation and it was because of this that the notion 
"of full-year operation was advanced as early as 1955 in the Restudy 
of the Needs for California Higher Education which offered several 
. possibilities for moving to maximum utilization. The idea was given 
fnrther support by the master plan survey team which recommended 
in the Master Plan for Higher Education in California that all public 
and private institutions of higher education' offer summer programs 
equivalent to one quarter of a year during the summer months 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." 
Ca.lifornia's Implementation of YRO 

In 196'2, the University of California decided on its own initiative to 
begin planning for the conversion of that segment to year-round opera. , 
tion. As a result of this stated intention and the master plan recom­
mendation, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education undertook 
to study the entire concept of full-year' use of facilities in all segments 
of higher education in the summer of 1963 while simultaneously placing 
itself on record as being in favor of "the greater utilization of all 
higher education facilities and personnel. , . ." 

The study was completed in February 1964 and resulted in a reaffir­
mation of support for the concept in general and a specific endorsement 
for the first time of the quarter system in particular, This recommenda­
tio!" when combined with similar opinions received by the segments 
within the context of their own preliminary studies, persuaded them 
that the quarter system was preferable and should be adopted as soon 
as adequate planning and funding could be obtained, It also convinced 
the Legislature that year-round operation was desirable and it so 
stated in Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 24 during the 1964 General 
Session, 
VRO Savings 

The financial estimates on year-round operation conclude 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 
Council for Higher Education, which concluded that, under a year­
round schedule at the University and state colleges, the operating cost .. 
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between 1967 and 1975 would increase by $109.7 million based on 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. 
Governor's Opposition 

The Governor's Budget for 1968-69 did not include planning funds 
for the continuance of year-round operation at the state colleges on 
the basis that higher operating expenses would prevent long-run sav­
ings. The Legislature amended $396,241 into the budget to provide 
planning funds at San Fernando Valley, Chico, San Jose and Fullerton 
but the Governor vetoed this augmentation on grounds that the Coor­
dinating Council was studying year-round operations and funds should 
be withheld pending completion of the study.· 
1968 Restudy Confirms Substantial Savings 

The council contracted with a private management consulting firm in 
.early 1968 to reevaluate the concept of year-round operation in both 
segments. The report was rendered in October in 1968 and found that 
the decision to initiate year-round operation will produce significant 
savings to the state. It estimated that the University and the state col­
leges will save $85 million and $12 million respectively through 1975-76. 
Continued Opposition by Governor 

Despite the council's resolution affirming YRO, the Governor did not 
add YRO planning funds in the 1969-70 budget, however, the 1969 
Legislature directed the continuation of year-round operation and 
augmented the 1969-70 budget by $400,000 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 Proposed Complete Termination of YRO 

The 1970-71 budget proposed to completely eliminate the summer 
quarter programs at the University and state colleges. 

The state college rationale for termination was based on fiscal con­
siderations. In a letter of explanation the chancellor's office stated that 
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 a long-range policy issue. 

t, After careful consideration, the summer quarter was identified as a 
program which can be discontinued to accommodate the higher priority 
needs of the academic year, because: (1) it has the least impact on the 
instructional program; and (2) for the same number of dollars, more 
students can be accommodated systemwide in the academic year than 
during the summer quarter." 
1970-71 Legislative Review 

The decision to end YRO came under close legislative review during 
the 1970 budget hearings particularly since it was opposed by our 
office. We argued that there were neither sufficient policy nor fiscal 
reasons upon which YRO could reasonably be terminated. All public 
studies on this subject have made conclusive statements as to the sav-
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ings to be realized by the year-round operation program. The Coordi­
nating Council resolution discussed previously was the result of the most 
recent 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 
capital outlay fnnds necessary for expanding enrolhnents while at the 
same time canceling major programs which offer better utilization of 
existing facilities. There is clear evidence that enrollments will con_ 
tinue to grow at a relatively high rate while it is increasingly difficult 
to construct facilities due to lack of bond funds and interest rate 
.ceilings. 

On April 2, 1970 the Department of Finance produced .the first 
public document opposing YRO on fiscal considerations. The document 
was reviewed by the Senate and Assembly fiscal committees along with 
the opposing arguments of the Legislative Analyst, the state colleges 
and the CCHE. 

The 1970 legislative conference committee acted to support the con­
tinuance of YRO by: 

(a) Restoring funds for the State College program from internal 
budget savings of $1,000,000. 

(b) Directing that the University prepare a report relating to its 
decision to terminate summer quarter operations including an alterna­
tive proposal that would meet the same objectives of the summer quar_ 
ter. The alternative was to make specific comparisons with the summer 
quarter program in such areas as resource and facility utilizations, 
numbers of qualified FTE students served and estimated long-range 
savings to the state. This alternative was to be directed towards regu­
larly enrolled students or students who qualify for enrollment under 
current admission standards, and 

(c) Directing that any special budgetary standards for year-round 
operations, including cycling costs, must be shown and be subject to 
thorough justification in the 1971-72 Governor's Budget; that special 
budget allowances for YRO be reviewed and that the Trustees of the 
California State Colleges and the Department of Finance budget sum­
mer quarter programs using budgetary standards that are no higher 
for summer quarter than for the other three quarters. 
1970 YRO L.egislation 

In conjunction with the budget actions Chapter 1517, Statutes 1970 
(AB 887) was enacted which establishes the intent of the Legislature 
to have year-round operations at the California State Colleges in order 
to allow increased access to higher education and to permit maximum 
use of existing facilities. It requires that any state college with an aca­
demic year enrollment of 10,000 FTE on the effective date of enact­
ment shall operate on a year-round basis by June 1, 1976. (In 1970-71 
there will be 10 colleges with over 10,000 FTE.) 

In response to legislative directive (b) discussed above, the Univer­
sity of California submitted a progress report on November 1, 1970. 
The report states that a task force has been established to investigate 
alternative plans for appropriate use of the summer period. The task 
force intends to consider the fiscal educational benefits and trade-offs 
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to the state of alternative summer programs and will investigate 
alternative financing schemes in detail. The work of this task force is 
to be incorporated into the recommendation of the University Growth 
Plan Task Force with the aim of implementation in the summer of 
1972. 
. The status. of the state college program particularly as it affects the 
ImplementatIOn of Chapter 1517 is discussed on page 998 of this 
Analysis. 

IMPLICATIONS OF CONVERTING COMMUNITV COLLEGES 
TO FOUR·YEAR INSTITUTIONS 

Background 

In recent years legislative attention has been focused on California's 
ability to handle the increasing demand for higher education by quali­
fied students. Particular concern has been raised as to the state's abil­
ity to finance new facilities in light of voter dIsapproval of higher 
education bonding programs, high interest rates and the state's dis­
tressed fiscal condition which prevents a large pay-as·you-go capital 
outlay program. 

During the 1970 legislative session, Chapter 1233 (AB 461) was 
passed, stating: 

"It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Legislature that all 
resident applicants to California institutions of public higher educa­
tion, who are determined to be qualified by law or by admission 
standards established by the respective goverhing boards, should be 
admitted to either (1) the public community colleges, (2) the Cali­
fornia State Colleges, or (3) the University of California." 
In light of this policy during a time of increasing enrollment demand 

and the restricted ability for additional construction financing the 
Legislature elected to examine the feasibility of expanding community 
colleges into four-year institutions. 

House Resolution 24 of the 1970 legislative session states: 
"That the Legislative Analyst is hereby requested to study the eco­

nomic implications to the state of legislation whereby the junior col­
leges of California would offer four-year educational programs lead­
ing to a baccalaureate degree, and to report his findings and 
recommendations to the Legislature no later than the fifth legislative 
day of the 1971 Regular Session of the Legislature." 

On January 5, 1971, a report on the subject was rendered. The ap­
proach of the study was, first, to evaluate the effects of enrollment 
demand to see if there is a need for vertical expansion of community 
colleges to a four-year program. Thus, if existing and currently funded 
facilities in California's three segments of higher education can ac­
commodate projected enrollments, then such vertical expansion may 
not be critical. 

The second major issue addressed was whether it is more economical 
to obtain additional four-year institutions by alternatively building 
entirely new institutions (as was the case recently at California State 
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,College, Bakersfield), by the expansion of existing facilities or by con-
verting current community colleges. -

Once these economies were addressed, there was the final concerns of 
(1) the educational policy implications of vertical expansion and (2) 
the possibility of achieving similar results through the diversion of 
students. These last considerations were- beyond the scope of the 
House Resolution 24 charge, yet we believed some observations are 
appropriate. A brief synopsis of our report follows: 

Enrollment Demand 

Budgeting and planning for higher education enrollment growth in 
California has never had tbe benefit of adequate long-range total en­
rollment demand projections for all three segments (tbe University of 
California, state college and community college systems). While such 
projections are necessary for facilities planning and the establishment 

.-of admissions procedures, California has followed an incremental year­
to-year approach utilizing some short-range capital outlay projections. 

In light of the fact that there is no coordinated long-range FTE en­
rollment demand projections for higher education, we utilized the 
individual segments' long-range projections for the pnrposes of this 
report. These projections are somewhat limited by the fact that they 
are generally based on methods utilizing historical incremental growth 
factors instead of demand factors, they do not extend beyond 1980 
and they do not fully take into consideration the effects of inter­
segmental shifts of students. 

Table 1 summarizes the total enrollment data from all segments. 

Table 1 
Total Enrollments All Segments of Public Higher Education in California 

Oommunit1J 
University State colleges oolleges 

Year FTE FT]j) full time Total 
1969-70 ___________________ 89,030 180,470 362,475 621,975 
197()"71 ___________________ 92,576 192,920 399,151 684,647 
1971-72 ___________________ 96,977 212,620 427,400 736,997 
1972--73 ___________________ 101,568 232,680 454,225 788,473 
1973-74 ___________________ 106,118 250,980 475,858 832,956 
1974-75 ___________________ 110,233 270,830 499,405 880,468 ' 
1975-76 ___________________ 114,467 287,900 524,563 926,930 
1976-77 ___________________ 118,882 302,900 541,557 963,339 
1977-78 ___________________ 123,199 317,760 557,264 998,228 
1978-79 ___________________ 127,632 331,220 575,487 1,034,339 
1979-80 ___________________ N/ A 342,830 591,490 N/ A 
198()"81 ___________________ N/A 354,630 N/A N/A 

As mentioned previously, enrollment projections beyond 1980 are 
not currently available. From a review of the 18- to 24-year-old popula­
tion projection and high school graduation rates, it is anticipated tbat 
higher education enrollments in California will peak about 1981 and 
then decline for a decade achieving approximately the 1977 level in 
1990 before beginning to grow again. The ability to deal with this peak­
ing enrollment situation without overconstructing facilities is another 
facet of the overall enrollment accommodation problem facing Cali­
fornia. 
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Facilities Capacity 

A major consideration to be explored is whether there will be enough 
actual capacity in California's institutions of higher education to ac­
commodate the enrollment demand through 1982. While the segments 
have made capital outlay plans to accommodate the anticipated enroll­
ments, the implementation of these plans has encountered restrictions in 
recent years due to high interest rates, failure of bonding authorizations 
to be approved by voters and the state's lack of current revenues suffi­
cient to finance the plans on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

Due to the severity of financial restrictions on future capital outlay 
funding, we took the most conservative approach by estimating 
capacity based only on currently constructed and authorized proj­
ects. This approach differed from that taken by the CCHE in its 
additional centers report. The council's 1.969 report (69-1) recom­
mended no additional centers in the next five years in the four-year 
segments of higher education based on a primary assumption that there 
would be funding available for all planned construction through' 1977. 
Fiscal restrictions which we mentioned previously throw doubt on the 
financial validity of such an assumption. 
Current Capacity 

In accordance with the assumptions concerning limited fiscal re­
sources we were concerned with projected segmental capacity for 
students in terms of existing and funded projects. However, for 
information purposes the segments planned capacity is also shown. 
Table 2 reflects the capacity data related to enrollments for the Uni­
versity of California. 

Table 2 
Physical Capacity of University of California Related to Enrollments:!. 

8 a.m.-l0 p.m. 
Oapacity standard Enrollment 

Year Planne4 Ourrently funded FTFJ 
1969-70 __________________ _ 

97,771 97,771 89,073 1979-71 __________________ _ 
98,201 98,201 92,576 1971-72 __________________ _ 101,780 101,780 96,977 1972-73 __________________ _ 105,884 105,884 101,568 1973-74 __________________ _ 

110,843 110,843 106,118 1974-75 __________________ _ 
115,363 111,000 110,233 1975-76 __________________ _ 119,609 111,000 114,467 1976-77 __________________ _ 125,144 111,000 118,882 1977-78 __________________ _ 125,144 111,000 123,199 1978-79 __________________ _ 125,144 . 111,000 127,632 

Ea:ceS8 
capacity 

+8,698 
+5,625 
+4,803 
+4,316 
+4;725 

+767 
-3,467 
-7,882 

-12,199 
-16,632 

1 University of Cal1(ornia Programming and Budgeting System for Higher Education; Space Analysis fur 1911-76. 

The gap between funded facilities capacity and enrollment oCCurs in 
1975-76 extending and increasing through 19.78-79. 

The capacity relationship to enrollment for the California State Col­
leges is shown in Table 3. 

The gap between funded facility capacity and enrollment for the 
California State Colleges occurs in 1970-71 extending throngh 1980-81. 
. Commnnity college data relating physical capacity to enrollments 
is shown in Table 4. 
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· Table 3 
California State Colleges Physical Capacity Relate~ to Enrollments 1 

Yea)' 
1970-71 __________________ _ 

.1971-72 __________________ _ 
1972-73 __________________ _ 

.1973-74 __________________ _ 
1974-75 __________________ _ 
1975-76 __________________ _ 
1976-77 __________________ _ 
1977-78 __________________ _ 
1978-79 __________________ _ 
1979-80 __________________ _ 
1980-81 __________________ _ 

8 a.m.-l0 p.m. 
FTE capaoit1l standa'l'd· 
Plan1~ecl 

177,000 
200,000 
225,000 
230,000 
269,000 
285,000 
299,000 
315,000 
315,000 
315,000 
315,000 

Funded 
177,000 
200,000 
225,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 

,.1 Office of PhysIcal Planning and Df\'elopment. CalifornIa State Colleges. 

Table 4 

Em'QUme"t 
FTE 

192,920 
212,620 
232,680 
250,980 
270,830 
287,900 
302,900 
317,760 
331,220 
342,830 
354,630 

Community College Physical Capacity Related to Enrollments 

Ea1C6S8 
capacity 
-15,920 
-12,620 
~7,680 

-20,980 
-40,830 
-57,900 
-72,900 
-87,760 

-101,220 
-112,830 
-124,630 

Oapacity Enrollment 
8 a.m.-5 p.m. fall fun EWC6S8 

Year Planned Fun'dec! time capacity 
.1970 ______________________ 489,842 489,842 399,151 +90,691 
1971 ______________________ 493,573 493,578 427,400 +66,173 
1972 ______________________ 502,816 493,573 454,225 +39,348 
1973 ______________________ 530,003 493,573 475,858 +17,715 
1974 ______________________ 559,451 493,573 499,405 -5,832 
1975 ______________________ 586,228 493,573 524,563 -30,990 
1976 ______________________ 610,432 493,573 541,557 -47,984 
1977 ______________________ 634,106 493,573 557,264 -63,691 
1978 ______________________ 636,106 493,573 575,487 -31,914 
1979 ______________________ 666,172 493,573 591,490 -97,917 

The community college data are available only for the 8 a.m,-5 P,ll), 
time period. In discussions with representatives of the Board of Gov­
ernors it was pointed out that 8 a.m.-10 p.m, data are not available, 
However, based on their experience it was estimated that the relation­
ship sho= in Table 4 between enrollments and capacity would not 
be significantly different on the 8 a.m.-10 p.m. basis. 

The purpose of the foregoing. data is to reflect the type of problem 
the State of California faces in trying to accommodate its higher edu­
cation enrollments if, as we have assumed, additional construction funds 
are restricted to funded expansion. 

The alternatives available are to maximize the capacity of existing 
,colleges through short- and long-range methods. Short-range methods 
include utilization of evening hours and year-round operation discussed 
previously in this Analysis. Long-range methods might include -the di­
version of lower division students out of the four-year segments and/or 
expansion of existing community colleges. 
Expansion and Conversion 

The long-range alternatives discussed here are those of (1) expand­
ing existing campuses, (2) converting capacity in one segment to an­
other segment of higher education, or (3) diverting students, Concern­
ing the first alternative, the CCHE in its 'additional centers report, 
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referred to previously, found that the costs of expanding existing 
campuses were less than those for building new ones. This conclusion 
came after a review of data from the University of California concern­
ing expansion at Davis and Santa BarbaJ:a compared to construction 
of new campuses at Irvine and Santa Cruz. While it is cheaper to 
expand than to have new starts, there is still a substantial capital outlay 
cost ($9,000--$1'2,000 per full-time equivalent student), and this would 
be subje'ct to the restricted availability of state construction funds. 

Oonversion of Oommunity Oolleges into Four-Year Oolleges. The 
second alternative is that of shifting community college capacity into 
four-year capacity which can be accomplished by vertical expansion of 
existing community colleges. 

The proposal is supported by the fact that many community colleges 
have large campuses currently constructed which with only minor fa­
cility changes could be used as a four-year college after the necessary 
staff and program changes were made. From a state viewpoint, this 
would be one method of achieving capacity needed to meet the bac­
calaureate degree demands. On the negative side of such a proposal is 
the fact that needed commuriity college resources are lost. 

Since. 1960 throughout the country the conversion of community 
colleges has occurred in both public and private two-year colleges at an 
increasing rate. Table 5 shows the changes nationally in two-year 
colleges recorded in th~ Office of Education's higher education directory 
during a three-year pel'iod. 

Table 5 
Community Colleges Reclassified 1962-1965 1 

Type of 
cQntrol 
Public __________ _ 
Private _________ _ 
Total ___________ _ 

Number of 
community 

colleges 
397 
259 
6il6 

NU'lnluw 
reclassified 

45 
36 
81 

Number 
reclassified 
as !Qur-year 
institutions 

4 
23 
27 

1 Education Directory, Part S-Hlgher Education, annual issues 1962-63 through 1964-65. Washington; 
D,C.: U,S. Government Printing Office. 

It should be noted that during the three years 27 institutions were 
reclassified as four-year institutions, whereas during the 20 years from 
1940 to 1960 only 32 made such a change. Although the rate of vertical 
extension of community colleges is increasing, only one percent of the 
public community colleges became four-year institutions during 1962-
1965. 

In reviewing data on the subject, it has been consistently pointed 
out that there are no standard criteria for vertical expansion. Little 
is known about the transition, the planning, the upgrading ()f faculty 
and the effects of changing the mission of the institution from com­
munity service to statewide service. 

It is interesting to note that in an analysis based on enrolhnent, an 
inverse relationship exists between enrollment and vertical expansion. 
Many more institutions with small enrollments than with large enroll­
ments are undergoing the change. 
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In terms of construction eco!lomies, all studies agree that, in general, 
expansion of existing facilities is more economical than new construe· 
tion. This point is reinforced with data mentioned previonsly concern­
ing the 1969 CCHE report on additional centers. If a large community 
college is converted, relatively little facilities expa!lsion may be neces­
"ary. 

State-District Relationships. If California were to consider the con­
version of public community colleges into four-year colleges, a major 

. issue concerns the shifting of district property (community college 
facilities) to the state. Currently, community colleges are the property 
of local districts. However, almost one-third of the annual operating' 
expenses are supplied by the state, totaling $105 million out of $357 
million in 1968-69. State support for construction between 1961 and 
1971 totaled $145 million out of $750 million (19.3 percent). 

In the case of vertical growth of community colleges, it can be 
argued that both state and local governments benefit from im exchange 
agreement. The local benefits include the gaining of a state-supported 
college and relief from a major ,item of current expense funded by 
property taxes, while the state gains additional capacity for the four­
year segments without having to construct new facilities. 

An additional economic implication to the state in such an institu_ 
tional upgrading is the obligation to meet additional and rapidly 
growing operating expenses. Class size and teaching loads have been 
smaller in the four-year colleges than in the community colleges, which 
results in higher expenses. ' 

Educational policy considerations which should be addressed in any 
program to upgrade community colleges include (1) guidelines to 
determine which community colleges are most likely to make a success­
ful expansion, (2) an evaluation of the effects such a'transition would 
have on the current service responsibility of the community college 
towards the local community, (3) the assurance of proper degree pro­
gram articulation between the new college and the other colleges in its 
segment, and (4) the means of upgrading the faculty and staff of 
such institutions. 

As shown in Tables 2 and 3 the facilities capacity needed to 
accommodate enrollments through 1980 is significant. Additionally, the 
more critical problem is that of meeting the npper division and grad­
nate demand. Thus, only through the complete conversion of a number 
of community colleges into four-year institutions would this alternative 
materially aid the situation. 
Diversion of Students 

A' final consideration related to this issue is that of accommodating 
the enrollment demand through diverting nearly all freshmen and 
sophomores into community colleges while allowing the state colleges 
and the universities to conduct academic programs primarily in upper 
division and graduate instruction. Under current segmental enrollment 
projections shown previously in Table 1, we' see that the large lower 
division programs are maintained in the projections through 1980. 
As we have also indicated there is not enough currently'funded capac. 
ity to accommodate such planned enrollments. 
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Under these conditions, it becomes necessary to reevaluate the bene. 
fits of maximizing the production of baccalaureate degrees through 
diverting enough lower division students into community colleges to 
free space needed to accommodate upper division demand in the state 
colleges and University. The major policy consideration in such a step 
would relate to the resulting inability of currently funded community 
colleges to meet the demand. This could bring about a need to tighten 
student entrance standards at such colleges, which would change the 
open admissions nature of community colleges as they are currently 
conceived. 

A study of the diversion issue was conducted by the CCHE 
in 1967 in response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No.8 of the first 
extraordinary session. The major conclusions of the report entitled 
Feasibility and Desirability of Eliminating Lower Division Programs 
at Selected Camp!tses of the University of California and the California 
State Colleges are: . 

A. The findings of the report indicate that elimination of lower 
division programs is feasible in any college or university. 

B. Although feasible, elimination of lower division is not desirable 
in all instances, specifically where institutions have primarily an 
undergraduate function and orientation. At the present time, 
this applies to all existing state colleges because while many have 
large enrollments, all have a predominately undergraduate orien­
tation and emphasis. Smaller campuses of the University fall as 
well into this category. 

C. Elimination of lower division programs at institutions with large 
enrollments· and substantial graduate programs may prove desir­
able if the elimination of the lower division furthers a desired 
policy objective. This c.onclusion may apply to large campuses 
of the University. 
In this instance, elimination of lower division should be examined 
in relationship to other policy considerations relating to the 
orderly growth of higher education in California. 

D. Findings of this study suggest that a new' and dynamic form of 
collegiate institution offering junior and senior level and graduate 
programs may be developed.' Consequently iu planning for new 
institutions, the Trustees of the California State Colleges and the 
Regents of the University of California should consider establish­
ing one or all of these centers without the lower division. 

If only upper division and graduate enrollment projections were 
compared to currently funded capacity, we find the situation shown 
in Table 6. 

The above data demonstrates that there is capacity in California's 
four-year institutions to accommodate anticipated upper division and 
graduate enrollments through 1978-79 if diversion of lower division: 
enrollments were made to community colleges. The capacity shown in· 
'cludes lower division which requires significantly less space per student. 
Any shift in. enrollment to upper division and graduate would re' 
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Table 6 
State C!)l1ege and University Upper Division and Graduate Enrollm'ents 

Compared to Funded Capacity. 

1970-71 ______________________ _ 
1971-72 ______________________ _ 
1972-73 ______________________ _ 
1973-74· ______________________ _ 
1974-75 ______________________ _ 
1975-76 ______________________ _ 
1976-77 ______________________ _ 
1977-78 ______________________ _ 
1973-79 __ c ___________________ _ 

Enrollments 
177,648 FTE 
193,818 
210,237 
226,022 
242,089 
257,037 
271,060 
285,179 
298,474 

Total 
capaoity 

275,201 
301,780 
330,884 
340,843 
341,000 
341,000 
341,000 
341,000 
341,000 

Erocess 
ca,paoitll 
+97,553 

+107,962 
+120,647 
+114,821 
. +98,911 

+83,963 
+69,940 
+55,821 
+42,52S 

quire more space per student which could be absorbed from the excess 
capacity factor shown. Such an arrangement would place an enrollment 
burden on the community colleges which could not be accommodated 
with their currently funded capacities. As mentioned previously, this 
condition would likely change the nature of community colleges by 
forcing admissions limitations unless there were additional state fund­
ing, contrary to the assumptions of this analysis. 
Conclusions 

. 1. California's institutions of higher education will be unable to 
accommodate projected enrollments with currently constructed and 
funded facilities. 

2. Under present policies and assumptions the state will not be pro­
viding the necessary funding to increase, institutional capacities to 
meet the projected enrollment demand through 1980. 

3. Short-run maximization of facilities use through high space utili­
zation and year-round operations will only partially relieve the lack 
of capacity. 

4. Possible long-range solutions to this problem include (1) con_ 
version of two-year community colleges into four-year institutions and 
(2) the diversion of lower division students from the current four­
year institutions to community colleges. 

a. Both long-range considerations could aid in alleviating the prob_ 
lem of meeting upper division and graduate student' demand. 

b. Both long-range considerations create the spin-off problem of 
the state being consequently unable to accommodate all projected lower 
division demand. 

5. The long-range consideration of converting community colleges 
into four-year institutions (verticle expansion) carrie.s economic impli­
cations of upgrading staff and faculty salaries, adjusting workloads 
and providing more appropriate laboratories and equipment at a sub­
stantial capital outlay, cost. 

a. Difficulties of exchanging facilities between state and local units 
of government will be encountered under vertical expansion. 

b. While the upgrading of community colleges into four-year in­
stitutions is a means of achieving additional upper division and grad­
uate capacity, such a program would not completely solve California's 
problem of accommodating enrollment demand through 1981-82. 
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6. The long-range consideration of diverting lower division students 
from current four-year institutions carries some economic implications 
of more expensive staff and supplies. 

a. There is evidence that colleges can operate adequate baccalaureate 
programs with a small lower division program. 
Recommendation 

We recommend that in light of continuing restrictions on the fund. 
ing of capital outlay projects for higher education the Legislature 
give consideration to. a program wherein lower division enrollments 
are diverted into community colleges while utilizing the remaining 
state college and University capacity for upper division and graduate 
enrollments. 

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS 
IN CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION 

In the past four years Cali£ornia's institutions of higher education 
have conducted special programs designed to assist economically dis­
advantaged students to succeed in college work. In the two four-year 
segments program emphasis has been directed primarily towards those 
students who are admitted within the special 4-percent provisions. 
Under this provision some students who do not meet normal admissions 
criteria are' admitted to the institution on the basis that they have a 
potential to succeed. 

Since the inception of the Master Plan for Higher Education there 
has been a special admissions provision for up to 2 percent of new 
admittees. This provision was doubled to 4 percent in 1968 for the 
purpose of allowing the entrance of more disadvantaged students into 
college. 
Legislative Review .and Approval of the Special Admittee Policy 

The Legislature first reviewed the special disadvantaged admissions 
policy in the 1968 Regular Session and. passed Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution No. 65 (Resolution Chapter 157), Assembly Bill No. 765 
(Chapter 1410) and Senate Bill No. 125 (vetoed). Resolution Chapter 
157 expresses legislative intent that an additional 2-percent-exception 
rule should be applied in the public institutions of higher learning 
"provided that the students so admitted participate in a program es­
tablished 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 ra­
tionale that it duplicated AB 765 which created the" College Oppor­
tunity Grant Program" of 1,000 grants to be funded in the 1969-70 
budget to provide financial assistance for undergraduate study by 
disadvantaged' students who may not be eligible lor state scholarships 
awarded by conventional selection procedures but who evidence po­
tential for successful college study. California public community col­
leges are designated as the primary institutions for the additional op-
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portunities for higher education provided by the opportunity grant 
program which is administered by the State Scholarship and Loan 
Commission. 
Funding EOP 

During the 1969 legislative session attention was fO~lfsed on fundiug 
the various EOP programs. The Budget Act of 1969, Chapter 355, was 
the first legislative document to include funding for educational op­
portunity programs. In the budget act, $2,350,000 was appropriated in 
Item 116.5 for the California State Colleges' EOP program ($1.1 mil· 
lion of this money was for program costs and the remainder for grants 
to students), the University received $1 million for its .educational 
Dpportunity program and Item 335.5 provided $3 million to be al· 
located 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. 

1970 Legislative Action 
The 1970-71 Governor's budget attempted to shift control of the 

EOP program from the segments to the Department of Finance and 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education through special budget 
action language which stated: 
Item 99-For higher educational opportunity programs, to 

be allocated by executive order of the Department of Fi· 
nance upon advice and recommendation of the Coordinat­
ing Council for Higher Education to the several state 
agencies of higher education in augmentation of their 
respective appropriations for supporL _________________ $9,130,364 
Schedule: 
(a) Coordiuating Council for Higher Education _____ _ 
(b) Trustees of the California State Colleges _________ _ 
(c) Board of Governors of the Community Colleges ___ _ 
(d) State Scholarship and Loan Commission _________ _ 

$45,000 
2,785,583 
4,500,000 
1,799,781 . 

During legislative hearings on this matter,. our office opposed the 
Item 99 restrictions and recommended the fuuds be budgeted in their 
respective segmental budgets. We contended that (a) the control Ian· 
guage of Item 99 of the 1970-71 Budget Bill would not allow the State 
Controller to release any educational opportunity funds uutil the 
Department of Finance gave an executive order. The executive order 
would be issued after the Coordinating Council gave advice and made 
recommendations on allocations; (b) suggested Coordinating Couucil 
procedures specified review and recommendation of each college's edu· 
cational opportunity program; (c) the 1969 Legislature gave adminis­
trative responsibility for Educational Opportunity Programs to the 
higher education segments; (d) the previous conclusions support the 
interpretation that it is the intent of the Department of Finance that 
the Coordinating Council assume educational opportunity program ad-
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ministrative responsibilities from the individual segments of higher 
education; (e) administration of educational opportunity programs by 
the council would be a major departure from the function of being" an 
advisory body" as designated in Education Code Section .22700; and 
(f) the advisory nature of an organization changes fundamentally 
when it is held accountable for policy decisions and auxiliary admin­
istrative implementation since it becomes defensive of its policy de­
cisions and loses the independent character of its review and advisory 
role. 

Both houses of the Legislature acted in accordance with our analysis 
and the restrictions in Item 99 were eliminated. In addition the $45,000 
for the Coordinating Oouncil for Higher Education was eliminated and 
$525,000 was added to the state college program for grants to second 
year enrollees. The total 1970-71 General Fund appropriation for 
EOP was $11.1 million with an additional $7.9 million provided at 
the University of California from non-general fund resources. 
Current Status of EOP Programs 

University of California. An educational opportunity student at 
the University of California is defined· as a student who is formally 
admitted to the educational opportunity program by the director of 
the educational opportunity program on his campus, and who upon 
being admitted to that program requires one or more of the services 
available to educational opportunity program students, including 
(a) admission by special action, (b) tutoring and retentive services, 
(c) counseling services provided by the educational opportunity pro­
gram, and (d) financial aid. 

The program began with an action of the regents in 1964-65 appro­
priating $100,000 from the Opportunity Fund to be used on a matching 
basis with contributions from students, faculty, staff, and friends of 
the university. One hundred students were enrolled in the Educational 
Opportunity Program in the fall of 1965-66 ; enrollment in the program 
grew to 472 in the fall of 1966, 1,090 in the fall of 1967, and 2,038 in 
the fall of 1968. In 1969-70 there were 3,656 students in the Educa­
tional Opportunity Program. In the fall of 1970 a total of 4,422 edu-
tional opportunity students enrolled. . 

Of the 3,656 educational opportunity students enrolled in the aca­
demic year 1969-70, 1,909 were continuing students and 1,570 we):e 
newly admitted students. Of the former group, 838 were academically 
eligible at the time of admission and of the newly admitted group 506 
were academically eligible. Of the total, continuing and new, 1,835 were 
admitted as first-tinie freshmen, 1,098 as lower-division transfers and 
546 as upper-division transfers. 

The total cost of the program for 1969-70 was $7,919,293 or approxi­
mately $2,160 per student. (See Table 1.) The administrative cost was 
$518,331 and the tutoring and counseling cost was $564,322. The re' 
mainder, $6,836,640 represents financial aid to students. 
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Table 1 

UNIVERSITV OF CALIFORNIA 
Administrative Costs and Student Financial Aid 

Undergraduate 'Educational Opportunity Program, 1969-70 
Cost per Student 

Total cost Tutoringe Grants~ 
_ per student Administrati've counseling scholarships 

TotalEOP Oost per Number Oost per Oost per -Aver. amt. 
budget student students student student student 

Berkeley _______________ $2,709,555 $2,095 1,293 $66 $205 $1,197 

Davis _________________ 1,063,843 2,770 384 244 172 2,351 

Irvine _________________ 263,636 2,253 117 221 411 1,409 

Los Angeles ____________ 1,843,130 1,802 912 83 132 953 

Riverside ______________ 366,293 2,247 163 270 283 '1,585 

San Diego _____________ 437,613 2,340 187 397 839 1,168 

Santa Barbara _________ 1,028,584 2,231 461 189 435 1,252 

Santa Cruz ____________ 406,689 2,711 150 214 271 1,460 

Loans Work st. 
Aver. amt. Aver.amt. 

student student 

$899 $784 

436 474 

833 656 

565 769 

481 776 

612 837 

582 1,638 

492 291 :tl 
~. 

'§. 
CI> ... 
lzJ go 
" ., 
l't. 
0 
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Table 2 
Academic Performance of University EOP Enrollees, 1969-70 

New EOP Students 1969-70 Who Completed Silring Quarter 1970 

First-time freshmen Lower division transfers 
Regular Special Regular Special 

Upper division transfers 
Regular Special 

Oampus 
Berkeley 

No. Stds. Med. GPA No.Stds. Moo. GPA No. Stds. Med. GPA. No. Stds. Med. GPA No. Stds. Med. GPA.. No. Stds. Med. GPA 
83 2.71 117 2.44 15 2.61 194 2.65 

Davis ______ _ 19 2.54 67 2.44 3 2.06 71 2.43 
Irvine ______ _ 
Los Angeles __ 82 
Riverside ____ 16 
San -Diego ___ 20 
Santa Barbara 45 

2.63 
2.68 
2.33 
2.72 

57 
32 
55 
74 

2.83 
2.58 
2.40 
2.56 

16 
6 
7 
6 

2.80 
3.14 
3.00 
2.75 

Continuing EOP Students·1~69-70 Who Completed" Spring Quarter 1970 

56 
8 

19 
43 

2.49 
2.73 
2.56 
2.76 

70 2.80 54 2.45 
7 2.81 8 3.21 

44 
2 
5 

20 

2.66 
3.03 
2.83 
2.63 

19 
4 
3 

20 

2.36 
2.77 
2.50 
2.86. 

Admitted as freshmen Admitted as lower division transfers Admitted as upper division transferg 
Regular SpeciaZ Regular Special Regular Special 

Oampus No. Btds. Med. GPA No. Btds. Moo. GPA No. Btds. Med. GPA. No.Stdg. Med~ GPA No. Btdg. Med. GPA No.Stdg. Med. GPA 
Berkeley _____ 124 2.88 117 2.66 16 2.98 196 2.75 49 2.84 54 2.65 
Davis ________ 28 2.53 65 2.36 15 '2.67 56 2.74 9 2.69 7 2.29 
Irvine ______ _ 
Los Angeles __ 238 
Riverside ____ 29 
:;;an Diego ___ 32 
Santa" Barbara 83-

2.58 
2.83 
2.63 
2.79 

83 
22 
9 

76 

2.46 
2.41 
2.25 
2.65 

27 
4 
5 
3 

2.81 
2.39 
2.89 
2.97 

79 
14 
14 
41 

2.59 
2.76 
2.38 
2.89 

42 
3 
2 

12 

2.69 
2,93 
2.60 
3.12 

19 
4 
5 
8 

2.41 
2.76 
2.46 
2.42 

1II 

i 
1:':1 
~ 
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Academic performance of university EOP students is summarized in 
Table 2. 

In terms of persistence the university reports that of the EOP stu­
dents admitted in the fall of 1969, approximately 92 percent returned 
;n the fall of 1970 which is similar .to previous years. 

State Coneges. State college EOP programs extend from 1967-68 
when at least five colleges conducted programs supported by private 
sources and internal staff adjustments. As mentioned previously formal 
state funding occurred with the 1969-70 Budget Act. For 1970-71 
General Fund support in the total of $3.2 million was provided to 
serve 3,500' FTE students asallocated in Table 3. 

Additional funding is received from other sources including the fed· 
eral government, student body organizations and private donors. The 
total amounts of these funds is not exactly known other than federal 
financial aid which totaled $3,083,956 in' 1969-70. 

Academic performance of state college enrollees is summarized in 
Table 4. 

The persistance data on these enrollees demonstrated that 87.6 per­
cent completed the first year. Of those who completed the year 75.5 
percent were in good academic standing. 

Community Colleges. As mentioned previously, the community col­
lege EOP program was initiated by SB 164 of the 1969 Legislative 
Session. Provisions of the program are summarized on page 1018. Due to 
the timing of the program's creation, the first students enrolled were in 

Table S 
California State Colleges 

1970-71 Initial Allocation of Educational Opportunity Program 
Support Budget Funding and Enrollment Quotas 

FTE 
Enrollment 

quota 
12 

100 
160 

Allooation of funds 

Oollege 
Bakersfield ______________________ _ 
Dominguez Hills _________________ _ 
Fullerton _______________________ _ 
HaYward ________________________ _ 
Long Beach _____ -:-_______________ _ 
Los Angeles _____________________ _ 
San Bernardino _________________ _ 
Cal Poly, K.V. __________________ _ 
Cal Poly, SLO. __________________ _ 
Chico ___________________________ _ 
Fresno ~--________ ,--------------
Humboldt _______________________ _ 
Sacramento ______________________ _ 
San Diego ______________________ _ 
San Fernando Valley ____________ _ 
San Francisco ___________________ _ 
San Jose ________________________ _ 
Sonoma _________________________ _ 
Stanislaus _______________________ _ 

. 160 
300 
475 
50 
95 
7Q 
95 

150 
30 

160 
350 
443 
275 
465 
60 
50 

Program 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 
support grants grants 
$23,660 $4,800 
54,564 40,000 
70,282 64,000 
71,167 64,000 
96,235 120,000 

128,999 190,000 
35,189 20,000 
52,339 38,000 
44,168 28,000 
57,185 38,000 
72,288 60,000 
25,889 12,000 
72.074 64,000 

111,362 140,000 
123,538 177,200 

92,971 110,000 
130,606 186,000 
37,603 24,000 
25,464 20,000 

$12,150 
19,575 
21,600 
44,820 
66,825 

4,725 
14,445 

5,535 
11,610 
24,570 

2,700 
24,705 
43,335 
51,840 
36,585 
59,670 
5,265 
4,725 

Unallocated ______________________ 50,000 70,320 

Total __________________________ 3,500 $1,334,583 $1,450,000 $525,000 

875 



Higher Education 

General Summary-Continued 
Table 4 

Fall 1969 State College EOP Academic Performance 
Median.units completed 1 Pereent oompletin:u. 
Enrolled Enrolled and passing 20 

Oollege Median GPA full year part year or more units 
Dominguez Bills _____ 2.09 17.9 6.5 39 
Fullerton ___________ 2.23 22.5 6.7 61 Hayward ____________ 2.56 22.8 9.4 65 
Long Beach _________ 2.44 22.5 5.0 67 
Los Angeles _________ 1.96 23.2 8.6 60 
San Bernardino ______ 2.21 26.5 8.1 76 
Cal Poly, K.V. ______ 2.23 22.1 8.8 64 
Cnl Poly, SLO. ______ .2.13 25.8 7.5 100 
Chico _______________ 2.46 26.5 5.0 83 
Fresno ______________ 2.33 21.8 5.0 64 
Sacramento _________ 2.42 24.8 5.0 70 
San Diego __________ 2.58 24.1 3.1 66 
San Fernando Valley __ 2.50 27.8 5.0 85 
San Francisco _______ 2.61 21.1 11.3 55 
San Jose ____________ 2.53 27.6 8.8 82 
Sonoma _____________ 2.75 23.1 2.5 58 
~tanislaus ________ .:. __ 2.21 26.7 10.0 90 
Systemwide _________ 2.34 28.5 7.2 67 
1 Quarter college entries have been converted to semester units to laell1t4te comparisons. 

the spring of 1970. An evaluation of the performance of the spring 
1970 activity has been recently made by the board of governors. A 
summary of the key points are: 

a. Fund Allocation: 
1. For the 1969-70 SB 164 program, 72 colleges requested $10,-. 

392,679 of which $2,870,000 was allocated to 46 programs at 44 colieges. 
2. Of the $2,870,000 allocated, 60 percent of the funds were used for 

direct finaucial assistance to studeuts, 23 percent for educational sup­
portive services; 9 percent for instruction and curriculum development, 
and 8 perceut for administrative support. 

3. Forty-one percent of the funds went to five college programs' in 
major urban areas (this amounted to 40 percent of the total request 
from these colleges) . 

Tweuty-one percent of the funds went to seven college programs in 
communities with large numbers of disadvantaged persons (37 percent 
of the request funding). 

The remaining 34 programs received 28 percent of the fnnds allo­
cated with grant amounts ranging from $61,200 to $2,000. 

4. Budget summary of 1969-70 student programs under SB 164: 

Budget and program categor1!. Fund8 
Grants ($100 or more) ___________ $1,171,329 
Loans _______________ :.___________ 47,236 
Work-study ______________________ 258,363 
Small grants (less than $100) _____ 224,424 
Tutoring ________________________ 316,421 
Special counseling ________________ 146,169 
Recruitment _____________________ 61,789 
Readiness program _______________ 71,400 
Instruction and curriculum ________ 254,518 
Administration ___________________ 225,249 
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Percent 
42 

2 
9 
8 

11 
5 
2 
8 
9 
8 

Number of 008tper-
8tudent8 8tudent 

3,933 $298 
322 147 

1,872 188 
8,724 60 
4,799 66 
6,400 23 
2,013 81 
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b. Students Performance: 
5. A total of 8,564 students were identified as EOP students under 

the 46 programs funded by SB 164, and received various financial and 
educational assistance according to their diagnosed needs and eligibility. 

6. An estimated 10,830 additional students (not specified EOP) reo 
ceived limited assistance within the SB 164 programs (tutorial as­
sistance and/or counseling) for a grand total of 19,394 students served 
in some w~.y. 

7. The average retention rate for the EOP students above was 83.3 
percent (students who completed the spring semester) .. 

8. The overall mean grade point average for the above EOP studeuts 
was 2.26 (spring semester): 

9. Based on the total number of students receiving at least some as· 
sistance under the SB 164 programs (see 5 and 6 above), the average 
cost per student was $143. 

10. Based on the number of students specifically identified as EOP 
students (see 5 above), the average cost per student was $324. 

Coordinating Council Evaluation of EOP 

During the 1970-71 budget hearings on EOP it appeared that special 
budget act language was being introduced to provide the council a 
strong administrative role in this program. The Legislature objected 
to such action on the basis that the council's function was advisory not 
administrative. The Legislature eliminated the special budget act 
language and required an evaluation report by the council of all seg­
ments of EOP actions. 

As of January 1971 the council has reported the status of its evalu­
ation as follows: 

"Prior to adoption of the Budget Act, the Council had established 
guidelines for the development of educational opportunity programs 
for all three public segments of higher education, and Council staff 
had begun to collect information pertaining to EOP students and the 
administration and operation of programs in each segment. 

"This effort resulted in a preliminary staff report to the Council on 
November 9, 1970, which pointed out that because Educational Op­
portunity Programs had developed (during the period 1964-69) indi­
vidually on each campus, it was, at that time, difficult if not impos­
sible, to obtain adequate and compatible data for evaluating programs 
in the three segments. The report pointed out that it was not until the 
adoption of SB 164 and SB 1072 by the 1969 Leg~slature that state­
wide EOP programs were established and funded; at that time, the 
report said, a statewide approach to individual program evaluations 
became imperative. 

"Council staff has subsequently been attempting to gather more perti­
nent data from the segments, both from segmental headquarters staffs 
and from program directors, students, and administrators in the field. 
These efforts will result in a further report to the Council in March 
1971, with more detailed evaluations of the information.gathering proc­
ess concerning disadvantaged students, program administration, and 
other aspects of the total effort toward disadvantaged students in higher 
education. " " 
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General Summary-Continued 
TEACHER PREPARATION IN CALIFORNIA 

In last year's Analysis attention was focused on a report prepared 
in October 1969 by this office on teacher preparation. In the report a 
review was made of the major precredential and postcredential pro· 
grams currently being conducted in the State of California in accord. 
ance with the following outline: 

Programs Primarily for Preaervice Teacher Training 

Traditional Higher Edtrcation 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 P.rimarily for In-service Teacher Training 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
Title I-Compensatory Education 
Title III-Supplemental Educational Centers 
Title IV-ESEA-Educational Laboratories 
Professional Development and Program Improvement Act of 1968 

From our review of the outlined programs we made the following 
findings: 

General, Findings 
1. The teacher preparation function is of low aMdemic priority 

within our institutions of higher education and om state and federal 
categorical aid programs. 

2. There is a need for more statewide interaction between institu· 
tions of higher education and school districts in the area of preservice 
and in-service teacher training. 

3. There is little formal statewide or regional 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 ntilized. 

6. Internship and teacher aide programs are of demonstmted use· 
fulness. They help recruit people who have realized their teaching 
orientation at a -late stage in their academi~ development. They provide 

. income to those that might have foregone teaching preparation due 
to economic reasons .. They can relieve district recruitment problems. 
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They can be utilized in models oriented towards in~service training. 
They can provide valuable education services which aid the instruction 
function in classrooms. 

7. There is no formal recognition of il1ternships in the budget for­
mula used to generate faculty positions f(}r the scho(}ls (}f edrrcation. 
Such positions can be generated through reimbursements from districts. 

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 mor~ in-district participation. 

Laboratory Schools 
9. On-campus laboratory schools no longer serve the teacher training. 

function for which they were origillally designed. On-campus labora­
tory schools have not clearly demonstrated that their ~urrent functiol) 
cannot be adequately performed in district laborat(}ry 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, 
"where the action is" and relevant to c(}mmunity needs. 

11. The EPDA Development Centers have a, reasonable program de­
sign. They are, however, limited in effectiveness by the high cost pel' 
unit of training. 

Federal Progrrums 
12. Title I and Title III programs have n(}t emphasized teacher· 

training needs. 

Stat. Programs 
13. The McAteer RATE pr(}gram has done little to address teacher· 

training needs as spelled out by the Legislature in Edi:mation Code 
Section 6454 (b). 

14. The McAteer RATE program has (}Ver-invested its limited 
teacher training funds in one project of unproved statewide effective­
ness. 

In-service Teacher Training 
15. Traditional in-service teacher training programs are of random 

orientation and limited effectiveness in addressing major programs such 
as low student performance in reading and math. 

Demand for Teachers 

In reviewing teacher training programs it is helpful to discuss the 
magnitUde of the need for additional teachers in future years. The 
most recent data available on this sJlbject is contained in a 1968 De­
partment of Education study entitled Teacher Supply and Demand in 
California, 1968-1971. Table 1 summarizes the demand through 19.72. 

This report projects a teacher demand of approximately 20,000 new 
teachers per year through 1971-72. 
Supply of Teaehers 

Although there is currently an apparent oversupply of teachers 
throughout California, the above report also determined that Californi{\ 
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Table 1 
Summary of-Additional-Teachers Needed for Replacement and Increased Enrollment 1967-72 

00 
00 

Regular 
School 

Year 
Replace- Enroll-

ment ment 

67--1l8 ____ . 7,630 

68-69 ____ . 8,159 

7,190 

3,991 

9 *Projected 
69-70 ____ 8,490 

70-71 ____ 8,730 

71-72 ____ 8,915 

2,890 

1,993 

479, 

Elementary 

Total 

14,820 

12,150 

11,380 

10,723 

9,394 

Special 
Replace- Enroll ... 

ment ment Total 

400 350 750 

430 463 893 

470 554 1,024 

515 1,232 1,747. 

615 1,123 1,742 

High 8chool 
Regular Special 

Replace- Enroll- Replace- Enroll-
ment ment Total ment ment 

5,240 1,010 6,250 210 265 

5.327 1,380 6,707 230 440 

5.442 1,908 7,350 265 452 

5,600 1,406 -7,006 305 441 

5,717 406 6,123 340 435 

II: 

i 
1.>1 
§' 
<> 

i 
Grand 

Total Total 

475 22,295 

670 20,420 

717 20,471 

746 20.222 

775 18,035 
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institutions of higher education were not producing enough teachers 
to meet the full demand. This results in the situation where a signifi­
cant number of new teachers must be recruited from out of state. Thus, 
of the demand for new teachers, approximately 20,000 per year through 
1971-72, California will supply only 12,000 new credentials per year. 
The remaining supply is composed of California teachers returning to. 
the profession after an absence and out-of-state teachers. 
1970 Legislative Aotion 

The 1970 Legislature addressed the teacher training program and 
revised it significantly by creating a new credentialing program and 
altering the college on-campus lab school program. 

The credentialing program was changed by Chapter 557 (AB 122, 
Ryan). Until 1970, Education Code and Administrative Code regula­
tions defined the state's provisions for credentialing public school 
teachers. These provisions generally distinguished between academic 
and nonacademic college majors and minors and required an addi­
tional year of study beyond the bachelor's degree plus specified profes­
sional education courses. Prospective teachers submitted to the De­
partment of Education a college transcript, a health record, a set of 
fingerprints and a credential fee. The school record of the applicant 
received an evaluation by a credential analyst to insure that' major, 
minor, fifth year, and professional education courses conformed to the 
requirements prescribed by the State Board of Education. 

In Chapter'557 (The Teacher Preparation and Licensing Law of 
1970) the Legislature expressed discontent with the old system in 
Education Code Section 13101: 

"The Legislature finds that highly complex, detailed, and pre­
scriptive regUlations governing the preparation and licensing of 
teachers and administrators frnstrate imagination, innovation, and 
responsiveness. In addition, the Legislature finds that the diversity 
of functions served by modern education require licensing regu­
lations which are fiexible, realistic, responsive, and simple." 

In response to this concern the Legislature revised the credentialing 
system. Under the new system responsibility for issuance and revoca­
tion. of teacher licenses is directly transferred from the State Board 
of Education to a newly created 15-member Commission for Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing appointed by the Governor. The rnles, regn­
lations and determinations of the commission would be snbject to the 
review and approval of' the board. The membership of the commission 
is to include six certified school employees, four faculty members from 
institutions of higher education, two school board members and three 
private citizens. The commission is responsible for providing day-to-day 
implementation of the program. The bill transferred jurisdiction of the 
Committee of Credentials from the board to the commission and re. 
duced the membership from nine to seven. 
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General Summary-Continued 
Administration of New Credential Program 

Under the provisions of the program, an applicant is required to 
hold a bachelor's degree and either pass a subject matter examination 
administered by the commission or be the graduate of an approved 
institution with an ~cceptable major program. This eliminated the need 
·for transcript analysis. As a result, graduates of approved schools are 
authorized to teach in their major field and an examination is reo 
quired for those who wish to teach out of their major field. All appli­
cants, however, must demonstrate a knowledge of reading instruction 
,and methods through approved courses or an examination. Examina­
tions are in three gimeral types of instruction: (1) single subject in­
struction which would include authorization to teach a single specific 
subject in junior high or high school, (2) multiple subject instrnction 
for elementary teachers in self-contained classrooms and (3) trade and 
technical instruction. . 

The commission selects the examination and establishes appropriate 
passing scores ,with the assistance of subject matter advisory panels 
and experts in the field of examination. In addition, public hearings 
are required prior to such approval. 

The program established two basic types of credential (1) a teach­
ing credential and (.2) a services credential, with' statutory authoriza­
tion by discipline. No credential, however, is required to serve as chief 
administrative officer of a school district. 

Fees are levied by the commission for the issuance and renewal of 
teaching and related -credentials not to exceed $20. . 

The program specifically limits the number of units in professional 
education courses that can be required as an admission to student teach- , 
ing. Although the concept of a fifth year of preparation is retained for 
a regular credential, the emphasis is shifted to completion while teach­
ing. w~th a "preliminary credential. " 
Lab Schools 

Background. Until 1970, the State of California operated six col­
lege on-campus laboratory elementary schools at Humboldt, Chico, San 
Francisco, Fresno, San Diego and UCLA with costs totaling $1.5 mil­
lion per year for approximately 1,500 students. The history of these 
schools dates back to 1890 with the founding of the Chico lab school. 
The other five schools Were established by 1925 as adjuncts to the 
higher education normal schools. The lab schools served primarily as 
centers for student teachers to gain classroom experience. 

In the state college system the purpose of the schools was reevaluated 
by the chancellor in 1965. It was determined that the schools were no' 
longer necessary to meet their original function and consequently 
needed a new program function. In 1966 ,the state college trustees ex­
panded the lab school functions by revising Section 41703 of Title V 
of the Administrative Code to include res,earch and experimentation as' 
functions. 
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1970 Legislative Action. Problems involving the continued need for 
the state college lab schools were raised in our Analysis of the Budget 
Bin 1970-71. Criticisms included the facts that: 

1. The schools no longer served their original mission as necess8l'Y 
support for teacher training programs. 

2. The laboratory schools are not in all eases true laboratories be­
cause of the disproportionately large number of children from college-. 
connected families and affiuent members of the community. Addition­
ally, minority groups are generally underrepresented in the schools. 

S. Research and experimentation are emphasized in th~ schools; 
however, little research is carried out by the school staff. The little re­
search that exists is usually the project of some academic department 
(nonlaboratory school) faculty member who is using a class and/or the 
school as his laboratory. The average laboratory school classroom 
teacher does not have the time or funds to carry out research. The class­
room teachers do experiment with new materials, often testing them 
prior to state textbook adoption. .. 

4. Admission of pupils is carried .out on an unsystematic basis de­
spite the existence of some general admissions criteria. The fact that 
·parents must come to the school and fill out an application form and 
transport their child(ren) to and from school "screens out" the dis­
advantaged. 

5. The accomplishments of laboratory school programs and activities 
are not well disseminated to the public school districts serviced by th~ 
colleges. Consequently, the impact of the school falls, if at all, on the 
immediate neighboring public school district. 

The laboratory schools did not coordinate their programs with or 
disseminate their accomplishments to state colleges not having on­
campus elementary schools; Central direction and guidance was not 
provided to the on-campus schools. 

In light of the above factors, the Legislature eliminated four lab 
schools at Humboldt, Chico, San Diego and Fresno. The San Francisco. 
school remained primarily due to active community support, but is not 
included in the 1971-72 budget. 

During the 1970 interim period our office reviewed the activities of 
the two remaining lab schools at UCLA and San Francisco in response 
to a legislative directive. A separate report on the UCtA school was 
issued by this office on November 15, 1970. In the report we supported. 
the UCLA school's continued operation primarily on the basis that the 
school's activity of research, experimentation and inquiry in educa­
tion was a proper function of the University as designated by the 
Master Plan. 

The San Francisco Lab School has been analyzed under the stat" 
college budget section of this Analysis, page 976. 
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COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

Item 280 from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 132 Budget p. 267 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 __________________ ~ __________________ _ 

Requested increase $25,780 (6.0 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

$458,000. 
432,220 
489,981 

$18,075 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Oommunity Services Program. Reduce $8,350 (General 893 
Fund $2,783). Recommend reduction based on undemon: 
strated need and inappropriate use of a position. 

2. Title VIII Community Development Program. Recommend 896 
. evaluation report. . 

3. Title VIII Oommunity Development Program. Reduce 896 
. $30,495 (General Fund $15,292). Recommend transfer of 

program to appropriate state agency. 
4. Title VIII Community Development Program. Recommend 896 

resolution to congressional delegation to give weight to 
states with urban centers. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education 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 activit,es of the Uni­
versity of California, the California State Colleges and the Community 
Colleges. 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. 
Council Membership 

The original Master Plan report recommended that the Coordinating 
Council for Higher Education consist of 12 members, three representa­
tives each from the University, the state college system, the junior col­
leges, and the independent colleges and universities. The Legislature 
reviewed this recommendation in 1960 and modified the council by 
adding three public members appointed by the Governor for a council 
of 15 members. By the provisions of Chapter 1774 of the 1965 Legis­
lative Session, the council membership was increased by the addition 
of three more public members for a total council of 18 members, 12 
representing segments of higher education and six representing the 
general public. 

During the 1970 Legislative Session attention was again focused on 
the council's membership. Concern was raised as to whether or not the 
council should refiect greater public control. In light of this concern, 
Ohapter 879 CAB 7.3, Veysey) was passed by the 1970 Legislature 
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which reduced the council's four segmental representatives to one 
member each while leaving the public membership at six. The new pub­
lic-dominated 10-member council became effective in January of 1971. 

Under the new composition the Regents of the UJ:liversity, the Trus­
tees of the State Colleges and the Board of Governors of the California 
Community Colleges are represented by a person appointed by each of 
the respective boards for terms of one year. There is added, as a non, 
voting ex officio member a State Board of Education member appointed 
by the board president for a one year term. The private institutions of 
higher education are represented by a person appointed by the Gov-. 
ernor, confirmed by the Senate, for a four year term. The six public 
members are appointed by the Governor, confirmed by the Senate, for. 
four-year terms. It is believed that this new membership will alleviate 
some of the problems discussed in the following analysis. 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Coordinating Council's budget for 1971-72 is composed of five. 
programs totaling $942,486 as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Progra"?s of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 

Actual El8timatecl Propo8ed 
Program 1969-70 1970-71 1971-7~ 

1. State Coordination Program _______ _ $462,743 $397,848 $423,983 
2. Higher education facilities and 

equipment ______________________ _ 
3. Higher education facilities comprehen-

sive planning ___________________ _ 
4. Community services and continuing 

education ______________________ _ 
5. Training in community developmenL_ 

165,615 

847,615 

53,394 
26.619 

125,000 

255,807 

56.713 
30,212 

Total .• __________________________ $1,055,986 $865,580 
Revenues: 

General Fund ___________________ 489.981 432.220 
Federal funds ______ ...:____________ 566,005 433,360 

1. STATE COORDINATION PROGRAM 

130,000 

801,933 

56.075 
30,495 

$942,486 

458.000 
.484,486 

Aotual 
1969,..70 

Estimated 
1970-71 

17 
$397,848 

Proposed 
1971-79 

17 
$423,983 

Ohange 
Amount Pero6J1.t 

Man-years _____________ 22.5 
Expenditures ___________ $462,743 $26,135 6.6 

Legal Responsibilities 

Under the 1960 Donaho,e Act (Education Code Section 22703) the 
adviso,ry functions of the council are (1) review the annual budget 
and capital outlay requests o,f the University and state. colleges and 
present comments on the general level of support sought, (2) advise 
as to the application o,f Master Plan pro,visions delineating the dif­
ferent functio,ns of higher educatio,n and counsel as to the pro,grams 
,appropriate to, each segment thereof,. and in co,nnectio,n therewith to, 
submit to the Go,vernor and to the Legislature within five days of the 
beginning of each general session .8, report which contains recommen­
,dations as to necessary or desirable changes, if any, in the functions 
and programs of the several segments of higher education, and (3) de, 
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Coordinating Council for Higher ,Education-Continued' 

velop plans for the orderly growth of public higher education and 
make recommendations on the need for and location of new facilities 
and programs. 

Since the enactment of the Master Plan additional legal responsibili­
ties have been granted the council to administer certain federal pro­
grams discussed in later sections of this analysis and through enact­
inent of legislative resolutions. Some of the recent resolutions are: 

a. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session, di­
recting the council to submit annually to the Governor and the Legis­
lature, not later than December 1, a faculty salary and welfare benefits 
report containing data on the size and composition of faculty, the 
establishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating 
faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe 
benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, 
special privileges and. benefits, and a description and measurement of 
supplementary' income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties 
and have cost implications to the state. 

b. House Resolution No. 376, 1968 session, directing the council to 
undertake a study of highly expensive, specialized, limited-use academic 
programs and facilities, with the objective of concentrating such pro­
grams at strategic locations, thereby effecting a reduction in total 
state expense. 
" c. Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 151, 1970 session, directing 
the council to conduct it comprehensive evaluation of new classroom 

-and laboratory space utilization standards. 
d. 1970 Conference Committee, directing the council to evaluate 

California's educational opportunity programs. 
Council Implementation' of Legal Responsibilities. 

The council's primary means of action is through the issuing of for­
inal council reports accompanied by a related resolution. The reports 
issued in the last two years (1969 and 1970) are: 
Meeting the Enrollment Demand for Public Higher Education in Cali-

fornia Through 1977 
Review of Junior College Finance 
The Undergraduate Student and His Higher Education 
Report on San Diego State College, Imperial Valley Center 
Academic Tenure in California Public Higher Education 
Review of Procedures to Be Used in CCHE Annual Study of Faculty 

and Benefits 
. Survey of Educational Offerings and Academic Plans With a Consid­

eration of Higher Cost Programs: A First Report 
California Education in Envirollmental Design and Urban Studies 
Transfer of Junior College Engineering Students to Engineering Pro_ 

grams in Senior Institutions in California . 
. Marine Sciences in California Institutions of Higher Education 
Student Charges 
Continuing Higher Education in California 
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Annual Report on Salaries and Benefits ~t the University of California 
and the California State Colleges 

State Aid to Private Higher Education-A Study of Ways of Provid­
.. ing Public Resources for Support of Private Institutions of Higher 

Education in California-Phases I .and II 
.An Assessment of Education Opportunity Programs in Calj£orllia 

Higher Education 
Annual Report of the Director 
Alternative Methods of State Support for Independent Higher Educa­

tion in California-Phase III of a Study of State Aid to Private 
Higher Education 

Methods ·and Procedures for Projecting Enrollment in Higher Educa-
tion in California . 

The Nonresident Student 
Probation and Dismissal of Students 
Criminal Justice 
Marine Resources 

The following review demonstrates that the work of the council has 
drifted away from the legal responsibilities of budget review, reporting 
on delineation of function, and planning for orderly growth discussed 
previously . 

. Budget Review 

The council issued budget review reports from 1962 through 1967. 
In response to concern that the council was not being effective in this 
area, a CCHE staff report 67-10 was prepared on the subject in 1967. 
The report concluded "by and large, the council's role in the. formal 
budget review process has failed to contribute significantly to the qual­
ity of decision making in public higher education finance." 

As a result of this report the council proposed two long-range goals 
and an interim solution; The long-range goals were to assist the seg­
ments in integrating their program planning and budgeting systems 
into the state Programming and Budgeting System (P ABS) and to 

. develop a system of "eporting segmental expenditures adequately while 
at the same time permitting a large degree of fiscal autonomy. As an 
interim solution, the council proposed to submit in its regular "No_ 
vember Report on the Level of Support" a progress report on program 
budgeting and a brief description of the budget requests of the three 
segments. Recommeudations would be made only on subjects in which 
the council had some particular expertise such as nursing education, 
new centers and year-round operations. . 

A November 1967 report contained a discussion of the progress made 
by the University and the coll<iges towards a programmirig and budget­
ing system. In addition, the report offered a description of the budget 
requests with very little comment as to adequacy or inadequacy as had 
been attempted in previous years. On only two subjects did the council 
make specific recommendations. ' 

In accordance with its responsibility for budget review, the council 
was directed by Assembly Resolution No. 371 of the 1967 Regular Ses-
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Coordinating Council for Higher Education-Co~tinued 
s~on of the. Leg.islature "to report its findings. on multiyear budgeting 
(m the Umverslty and the state colleges) to the Assembly Committee on 
Ways and Means prior to November 1, 1968." In October of 1968 the 
council issued a report stating that there were a variety of problems 
concerning the development of program budgeting which would be 
difficult to solve and that the segments had achieved considerable prog­
ress in implementing the state's programming and budgeting system 
during the past 10 months. Based on these findings the council advised 
the Assembly Committee on Ways and Means that it had requested the 
California State Colleges and the University of California to keep the 
council advised concerning their progress in implementing the state's 
programming and budgeting system, including reports of the difficul­
ties involved and their resolution. 

The legislative fiscal committees reviewed the issue and in the 1969-
70 Conference Report language directed in Item 108 that the council 
"assume a stronger position in coordinating and directing the imple­
mentation of program budgeting in the segments of higher education." 

The council's staff response to this issue was expressed in a March 
1969 correspondence from its director to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee which stated: . . 

"I doubt that any member of the Council staff has sufficient 
stature in this field to develop suggestions which would be ac­
cepted by program budgeting staff of the University, and probably 
not by similar staff of the State Colleges. Further, you may pos­
sibly be expecting more results from the Council than it can 
achieve. You are asking a board in which the controlling votes are 
vested in the segments to direct the segments to do something they 
don't want to do. " 

Since October of 1968 there have been no formal council reports on 
statewide budgeting. However, a variety of single issue studies i.e., 
engineering education, have been issued. Council work on program bud­
geting has taken the form of liaison with the Western Interstate Com­
mission on Higher Education which is developing a formal management 
information system (see page 848). 
Annual Report on Changes in Function and Programs 

As mentioned previously Education Code Section 22703 directs the 
council to prepare an annual report on recommendations or desirable 
changes, if any, in the functions and programs of the several segments 
of higher education. A review of council reports since 1962 shows that 
there has beeh a formal compliance with the directive for a report by 
the fifth legislative day. However, the reports have been merely pro 
forma compliance documents without significant recommendation. The 
most recent of these reports issued in January 1971 gives notice that 
the council intends to study the Master Plan for Higher Education. The 
scope of council action in this area is to be determined at the March 
1971 meeting. . 
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Planning for Orderly Growth 

The third legislative directive is the development of plans by the 
council for orderly growth in higher edncation. This directive again 
appears not to have been successfully followed. This was recognized 
by the council's 69-7 report, which states: 

"Implementation of the two functions; delineation of function and 
planning for orderly growth did not appea~ to the council, and others, 
to be satisfactory. Evidence of this feeling was reflected to some degree 
by the Governor's Survey on Efficiency and Cost Control's task force 
when it commented on the Muncil as follows: . 

"The council . . . has failed to provide the direction and co­
ordination which the Legislature sought. Its studies and recom­
mendations are merely attacks upon single issues as they arise. 
There is no concerted, organized approach toward overall coor­
dination to promote effective utilization of resources." 

At the March 18; 1968, meeting of the council considerable discussion 
was devoted to the council's role in delineation of function and plan­
ning for orderly growth. These discussions led to the approval by the 
council in May 1968 of a preliminary plan for an annual survey of 
educational offerings in the state colleges and University. In 1969 the 
.council developed an agreement with the segments with the intent of 
strengthening its role in the early stages of planning new academic 
programs. 

The other major overall planning effort by the council is its report 
on the need for additional centers for higher education in the State 
of California. The most recent report issued in February 1969 dealt 
with the relationship's enrollment demand to planned capacity and 
advised against the state's need for new campuses in the five subsequent 
years. 
Future Workload 

Looking to the future, the council WaS presented the following list of 
issues at its November 1970 meeting: 

1. Length of time required for a degree. There seems to be some 
evidence, particularly at the graduate level, that the academic pipeline 
may be clogged with formal requirements that do not always' allow for 
genuine achievement. 

2. Faculty activity. Our understanding of how the faculty spend 
their time teaching, researching, and in community service is imperfect 
and has been based largely on facility recollections. A more sophisti­
cated approach to faculty management may be needed. 

3. Sizes and types of institutions. Are there optimum sizes for col­
lege campuses having different functions? Are post secondary institu­
tions other than "colleges" needed? 

4. Quality of the product. Some analysis might be made of the 
effectiveness of a collegiate course of study. 

5. Student attrition. The great waste associated with high student 
dropout rates recommends council scrutiny.in this area. 
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Coordinating Council for Higher Education-Continued 
6. The management and use of stl!dent funds. Recent allegations of 

abuses would recommend a general examination of this subject by the 
council. 

. 7. The effect of externally sponsored research, on institutions. Critics 
charge that institutional and state loyalties are being diluted by ex­
ternally sponsored research. Its relationship to the mission and goals of 
a segment could be examined. 

8. State aid to the primate sector. With Ii possibility of state aid 
to private institutions in the future, there is an appropriate role for 
the statewide higher education planning agency. 

9. Numbers and quality. The problem of how. to maintain quality 
in higher education while accommodating increasing numbers of stu­
dents deserves attention. 

10. Delineation of functions. The Master Plan provided for func­
tions appropriate to each segment 10 years ago. The time may be ripe 
for a reexamination of this important area . 
. 11. Articulation. The ease of transfer of qualified students among 

the segments should be investigated periodically. 
12. New modes of learning. Higher education may be presented in 

a number of new ways and to a wider range of age groups in the not­
too-distant future. Exploration of innovations should be a continuing 
council function.' 

13. Tenure and collective bargaining. Employer-employee relation­
ships in higher education are changing rapidly and deserve council 
attenMon . 
. 14. Institutional accountability. The council may be able to render 

supportive assistance to the governing· Boards when they are faced. 
with difficult campus management problems. 

15. Who enters higher education. Are we to have universal higher 
education and open admission, or shall we be more. selective I 

These studies appear to be of a general academic nature. None are 
oriented to the annual budget process. Only one report (10) deals 
with the delineation of functions between segll)ents and none are 
specifically concerned with overall long-range planning although some 
may act as aids to such planning; While the planned reports may be 
valuable in the sepcified areas, we believe that highest priority shonld 
be given to the areas directed in Education Code Section 22703 as out­
lined on page 885 of the analysis. These areas were deemed of highest 
importance to decision makers by the Master Plan staff and by the 
Legislatnre in enacting the Donahoe Act. 

2. HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT PROGRAM 
Aotual Estimated Proposed 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-7~ 

Expenditures __________ $165,615 $125,000 $130,000 
Man·years _____________ 6.4 7.2 7.2 

Ohange 
Amount 

$5,000 
Percent 

4 

A. Higher Education Facilities Act. Under Title I of the Higher 
Education Facilities Act of 1963 the federal government provides 
matching funds on a one-to-one federal-state basis for junior colleges, 
technical institutes and four-year institutions to assist in financing the 
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construction, rehabilitation or improvement of academic and related 
facilities. In its role as the administering agency' (designated as such 
by the Legislature in 1964) the Coordinating Council is responsible 
for the receipt and processing of applications from. all public and pri­
vate institutions 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 addition, it may from time to time, make recommenqations 
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 . ActuaZ Actual Actual 

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 
University of California ________ $11,913,404 $2,660,715 $2,491,751 
California State Colleges ________ 19,821,464 16,084,003 . 7,050,179 $1,991,892 
Junior colleges and technical 

institutes __________________ 6,953,420 5,265,020 6,678,961 8,205,727 
Private colleges ________________ 7,063,874 3,101,000 5,611,901 1,118,841 

Totals _______________________ $45,752,162 $27,110,738 $21,832,792 $6,315,960 

B. Equipment 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 accounts 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. 

As the designated administering agency for this program, the coun­
ci! is required to review all applications for assistance, establish prior. 
ities, make recommendations for approvals to the U.S. Comlnissioner of 
Education and recommend changes in the state plan. Table 3 shows 
the -total expenditures for this program since its inception. , 

It should be noted that no funds were received for the program in 
1970-71. However, $794,436 is anticipated to be received for 1971-72 
to be allocated to Category I and Category II in the amounts of 
$680,945 and $113,436 respectively. 

The 7.2 positions budgeted for the above activities are fully reim­
-bursed from federal funds. We recommend approval. 

S. HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES COMPREHENSIVE 
PLANNING PROGRAM . 

Actual 
1969-70 

Expenditures ____ $3471615 
Man-years ______ 3.3 

E8timated 
1970-71 

$255,807 
4_ 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$301,933 
4 

OhanJ]e 
Amount Percent 

$46,126 18 

This program is financed by a three-year grant from the U.S. Office 
of Education, is intended to enable California to develop a comprehen._ 
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. 
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Table 3 

Allocation of Title'VI·A Funds 
(1965-66 through 1969-70) 

Item 280 

Segment Grants awarded Amount 
Category I~Equipment: 

Independent colleges ______________________________ _ 
Community colleges ______________________________ _ 
State colleges ____________________________________ _ 
University of California __________________________ _ 

53 
86 
26 
8 

Total Equipment ______________________________ 173 
Category II-Closed Circuit TV: 

Independent colleges ______________________________ 9 
Community colleges _______________________________ 21 
State colleges _____________________________________ 4 
University of California ____________ .:.______________ 3 

Total TV _________________________ :____________ 37 

GRAND TOTALS __________________________________ 210 

$1,125,003 
2,887,732 
1,353,312 

455,797 

$5,821,844 

$84,564 
434,731 

38,390 
107,500 

$665,185 

$6,487,029 

The program was authorized by an amendment to Title I of the 
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and has three basic purposes: 
to improve the methodology of enrollment projections for the segments, 
to assist in the preparation of a facilities inventory of the junior 
colleges and to formulate a California Facilities Planning Guide. 

Funds for this program are reimbursed from the federal government. 
We recommend approval. 

4. COMMUNITY SERYICES AND CONTlNU'lNG EDUCATION PROGRAM 
Actual Estiniated 

1969-70 1970-71 
Expenditures ____ $53,394 $56,713 
Man-years ______ 3.7 4 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$56,075 

4 

Ohanlle 
Amount Peroent 

-$638 1 

The Community Services and Continuing Education Program was 
established under the provisions of Title I as amended by the Higher 
Education Act 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 relationship. 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 administra­
tion of the act, the council is responsible for review, establishment of 
priorities, recommendations to the federal government for application 
approval and changes in the state plan. 

Program activities which have been conducted under Title I include 
leadership training for minority groups, community awareness pro­
grams for regional planning, urban planning seminars for city man­
agers, middle management seminars on urban program solving, con­
sumer 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. 
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From fiscal years 1965-66 through 1969::-70 there have been &8 grants 
totaling $2,537,003. As stated above, the grants are primarily £01' train­
ing, classes, seminars and symposia in community problems. In 1970--71 
and 1971-72 California's allocation is expected to be $460,000 each year 
£01' which four positions are utilized in administration. These positions 
are funded on a two-to-one basis with an estimated state cost of $37,_ 
350 in 1971-72. 
Administration 

Applications for federal Title I funds are received by the CCHE. 
The staff, in conjunction with a panel of consultants, screens the ap­
plicants against a set of criteria which include: 

a. How well does the proposal relate to important needs of the local 
community! . 

b. How well has the planning process taken advantage of the avail­
able resources of both higher education and other outside sources T 

c. Does the proposal represent a problem solving approach! 
d. Will the program have long-range benefits for the institution(s) 

involved! 
e. Are procedures Ior self-evaluation included! 
Those applications which are approved by the consultants are then 

reviewed and approved by an advisory committee and the CCHE. 
Needed Program Improvements 

In reviewing the program we were concerned with (1) the need for 
evaluation and (2) the need for four staff positions to administer such 
a small program. The positions are allocated to two professionals, one 
technical and one clerical of which the state funds one-third the cost 
(approximately $18,000 from the General Fund). 

As mentioned previously, approximately $2.5 million in federal funds 
has been spent for this program since 1965. In seeking evaluation data 
for the program we were informed that neither the Federal Office of 
Education nor the CCHE has given critical published evaluation to the 
program. Factors cOlitributing to this lack of evaluation are that (1) the 
program has been in a development stage and (2) there are numerous 
small projects funded which vary in nature to such an extent that a 
general evaluation is difficult. The CCHE staff has knowledge of each 
project and on an -informal evaluation can justify the projects, par­
ticularly since they have been vigorously screened before funding as 
described previously. Despite the informal assurance we believe that 
formal evaluation should be encouraged perhaps through the use of the 
federal funds administered. 

We recommend the elimination of one temporary help position for a 
reduction of $8,350 ($2,783 in General Funds and $5,567 in federal 
funds). The administrative staff for the program is budgeted at four 
positions. We questioned whether such a large staff was needed consid­
ering the small magnitude of the program ($500,000 per year). m. 
reviewing the matter we discovered that one of the four positions justi­
fied for this program has been used by the CCHE to serve the entire 
agency as an administrative personnel position. We believe that (1) 
general agency use of the position justified under this program is in-
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appropriate and (2) use of the position in sueh a 1l1anner is an indiea­
tion that it is not needed in the Title I program. In the 1971-72 budget 
the position has been eonverted into temporary help whieh we reeom­
mend be deleted. 

5. TRAINING IN COMMUNITY DEVI;:LOPMENT PROGRAM 
Actual 

1969-70 
Expenditures _____ $26.619 
Man-years _______ , 1 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$30,212 

1.5 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$30,495 

1.5 

Ohange 
Amount Percent 

$283 1 

Title VIII of the Federal Housing Aet of 1964 is designed to provide 
training and edueational opportunity to state and _loeal- government 
personnel involved in eommllnity development. The program objeetive 
of the aetivity is to improve the quality of urban life. The federal ad­
ministrator of this program is the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). HUD's objeetives in eommunity development 
training support inelude preparation of manpower for the more tradi­
tional urban responsibilities of publie housing, urban renewal and re­
_development, eode enforeenient and reloeation. New and emerging re­
sponsibilities, sueh as low and moderate ineome housing, eommunity 
organization, equal opportunity in housing and employment and all 
other phases of eommunity development, neighborhood faeilities, eeo­
nomie development and industrialization, urban planning, and the eru­
cial sector of state and loeal urban -administration are also eonsidered 
important elements of a eommunity development program. 
State Administration 

Title VIII funds are alloeated on a 50-50 matehing basis by HUD 
using a system whieh involves a designated state agency as an agent 

-to coordinate and give priority to the funding requests. Despite HUD's 
retention of final deeision eontrol and its establishment of proeedures 
whieh elosely involve it in state programs, it attempts to operate undet 
the poliey that" building the eapability of the designated state ageney 
as a full partner in eommunity development training will reeeive a 
high priority." _ -
- The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edueation was designated by 
the Legislature (Chapter 65, Statutes of 1966, First Extraordinary 
Session, Edueation Code Seetion 22757) as the state ageney 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 hi~her edueation and therefore Seetion 
'22757 was ineluded in a bill deSIgnating the Coordinating Couneil as 
administrator'of two titles of the federal Higher Edueation Aet of 
1965. 

Titl. VIII Fu~ding 
Funds were first appropriated for this program in 1968. The total 

amount of money available nationally for -the program h~s been -$3 
million ineaeh of the past two years. In 1967-68 the eouneIl-approved 
plan contained 17 projeets requesting $252,000. A grant of $135,000 to 
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fund nine projects was received. In 1968-69 the plan contained 17 
projects ~equesting $270,000. A grant of $151,000 to fund 11 projects 
was receIved. 

It is expected that another $3 million will .be available natjonally in 
fiscal year 1970-71. 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. 
Current Program Oifficulties 

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 
YIII 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. Ou 
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 published 
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 develonment. The issue centers 
on the merits of administration by organizational unit or by program 
responsibility. Thus, arguments can be made that state agencies with 
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 VIII 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 T,itle VII'I 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 
received some $150,000 (5 percent) in each year. A general indicator 
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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 
VIII amendments to insure that a fixed allocation formula giving 
weight to urban factors is devised would be one course of action; A 
second (administrative) 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 ne.eds. If HUD chose to accept 
our declination it would void their program in an important area of the 
nation imd 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. 

Concluaiona and Recommendationa 
1. We recommend that an evaluation of the Title VIII Oommunity 

Development Training program's sltccess and failure be presented to 
the Governor and the Legislature by November 1, 1971. 

2. We recommend that the law be amended so that the $30,495 (Gen.­
eral Fund $15,292) Title VIII pragram can be transferred to· an ap­
propriate state agency which has state program responsibiUty for 
state/local relations and planning. 

3. We recommend that the Legislature submit a resolution to OaU­
lornia's congressional delegation to amend Title VIII of the Housing 
Act of 1964 to incorporate a, fixed allocation of funds formula giving . 
'weight to states with urban centers. 

WESTERN INTERSTATE COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

Item 281 from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 140 Budget p. 268 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________ ~ ______________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 ____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase ( None) 
Total recommended reduction ______________ ----------

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval. 

$15,000 
15,000 
15,000 

Non~ 

The Western' Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
'(WICHE) is a nonprofit, public agency created by 13 western states 
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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 encouragi"g greater cooperatioll among 
the western states in the fields of higher education. Califor"i!, 's, three 
members are appointed by the Governor to serve four-year. terms. 
WICHE's total representation includes thr<le members from each of 
the 13 participating states. Its main offices and staff are located at 
Boulder, Colorado. 
Program Performance 

The main programs conducted by WICHE are its health science 
student exchange program and its management information system. 
Under the student exchange program California institutions receive 
more than $300,000 per year, of which approximately two-thirds goes 
to private institutions and one-third to the University of Califor!!ia. 
WICHE furnishes $3,000 per year for students in medicine, $2,400 for 
students in dentistry, $1,800 for veterinary medicine, $1,200 for phys­
ical therapy and $1,000 for dental hygiene. 

The Management Information System (MIS) is designed to provide 
valuable analytical information for program planning and budgeting 
in higher education. Under this system a common data base is being 
established for all institutions. With this data more uniform compar, 
isons can be made of cost per student credit hour by academic pro­
gram. A full discussion of this system is found on .page 848 of this 
Analysis. 

In accordance with the recommendations iIi the 1970-71 Analysis 
and the legislative directive in Item 86 of the Budget Act of 1970 the 
Governor notified WICHE by letter of JUly 20, 1970 that California 
intends to continue its. membership. He thereby rescinded his notice 
of September 5, 1969, made pursuant to the Budget Act of 1969 
which stated that California intended to withdraw from the interstate 
compact effective June 30, 1971. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

~tems 282 through 286 
from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 142 Budget p. 270 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ $337,190,295 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ 337,190,295 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ 329,426,872 

Requested increase none 
Total recommended augmentation __________ -:__________ $325,.770 

A.nalysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Btl/dent Fees. Reduce B1/dget Bill $600,000. Recommend 906 
estimate of "other student fees" be increased to level of 1969-70 
receipts. 
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2. Educational Fee. Reduce B1tdyet Bin $560,000. 

mend General Fund loss of medical school tuition be 
by educational fee income. 

Items 282-286 

Analvsis 
page 

Recom­
replaced 

908 

3. Overhead. Redltce $3,200,000. Recommend state's share 910 
of excess overhead and contingency reserves be applied to 1971-72 
budget. 

4. Fac1tUy Staffing. AI,yment $1,562,200. Recommend res- 911 
toration of 100 faculty positions. 

5. Academic S1tpport. Altyment $1,921,000. Recommend res- 914 
toration of proposed academic support reduction. 

6. Organized Activities. Recommend special review of the 923 
$63,557 undistributed 8 percent budget reduction. 

7. Elementary Schools. Recommend report identifying and 924 
evaluating research at the schools. 

8. Organized Research. Recommend special review of the 924 
$2,957,000 undistributed 8 percent budget reduction. 

9. Organized Research. Recommend 1971-72 expenditure 925 
conform to approved budget. 

10. Agriculture Extension. Recommend special review of the 930 
$664,839 undistributed 8 percent budget reduction. 

11. Maintenance a.nd Operation of Plllfnt. A1tyment $1 mil- 935 
lion. Recommend increase for workload growth. . 

12. Deferred Maintenance. Recommend a separate appro- 936 
priation and equal matching by University. of the $500,000 
budgeted for deferred maintenance. 

13. Staff Benefits. Altyment $365,000. Recommend amount 938 
necessary for new positions ill other augmentations. 

14. Fee Replacement. Redlwe $172,230. Recommend dele- 940 
tioll of requested replacement of income from fces waived on 
the basis that expenditure needs have ,}ot been identified. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The University of California is the State University and the land­
grant institution of the State of California. Established in 1868, it 
has constitutional status as a public trust to be administered under 
the authority of an independent governing board-The Regents of 
the University of California. The board of Regents includes 24 mem­
bers; 8 ex officio and 16 appointed by the Governor for staggered 
I6-year terms. The system consists of nine campuses including eight 
general campuses plus a health sciences campus. 

A broadly based curriculum leading to the baccalaureate degree is 
offered by the University. In compliance with the Master Plan, in­
creasing emphasis is placed on instruction in professional fields and 
graduate programs leading to master's and doctoral degrees. In 1969-70 
a total of 25,276 degrees were granted, including 16,437 bachelor's 
degrees, 5,404 master's degrees and 3,435 doctor's degrees. 

The University 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 
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three organizations, according to its aeademic plan: (1) academic de­
partments, (2) agricultural re~earch stations and (3) organized re-
search units. . 

A third function of the University is public service. This is pro­
vided by Agricnltnral Extension, University Extension and other pro­
grams. Examples of other pnblic 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 edncational programs that provide services to the 
public as a byprodnct. . 

-Enrollment Estimates 

Enrollment growth is the primary indicator of workload needs. An 
evalnation of enrollment should consider both the size (total nnmbers) 
and the mix (level of instruction) of the changes in enrollments. The 
1971-72 workload is based in the Governor's Bndget on an estimated 
enrolhnent increase of 4,326 or 4.3 percent for three quarters (academic 
year) not including summer session students. Table 1 compares 1970-71 
budgeted enrollments to those proposed for 1971-72 and the percentage 
increases by each level. 

Enrollment Assumptions 

Undergraduate enrollment estimates for the 1971-72 bndget were 
based on Department of Finance projections with appropriate reo 
visions made in light of the fall 1970 experience. The University has 
informed us that the 1971-72 enrollment estimates continne the cur· 
rent policy of admitting all qualified undergraduates. Graduate enroll­
ment estimates took into consideration campus academic plans, rates 
of graduate growth, and fall 1970 experience. Total graduate enroll­
ment in 1971-72 is estimated to average 26,383, an increase of 1,159 
(4.6 percent) headcount students from the revised 1970-71 estimates. 
This increase reflects the lifting of a two-year freeze on graduate ad­
missions and represents only a 1.8 percent increase from the 1969-70 
level. 
. Although total enrollment increases 4.3 percent with the addition 
of 4,326 FTE students in 1971-72, the increase is only 1.7 percent 
or 1,811 students over actual 1969-70 enrollments. The reduction in 
enrollments in 1970-71 resulted from the regents' decision to abolish 
summer quarter operations at Berkeley and Los Angeles which elim­
inated 5,740 regularly enrolled FTE students. 

In evaluating the mix of enrollment growth a greater percentage of 
the increase is at the lower division level at the general campuses. The 
assumption that greater faculty time and effort is required for a grad­
uate student than an undergraduate student would have an effect on 
workload needs. Using the traditional weighting system of the' Uni­
versity the increase at the general campuses would be 3.4 percent 
rather than 3.9 percent. 
Undergraduate Admission in Fali 1970 

New undergraduates were admitted to the University for fall 1970 
under revised application procedures. The month of October was an 
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Table 1 

University of California Enrollments 
Full-Time Equivalent Students 

GENERAL 
CAMPUSES Actual Budgeted Prol)osed Chana! from Petcent 

(Fan·Winter·Spring 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1970-71 increase 
Quarters) 

Lower division ---------- 29,029 28,975 30,780 1,805 6.3% 
Upper division ---------- 38,486 41,357 42,603 1,246 3.0 . 
Graduates: 

1st stage -------------- 14,588 14,472 14,833 361 2.5 
2nd stage ______________ 9,547 9,976 10,225 249 2.5 

Subtotals ____________ 91,650 94,780 98,441 3,661 3.9% 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
(Fall-'Vinter-Spl'ing 

Quarters) 
Upper division ----------- u84 
Graduates: 

571 584 13 2.3% 

1st stage -------------- 5,737 5,855 6,505 650 11.1 
2nd stage ------------- 037 527 529 2 0.4 

Subtotal ------------ 6,858 6,933 7,618 665 9.6% 
Subtotals, Third Quarter 

Enrollments, All 
Campuses ------------- 08,508 101,733 106,Oti9 4,326 4.3 

SUM~!ER 
QUARTER 

Lower division ___________ 1.117 
Upper division ___________ 2,787 
Graduates: 

1st stage ______________ 1,097 
2nd stage ______________ 739 

Subtotal ------------ 5,740 

UNIVERSITY 
TOTALS 

Lower division ----------- 30,146 28,075 30,780 1,805 6.2% 
UPllel' didsion ---------- 41,857 41,928 43,187 1,250 3.0 

Graduates: 
1st stage -------------- 21,422 20,327 21,338 1,011 5.0 
2nd stage ------------- 10,823 10,503 10,754 251 2.4 

Totals, Uni\'ersity ____ 104,248 101,733 106,059 4,326 4.3% 

open filing period and all applicants filing during this month were 
given equal consideration for admission to their first choice campus. 
Campuses which exceeded their application quotas then proceeded to 
redir.ect excess applications to other campuses of the University. 

Applications continued to be received by campus, class level, school 
or college, and academic discipline after the open filing period until 
applications quotas were filled. Thus, there were no announced dead­
lines since quotas were achieved at varying times during the applica­
tions period. The University has informed us that undergraduate ad­
mission in fall 1970 enrollment opportunities were available for all 
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qualified students somewhere in the University until shortly before the 
fan 1970 registration. As a resnlt of the application demand experi­
enced at severn] Uni\'ersity campuses, ·it was necessary to redirect 2,852 
applicants to alternate choice campnses. Many of these students were 
unable or did not choose to attend the alternate campus made avail­
able to them. 
·,Long~Range Estimates 

Long-range enrollment Hnalysis is being undertaken by the Univer~ 
sity's Growth Plan Review Task Force and is not complete at this time. 
Preliminary data from the University indicate continued enrollment 
pressure to the year 1980. Of great concern are the assumptions to be 
used for projecting graduate enrollments. The recent pressures on Ull­

dergraduate admissions, the reduction in the demand for Ph.D. 's in the 
job market and the shifting emphasis from one graduate discipline to 
another all will have impact on future enrollments and budgetary 
costs. Published news accounts and informal discussions with University 
officials indicate major scaling down of Irvine und San Diego is ex­
pected. They are reported to be plauning reductions in ultimate size to 
10,000 maximum enrollments. 
Budget Format 

In last year's budget presentation the program budget received pri­
mary emphasis in the Governor's Budget. The 1971-72 Governor's 
Budget returns to the traditional functional structure for the Univer­
sity budget while the program budget is shown only in the supplemental 
report. 

We have reviewed the expenditure program using both structures 
and have concluded again this year that we should continue to present 
our analysis on the traditional functional basis. Although the program 
budget has improved over last year's presentation, its emphasis is di­
rected to total program review from all financial resources and does not 
provide a clear presentation of the need for a specific level of state 
funding. On the other hand a determination of the level of state fuud­
ing is less difficult using the functional information. 

As far as we can determine all budget decisions at the campus level, 
in the Hegents' budget and in the Governor's Budget ,vere made using 
the functional budget. Once these decisions were made, the resulting 
dollar amounts were reallocated to the program budget structure. When 
the budget is approved, the University will continuc to control the 
budget using the functional accounts and future reports will use the 
functional format. For these reasons we have used the functional data 
as the basis for our analysis. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Expenditures 

Table 2 shows the University of California budget for the 1970-71 
und 1971-72 fiscal ~·ears. It is divided into cumulative totals showing: 
(1) Total Educational and General, (2) Total Support Budget, and 
(3) Grand Total of All University Funds. The first total includes the 
basic funds necessary to operate the Univei"sity's current instruc­
tional, research and public service programs. The second total adds 
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self-supporting auxiliary services such as residence halls, parking ra­
cilities, intercollegiate athletics, campus cafeterias, bookstores, etc., plus 
student aid programs. The grand total includes those funds desig­
nated as extramural by the University and is comprised 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 '8 Budget. 
Department of Finance Policy 

In developing last year's budget, the Department of Finance de­
parted from the historic procedure of analyzing workload needs on a 
function-by-runction basis to determine the appropriate workload level 

Table' 2 
Proposed 'Budget for 1971-72 

Analysis 
1970-71 1971-72 Increase page number 

1. Instruction and Depart-
mental Research ___ $195,536,106 $192,894,593 -$2,641,513 910 

2. Summer Session _____ 4,361,429 4,836,669 475,240 919 
3. Teaching Hospitals 

and Clinics ________ 86,048,695 95,569,615 9,520,920 921 
4. Organized Activi-

ties-Other 7,048,012 7,552,651 504,639 922 
Q. Organized Research __ 43,960,187 41,034,936 -2,925,251 924 
6. Libraries ----------- 26,798,373 26,040,746 -757,627 926 
7. Extension and 

Public Service _____ 33,761,980 34,680,884 918,904 928 
8. General Administration 25,035,709 24,682,926 ~52,783 931 
9. Institutional Services 

and General 
Expense ---------- 15,447,500 15,542,563 95,063 932 

10. Maintenance and Opel'~ 
ation of Plant _____ 32,123,588 33,127,802 1,004,214 935 

11. Student Services _'--___ 25,229,235 26,344,031 1,114,796 937 
12. Staff Benefits _______ 29,657,666 
13. Provisions for 

30,658,000 1,000,334 937 

Allocation _________ 5.673,347 12,316,519 6,643,172 938 
Budgetary Sndngs ___ -11,280,100 -9,400,000 1,880,100 940 

14. Special Regent's 
Program __________ 18,761,000 14,689,000 -4,072,000 942 

Tota1s, Education 
and General _______ $5?8,162.727 $550,570,935 $12,408,208 

15 .. Allxilinry Euterprises 43,424,230 40,745,054 3,320,824 H43 
16. Student Aid _________ 6,292,237 6,483,005 191,668 943· 

Totals, Ruppol't Bndget 
(Cont. Operutions) _ ~587,879,194 $603,799,894 $15,920,700 

Spollsored Research 
und Activities _____ 212,306,556 

Major AEC~SUll-
.222,501,181 10,194,625 

ported Laboratories 202,08H,OOO 292,088,000 

Gl'und Total -------- *1,002,273,750 $1,118,389,075 $26,115,325 
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to which policy decisions would be applied. Instead, a lump sum allo­
cation was given University officials with the specific decisions left to 
the discretion of the University. This same procedure was used in de­
veloping the 1971-72 budget. 
. It is onr nnderstanding that the University was given a state Gen­
eral Fund allocation of.$337 million which was identical to the prior 
year's appropriation. The University was told to develop a budget 
which would accommodate all qualified undergraduate students who 
were California residents. At the same time the Department of Fi­
nance presented the University with a list of suggested alternatives 
showing how the workload budget could be reduced to the 1970-71 
level without reducing the enrollment estimates. Some of these sug­
gestions were accepted although we 'understand there was no specific 
requirement to do so. . 

The University Decision 
The University decision was to allocate to certain functions those 

increases considered mandatory or fixed costs, offsetting these increases 
by program rednctions in other areas pins decisions to increase Gen­
eral Fnnd revenne. These general fnnd increases amounted to $13.9· 
milliOJi offset by $8.9 million in program reductions and $5.0 million 
in funding offsets to the state appropriation. The increases are shown 
in Table 3. 
Priority Consideration of Our Analysis 

Our review of the fiscal needs of the University has not been limited· 
solely to a determination of workload needs. Because of the potential 
imbalance between the state's estimated expenditure needs and esti­
mated resources, certain priority considerations have been applied to· 
arrive at our recommendations. We believe the highest priority con­
sideration for the University budget should be a replacement of the. 
5 percent cost-of-living salary increase lost by the faculty in the 
1970-71 budget plus an additional 5 percent cost-of-living increase for 
1971-72. This recommendation· for an augmentation of $17.6 million 
is included in another section of our analysis and is not shown in the 
analysis of the operating budget. 

Although several areas of the 1971-72 operating budget are proposed 
for funding below the historic or traditional workload required, our 
recommendations to augment some of these and not others is based on 
this highest priority of need concept .. If additional resources become 
available to the state, other areas of the University budget could be 
considered for augmentation. 
Revenue 

In 1971-72 the total University support budget is $603,799,894 which 
is an increase of $15,920,699 or 2.7 percent over 1970-71. Of this in­
crease University general fnnds added $3,911,048, special restricted 
state and federal appropriations were rednced by $1,103,000 and other. 
University revenue sources a(!ded $13,112,651. The state budgetary in­
terest is not limited to the state appropriations. 
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Table 3 

Univer,sity of California-Summary of Budget Changes 1971-72 
General Fun~ds 

Increases 
Health sciences faculty (18.9 F'TE) _______________________________ _ 
Stipends for interns and l'esidents ________________________________ _ 
Teaching hospital subsidy ________________________________________ _ 
Dental clinics subsidy ___________________________________________ _ 
Maintenance and operation of planL ______________________________ _ 
Student sCl'\·ices _______ :: __________________________________ :. ______ _ 
Staff benefits ___________________________________________________ _ 
Price increase ___________________________________________________ _ 
Merit increases and promotions ____________________________________ _ 
Tuition and fee waivel's ___________________________________________ _ 
Redu.ction in savings targeL ______________________________________ _ 
Unallocated restricted funds ________________ ~----------------------

Atl/.ount 
$362,688 

780,888 
1,091,729 

219,251 
1,002,239 

188,793 
1,000,334 

651,000 
6,351,000 

172,230 
1,880,100 

271,743 

Total Increase _______________________________________________ $13,971,995 

lled'llCtio1l8 Amount 
General campus faculty (-100 ~~TE) ______________________________ $1,562,200 
Faculty support __________________________________________________ 1,921,271 
Organized activities (unspecified) __________________________________ 63,557 
Library books and binding_________________________________________ 181,518 
Library acquisition and processing (-635 FTE) ____________________ 576,109 
Campus public service (unspecified) ________________________________ 9,913 
Agriculture extension _____________________________________________ 664,839 
Administration (unspecified) ______________________________________ 364,043 
Institutional services (unspecified) _________________________________ 139,846 
Health sciences-Instruction 

Other academic (-5.1 FTE) ___________________________________ _ 
Faculty support _______________________________________________ _ 
Recruitment trayel ____________________________________________ _ 

Organized Research 
Genernl campuses (unspecified) ________________________________ _ 
Health sciences _______________________________________________ _ 
Agriculture ____________________________________________________ . 

l\>liscellaneous ___________________________________________________ _ 

100,969 
31).,091 

20,000 

1,147,419 
144,704 

1,700,000 
808 

Total Reductions _____________________________________________ $8,908,287 
Net Increase _________________________________________________ $5,063,708 

Funding Changes and Offsets to State Appropriation 
University Restricted Funds 

Income from faculty compeu!:;utioll plans _________________________ $-l,136,839 
Other ________________________________________________________ -15,821 

l\1edicare-l\1edi-Cnl iucome recovery ________________________________ -1,763,000 
Increase nonresident tuitiou by $300 _______________________________ -2,000,000 
Illcrease application fee by $10____________________________________ -850,000 
Terminate medical resident tuitiOll________________________________ +546,000 
Other stude.llt fees ___ :.._._________________________________________ +655,541 
Other sources ___________________________________________________ +153,116 
State share of o\·el'heud___________________________________________ -254,181 
Prior year General IPuud balance __ .________________________________ +29,825 
Other adjustments ________ ._______________________________________ --428,849 

Total ______________________________________________________ $--5,063,708 

= == Total Change, State Gelll'l'ul Fund ________________________________ _ 
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The University general fund should not be confused with the State 
General Fund. State General Fund appropriations are withdrawn from 
the State Treasury and deposited into the University treasury in the 
University general fund. In addition, revenue sources collected by the 
University such as nonresident tuition and other student charges, the 
state's share of federal overhead, unspent state appropriations, ete., 
are also deposited in the University general fund. The total of these 
general funds represents the state's primary financial interest in the 
University current operations budget. These funds represent about 
one-third of the University current expenditure program. The other 
two-thirds are for special purposes and are categorized as restricted 
funds. These include state special fund appropriations, federal appro­
priations, certain student fees, gifts and endowments, contracts and 
grants and other University income. These revenues are shown in. 
Table 4. 

Table 4 
Revenues-Total Support Budget 

1970-71 and 1971-72 
General Funds 1910-71 19"11-"12 

State Appropriation _______________ $337,090,295 $337,090,295 
University General Funds 

Nonresident tuition _____________ _ 10,058,050 11,482,670 
Tuition-bealth sciences ________ _ 546,390 
Other student fees _____________ _ 2,749,036 3,507,406 
Medicnre-Medi-Cal income _______ _ 1,763,000 
Other current funds ____________ _ 1,569,221 1,427,964 

Funds used as income 
Federal Overhead ________ . ______ _ 
Prior year balances' ------~,"7-----
Other _________________________ _ 

14,859,821 15,114,002 
567,948 538,123 

-121,349 307,000 

Totals General Funds ________ -;- $367,319,412 $371,230,460 
l,lestl'icted Funds 

State Appropriations 
Project Clean Air ______________ _ $750,000 
Mosquito Research _____________ _ 100,000 $100,000 
Real Estate Program ____________ _ 133,200 133,200 

Fede-ral Appropriations ___________ _ 4,067,708 3,714,708 
University Sources _______________ _ 215,508.875 228,621,526 

Totals Restricted Funds ________ _ $220,559,783 $232,069,434 

'£OTAL REVENUE _______________ _ $587,879,195 $603.799,804 

Medicare·Medi·Cal Income Recovery 

$1,424,620 
-546,390 

758,370 
1,763,000 

-141,257 

254,181 
-29,825 

428,349 

$3,911,048 

$-750,000 

-353,000 
13,112,651 

$12,009,651 

$15,920,699 

The revenue statement includes an increase of $1,763,000 for- Medi­
care-Medi·Cal income recovcry. This is an estimate based upon claims 
by the University's teaching hospitals as reimbursable costs in the final 
annual claim for reimbursements for services to Medicare and Medi­
Cal patients for the three years 1966-69. Certain patient-care-related 
costs (such as the biomedical library, house staff salaries and employee 
fringe benefits) were not originally included as hospital operating costs 
in establishing rates of charges to patients to the extent that they were 
not supported by hospital funds in the 1966-69 period. Medicare and: 
Medi-Cal make interim payments based upon charges, but upon final 
audit, pay costs. Current regulations prQvide for payment of the above 
items. 
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The $1,763,000 is not an increase in Medicare or Medi-Cal income for 
1971-72. It is an additional amount estimated by the hospitals as 
owed the University for services previously rendered to Medicare and 
Medi·Cal patients that could have been billed during the period 1966-69. 

For this reason we cannot anticipate this level of funding on a con· 
tinuing basis. The basis for applying this to the State General Fund 
is to recapture earnings from a program that has required a subsidy 
from the state. 

Increased Nonresident Tuition 

The budget proposes an increase in nonresident tuition from $1,200 to 
$1,500 per academic year. This change is expected to add an adQitional 
$2 million over the amount estimated at the $1,200 level. The increase to 
$1,500 combined with other mandatory fees, such as the registration fee 
of $300 and the education fee of $300 for underg!'aduates and $360 for 
graduates, will require nonresidents to pay a minimum of $2,100 per 
academic year. A majo!'ity of nonresident students a!'e gmduates and 
would be paying $2,160 plus local campus mandatory fees. 

About a third of all University graduate students are from out of 
state at the time of admission and 20 percent of the 1969-70 graduate 
enrollments was nonresident students; To the extent that the increased 
charge would discourage attendance of some nonresidents at the Uni­
ve!'sity, they could be replaced by California students. 
Increase in ~pplication Fee 

The current nonrefundable application fee is $10. The budget pro· 
posed to increase this to $20 in 1971-72. This will result in an increase 
of $850,000 to the General Fund. Because the application fee at the 
California State Colleges is already at the $20 level this change is 
appropriate. 

Low Estimate for Other Student Fees 

We "ecommend the estima!e f01' ,othe>' student fees be inc"eMed by 
$600,000 to reflect actual 1.969-70 receipts. Other student fees consists 
of application fees, educational allowances, late registration fees, late 
filing fees, library fines, etc. 

Table 4 shows that revenue for other student fees will increase by 
$758,370 but this includes the change in the application fee. If the 
$850,000 increase in application revenue is removed the estimate will 
show a decrease of $91,630. 

For seve!'al years these fees have been underestimated in the original 
budget. Table 5 shows the amount budgeted and actual receipts for the 
past three years plus the estimated amounts for 1970-71 and 1971-72. 

In 1969-70 income amounted to $3,264,000 or about $600,000 greater 
than the amount budgeted for 1971-72. Although the increased income 
from these fees is not necessarily directly proportional to enrollment 
growth, we cannot support an estimate below the 1969-70 actual level 
in light of increasing enrollments. Our recommendation assumes that 
actual receipts will at least be as high as those in 1969-70. 
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Table 5 
Other Student Fees 

Comparison of Budget to Actual 
1967-68 to 1971-72 

Budgeted 
i!J67-68 _______________________ $1,786;H3H 
1068-69 _______________________ 2,474,861 
1969-70 _______________________ 2;:J2f1,G1l2 
1970--71 (estimated) ____________ 2,706,824 
1971-72 (hudget) 1 _____________ 2,OG7,406 

Actuul 
$~,917,851 
:t247,U-!5 
a,264,462 

Dif/eI'BIICe 

$1,131,512 
773,084 
734,810 

1 Gorel'llor's Budget shows $3,501,406 fOl' other StU(l~llt fres inc1mling nn $850,000 Inrrea~(l for a]llllicl.Ition 
fce rCI"enIlC. This hns been excluned fl'Ulli the clatn tu show the propel' relatlun~hlp to previous years. 

Educational Fee (Tuition) 

On February 20, 1970, the Regoents established the educational fee 
(in addition to the $300 registration fee), applicable to all registered 
students as follows: 

For 1970-71 
Undergraduates ________________ $50 pel' qnurtel'-$UIO per academic ~'enr 
Graduates _____________________ $60 per qUlll'ter-$180 pel' acmlemic year 

For 1971-72 
Undergraduates ________________ $100 per quurter-$300 pel' academic year 
Graduates _____________________ $120 pel' quartel'-$!360 pel' academic year. 

The regents provided that resident students with demonstrated fi· 
nancial need may defer payment of the educational fee in the form 
of a loan, 

The budget estimates that $15,g84,610 in 1970-71 and $33,857,609 
in 1971-72 will be realized from this charge, Table 6 shows the esti· 
mated income and expenditures of the educational fee for 1970-71 and 
1971-72, 

Table 6 

Income 

Income and Expenditures-Educational Fee 
1970-71 and 1971-72 

Educationul fee _______________ $15,984,610 
Lei's amonnt deferred __________ -il,G13,061) 

NE't Income _________________ $10,370,64~ 
EXllellditnref.! 

Capital outlay ________________ $O,6:;5.64U 
Operating budget ______________ 715,000 

Policy Decision on Use of Income 

$33,857,G09 
-9,242,OOH 

$~4,G15,OOO 

$23,900,000 
711),000 

$17,872,099 
-3,028,644 

$14,244,355 

$14,244,355 

The 1971-72 budget proposes to use the new revenue from this fee 
primarily for capital outlay expenditures, Although no permanent 
policy has been established by the regents, approval to earmark these 
funds for capital outlay has been given for the past two years, The 
budget shows that $715,000,has been allocated to the operating budget. 
These expenditures are for financial aid administrative costs associated 
with the deferral procedures and for planning staff related to the 
building program and as such are not inconsistent with the overall 
policy. 

The earmarking of these funds for the building program presupposes 
that capital outlay has greater continuing need than current operating 
budgets, This lllay or may not be the case but we believe that earmark. 
ing funds for specific purposes creates a potential for inequities be-
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tween priorities. The Legislature should not be constrained by this 
policy. If it is determined there are unfunded high priorities in the 
operating budg<'t, the Legislature could reallocate these earmarked 
funds if it is determined some of the capital projects are of lesser 
priority. 

Termination of Health Sciences Tuition 

We "ec01nrnend that $550,000 of income f"om the Ed1lcational Fee 
be em'",aTked fo>' deposit in the General Fnnd as a "eplacernent fOT 
the /.oss of medical school tniNon. For many years a resident tuition 
has been charged to students in medicine ($250) and students in den­
tistry and pharma.cy ($200). This income, estimated at $546,390 in 
1970-71 has been deposited in the University general fund as an offset 
to the cost of instruction. 

When the regents imposed the educational fee in 1970-71, they be­
lieved the additional charge to these students would be -excessive. For 
this rcnson the regents terminated these tuition charges effective with 
the 1971-72 academic year so that health sciences students now will 
pay the same fees as all other graduate students. 

The effect of this decision was to eliminate about $550,000 from 
the general fund and the operating budget and transfer it to· the 
educational fee fund and the building program. To maintain the 
1970-71 level of funding in the operating budget for the health sci­
ences schools, the Legislature would be required ·to appropriate the 
additional amount from the State General Fund. 

Overhead Funds from the Federal Government 

Included as a revenue is $12,976,633 for 1971-72 estimated overhead 
representing the state share from federal grant and contract activity. 
In accordance with a memorandum of understanding between the Uni­
versity and the Department of Finance, half of all overhead receipts 
(after deducting agreed-to expenditures) are split equally between the 
University and the state. As shown below, estimated receipts are $31,-
500,000. The amount listed as 1969-70 carryover represents the differ­
ence between actual net receipts and the original estimate in 1969-70 
as determined by tIle formula. 

E~till1uted o\'erht'ad receipts _____________________________ ..:. $31,500,000 
I.less assigned o\,cl'hend _________________________________ -2,663,038 

$28,836.002 
Lpss 50 pOl'cenl U.C. 'hm·e __________________ c __________ -14,418,481 
Less 10 percent contingency___________________________ -1,441,848 

Totul State ShUl'L __________________________________ $12,976,633 
Ad,d 1969-70 carr;vover_______________________________ $2,137,:369 

TotaJ 19i1-72 _________________________________ ,-. ______ $15,114,002 

The 1967 memorandum of understanding between the University and 
the Department of Finance defined the technic,\! procedures to be 
used for estimating and dividing overhead receipts. The agreement 
states that the overhead" shall be estimated in advance and 90 percent 
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Table 7 
Application of University of California Federal Contract.and Grant Overhead Receipts 

A.pplication of overhead receipts 
Finance Finance 

disallowed contract 
contract and grant Distrilmtion of balance 

Ovel'head and grant adminis- . Governor's Retained by Governor's Retained by 
receipts ewpenditllres "fraUon Budget University Balance Budget University 

1964-65 __________________ $12.024.089 $8.821 $50.000 $5.389.850 $5.389.850 $1.185.568 $592.784 $592.784 
1965--66 ------------------- 14.024.089 7.841 209.130 6.871.682 6.871.682 500.562 250.281 250.281 

'"' 
1966-67 ------------------- 18,009,042 5.442 241.154 7,294,334 7.294.334 3,173,778 1.586.889 1.586.889 

0 1967-68 ___________________ 21.103.741 49.028 1.756.610 7,575,000 7,57.5,000 4.148.103 2,074,051 2.074.051 '"' 1968-69 ___________________ 
23.553.367 498 1.883.258 8.372.130 8.372.130 4,905,324 2.452.662 2,452.662 

1969-70 ------------------- 26,788,785 24.735 2.071.942 7;732.685 7,732,685 9,226,788 4.613.369 4.613.369 
197().!j1 (estimate) _________ 29,500,000 2.696.396 2.536.038 9,931,159 9.931.159 4,405,248 2.202.624 2.202.624 

1971-72 .( estimate) ____ ... ____ 31.500.000 2,883,696 2.663.038 12,9.76,633 12.976.633 
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of the state's share shall be assigned to the fiscal year in which such 
overhead will be received, the 10 percent to be withheld by the Uni­
versity shall be set aside in a reserve to compensate for possible over­
estimates. " 

Table 7 displays how the overhead receipts are applied for each 
fiscal year since 1964-65. 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. 
Use of Overhead Reserves 

We recommend that $3,200,000 of excess 1970-71 overhead schedUled 
to be returned to the state in 1972-73 be applied as -an offset to the 
1971-72 appropriation. Last· year we noted that overhead for 1969-70 
had been underestimated in the budget resulting in a substantial sur­
plus being held in reserve pending its return to the state in 1971-72. 
We suggested these funds be applied to the 1970-71 appropriation and 
as a result the Legislature applied $2,476,000 to the 1970-71 budget. 

On page 277, line 22, of the Governor's Budget, a balance of $2,202,-
624 is shown representing the state share of excess 1970-71 overhead. 
'I'his is being held in reserve pending its return in 1972--73. This sur, 
plus results from an upward revision by the University of estimated 
1970-71 overhead from $24.4 million to $29.5 million. 

This revised estimate is based on a current review of 1970-71 ap­
proved contract and grants and is therefore more reliable than the 
original estimate. 

In addition, under the agreement with the Department of Finance, 
the University is holding as a contingency reserve for overestimates, 
$1,348,200 for 1970-71. .A,n equal amount of the University share is 
also held in reserve for this purpose. If not needed the state's share -
will be returned in the 1972--73 budget. Because of the higher degree 
of accuracy of the revised estimate, we do not believe the full $1.3 mil­
lion need be held in reserve until 1972-73. Our recommendation is 
that $1 million of these reserves and $2.2 million in excess overhead or 
a total of $3.2 million be applied to the 1971-72 operating budget t6 
meet deficiences that we have identified elsewhere in our analysis. 

1. INSTRUCTION AND DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH 
Functional Description 

The major goal of the University centers in this budget function for 
instruction and departmental research. Included are the costs of teach­
ing staff and related support for the eight general campuses plus the 
Inedical schools and health sciences centers. 

Proposed Budget Oha.nge 
1910-,,/1 1911-12 Amount Percent 

$195,536,106 $192,894,593 -$2,641,513 1.40/, 

The decrease of $2,641,513 for this functio;l includes $2,500,212 from 
-general funds and $141,301 from University sources. This function is 
divided into two distinct groupings for decisionmaldng purposes. 
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These are (1) 
:rhe detail of 
iPTable 8. 

the geneval campuses and (2) the health science schools. 
the increases and decreases for 1971-72 is summarized 

Table 8 
Instruction and Departmental Re~earch.Summary of BudBe~ Ircre.a~t; 

. 1971-72 G'imeral Fund 

General ,Campuses 
, .. Faculty (-100 FTE) ________________________________________ -$1,562,200, 

"Faculty support __________ ___________________________________ -1,921,271 

Total Health Sciences ___________________________________ _ 

362,688 
-100,969. 
-59,348 

727,788-
73,100 

-20,000 

$983,259 
Total Increase, Instruction and Departmental Reseal'ch ____________ -$2,500,212 

General Campuses Faculty Staffing 

We recommend an augmentation of $1,562,200 fO!' 100 faculty pasf-. 
tions which provides last year's authorized number of faculty compa.'ed 
to a 4 pel-cent inC1'ease in enrollment. We fUl-ther recommend that 
these additional positions be allocated to those campuses with P'·O·. 
posed student·faculty ratios in excess of 18 to 1 (i.e., Davis, Rivel-side, 
Santa Barbam, San Diego and Irvine). 

The Governor's Budget proposes a reduction of 100 FTE faculty 
positions coupled with a 4 percent increase in enrollment. This reduc· 
tion reduced budgeted salaries by $1,562,200 over the 1970-71 level 
and made a substantial increase in the student·faculty ratio from 16.48 
to 17.42. The effect of the reduction can be seen in the student·faculty 
ratios by campus from 1967-68 through 1971-72 as shown in Table 9. 
All of the campuses show significant increases in the ratio but the new 
and developing campuses have the greatest increase. It should be noted 
that five of the campuses have ratios il1 excess of 18 to 1 while the 
remaining three have ratios less than 17 to 1. Our recommendation 
woul!! specifically earmark these 100 positions for allocation to the 

Table 9 
General Campus Student-Faculty Ratios 1967-68 through 1971-72 

Actual 
1967-68 

Berkeley ______________________ 15.22' 
Davis ________________________ 17:11 
Los Angeles __________________ 16.46 
Riverside _____________________ 12.46 
Santa Barbara ________________ 16:00 
San Diego-Genel'ul Campus ____ 12.79 

Marine Science ____ _ 
In'ine ______________ .:. _________ 12.16 
~anta Cruz ___________________ 12.~9 

Eight-campus average ________ 15.28 
Faculty ____________________ :~_ 5,328 
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Actual 
1968-69 

14.92 
17.96 
16.05 
13.32 
16;03 
14.24 

13.35 
14.14 
15.47 
5,462 

Actual 
1969-70 

15.27 
18.61 
16.73 
15.59 
17.64 
16.62 

7.01 
15.78 
15.11 
16.39 
5,592 

Budget 
1970-71 

15.40 
17.69 
16.15 
16.68 
18.44 
16.89 

8.43 
17.48 
15.69 
16.48 
0,752 

Budget 
1971-72· 

16.43 
18.05 
16.86 
18.38 
18.54 
18.62 

6.73. 
18.93 
16.7&, 
17.42 
0.65~ 
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five campuses of Davis, Riverside, Santa Barbara, San Diego, and 
Irvine. This would reduce the combined· ratios of these campuses from 
18.5 to 17.7. The remaining three campuses of Berkeley, Los Angeles 
and Santa Cruz would remain at the 16.5 budgeted ratio. 

The regents' budget request for faculty was for 281 new positions 
at a cost of $3,220,120 for salaries. The difference between the Gov­
ernor's Budg~t and the regents' budget was 381 positions or $4,782,. 
320. 

Department of Finance Proposes Major Faculty Reduction 

Regarding faculty workload the Governor's Budget includes the 
following statement: 

"An historic standard for the University has been nine hours of 
classroom instruction per faculty member. Using the option of 
budgeting at this standard, all state-supported University pro­
grams could be funded at existing or improved levels from the 
current resource base. To minimize possible faculty dislocation, 
however, the University has chosen ... to modify other state 
funded functions. Nevertheless, the proposed budget represents 
the first step in bringing the University back to an instructional 
productivity level predicated on the historiC; standard of nine 
teaching hours of classroom instruction per faculty member." 

Although general in nature this statement clearly anticipates .a 
budget policy calling for significant future reductions in ·the levels of 
faculty staffing at the University in addition to the reduction of 100 
faculty positions already hi. this year's budget. 

Apparently, the Department of Finance has developed some data 
that show the faculty is working well below the "historic standard of 
nine hours of classroom instruction," and that a return to this stand­
ard would allow large increases in enrollment to be accommodated with 
significant reductions in faculty. As of this writing the Department of 
Finance could not provide us the data necessary to evaluate this con­
clusion. 

We are unaware of any" historic standard" used to measure faculty 
productivity at the University, particularly one that limits itself to 
classroom instruction as opposed to total teaching hours. We can find 
no record for the past 10 years of such a standard being used in the 
Governor's Budget for evaluating the need for faculty. We believe the 
Department of Finance should clarify its intent to the Legislature and 
provide the basis for this budgeting standard. 
Faculty Contact with Students 

For the past few years we have presented data on faculty contact 
hours as a basis for measuring the trends. of faculty productivity. Al­
though faculty contact is only one of several measures of workload, it 
is a significant one. Faculty contact hours ale 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 sinc~ 1962 for each individual campus. These data were 
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compiled from the schedule of ela~e~ which provided accurate in­
formation on regularly scheduled cOUrses but required an estimated 
factor to compute contact hours for graduate students enrolled in tu­
torial courses for credit. 11\ our 1970-71 Analysis ,\,e showed this in­
formation for 1965, 1966 and 1967 at the five lal'gest ca!llpuses for 
both faculty regular ranks and irregular ra11ks. This information for 
1965 through 1969 is shown in Table 10. 

Tabl, 1q 
Ave~ag8 Number of Fac14lty Co~tact Hours I per Week 

f~II-Tim. Faculty: Fal11965 to Fall 1969 

Percent distribution faculty time hours 
Five general'.! Oontact Full-time Average Le88 than 15 & 

campuses hom's facult1l hr/wk 3 3-6 6-9 9-12 12-1. over 
Regular ranks 

1965 ______ 24,708.4 2,721 9.08 4% 18% q6% 20% 10% 12% 
1966 ______ 24,428.8 2,844 8.59 6% 24% 32% 1"% 8% 11% 
1967 ______ 25,314.2 2,891 8.76 5% 24% 82% 18% 9% 12% 
1968 ______ 25,074.& 3,098 8.09 8% 27% 83% 15% 7% 10% 
1969 ______ 26,978.~ 3,158 8.54 9% 270/. 30% 16% 8% 10% 

Irregular Ranks 
1965 ______ 5,530k 491 11.26 2% 11% 23% 23% 21% 20% 
1966 ______ 5,755.2 534 10.78 4% 15% 22% 20% 20% 19% 1967 ______ 5,393.7 548 9.84 8% 19% 25% 19% 15% 19% 
1968 ______ 5,814.0 544 10.69 4% 18% 27%. 18% 16% 22% 
1969 ______ 6,914.7 568 12.17 6% 18% 21% 15% 16% 29% 

Totals-All Ranks 
1965 ______ 80,288.8 8,212 9.41 
1966 ______ 80,184.0 3,378 8.94 
1961' ______ 30,107.~ 8,439 8.93 
1968 ______ 30,888.8 8,642 8.48 
1969 ______ 88,898.2 3,726 9.10 

1 Faculty eontrat hours are de8ned here by addlng together the hours per week spent in organized classes and 
hours per week spent supervisIng individual graduate students enrolled in tutorial courses ·for credit. 

~ Berkeley, Los Angeles, Davis, Santa Barbara and Riverside. Veterinary m~d~plne at Dasis is included. 

Comparing these data with the student-faculty ratios for the same 
years, we concluded that when the student-faculty ratios were rela­
tively stable the faculty contact hours with students decreased. Con­
versely, when the student-faculty ratio was increased substantially, 
then the contact hours stabilized. On the basis that contact with stu­
dents should have high priority on faculty time, we suggested that a 
substantial increase in the student-faculty ratio was justified to keep 
contact hours from declining. Table 11 makes these' comparisons for 
the five general campuses. 

Table 11 
Comparison af Student-Faculty Ratio to Faculty Oontact Hours 

1966 ___________________ _ 
1967 ___________________ _ 
1968 ___________________ _ 
1969 ___________________ _ 
1970 (estimated) ________ _ 
1971 (proposed) ________ _ 

Five General Camp",",. 
Student-

faculty raUo 
14.9 
16.0 
15.7 
16.2 
16.5 
17.3 
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Faculty contact hourI 
Regular 1·afl.k" All ranks 

8.59 8.94 
8.76 8.93 
8.09 8.48 
8.54 9.10 
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The 1969 data show a significant increase in faculty contact hours 
for the first time since data were collected in 1962. It also appears 
that the increases in the student faculty ratios in the past few years 
have been a major contributor to this upturn. 

We assume that faculty contact with students declined in the past 
because there was a surplus of faculty positions in the ratio. Our 
position has been that the student faculty ratio should be increased 
to keep faculty contact with students from declining. With the evi­
dence that contact hours has finally increased indicating that the sur- . 
plus of faculty has been substantially rednced, we believe that a inore 
moderate increase in the ratio than the one proposed in the budget 
will result in a substantial increase in contact hours. 

Our recommendation r~places the reduction of 100 faculty positions 
and requires the currently authorized faculty to absorb the workload 
related to a 4 percent increase in students and raises the student­
faculty ratio from 16.48 to 17)1. 
Teaching Assistants 

The budget includes 1,648.teaching assistants in 1970-71 and no 
increase is proposed in 1971-72. The workload need for teaching assist­
ants is evaluated on the basis of the relationship of positions to under­
graduate students. In the 1970-71 approved budget the ratio of teach­
ing assistants to undergraduate students is 1 to 42.68. 

The six-year trend of the budgeted undergraduate student-teaching 
assistant ratio is: 

1966-67 __________________________________ 1 to 41.33 
1967-68 ____________ ~ _____________________ 1 to 40.92 
1968-69__________________________________ 1 to 40.84 
1969-70 __________________________________ 1 to 40.83 
1970-71-_______________ . _________________ 1 to 42.68 
1971-72 _______ " __________________________ 1 to 44.53 

To maintain this same ratio in 1971-72 an additional 85 positions at 
a cost of $578,000 would be required. The regents' request was for 
120.5 positions or $831,000 which would have lowered the ratio to the 
1969-70 level. 

Between 1962 and 1968 the percentage of faculty contact hours de­
voted to lower division instruction declined from 24.6 to 18.1. There 
was a corresponding increase in time related to graduate instruction 
during this same period. It may be assumed that this results in a 
reduction in the quality of undergraduate instruction. Part of this 
trend may have been encouraged by the extensive use 'of teaching as­
sistants for undergraduate instruction which permits the regular fac­
ulty to devote more. of its time to graduate instruction or research. To 
discourage continuation of this trend, we believe the proposed increase 
in the undergraduate teaching assistant ratio is reasonable. 
FacultywRelated Support 

We recommend an altgmentation of $1,921,000 to "est01'e the P"oposed 
red,wtion. In the various academic departments there are numerous 
supporting costs such as administrative, technical and clerical positions 
along with related office, classroom and laboratory supplies and equip-
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ment. Historically these items 'were merged into a single grouping for 
budget purposes and measured on the .basis of dollars per faculty posi­
tions to determine workload needs. 

The budgeted academic support funds are shown in Table 12. A]" 
jl:1\ough the overall rate drops by $251, the table shows that expected 
allocations in 1971-72 xesult in considerable variation to the campus 
rate. 

Table 12 
Budgeted In,structional Suppo.rt Funds per FJ'E Fa.cul:t,Y 1 

1970-71 1971-72 
Berkeley _____________________________ _ 

$8,538 $8,270 
Davls ________________________________ _ 8,275 7,777 
Irvine _______________________________ _ 9,538 8,374 
Los Angeles __________________________ _ 7,535 7,371 
Riverside _____________________________ _ 7,594 7,350 
San Diego 

General Campus ____________________ _ 8,607 7,921> 
Marine Sciences __________ ,.-__________ _ 8,443 7,883 

Santa Barbara ______________ -'":" ________ _ 6,274 6,621 
Santa Cruz ----r----------------------- 7,509 7,259 

Total, all campuses _________________ _ $7,015 $7,664 
1 Variance in campus rates relates to dIlTerences In campus programs and size. 

Oha.nge 

$-268 
-498 

-1,164 
-164 
-244 

-682 
-560 

347 
-200 

$-251 

The proposed budget reduced general funds for this purpose $1,921,-
000 below the 1970-71 authorized level. This reduction is partially re" 
lated to the proposal to eliminate 100 faculty positions. Our recom­
mendation would restore the reduction of $1,921,000 to allow the 
1970-71 authorized level of support. This will require the workload in­
crease of 4 percent to be absorbed. 
Health Sciences 

The budget provides an increase of $983,259 for health sciences in­
struction including the addition of a net of 18.9 FTE faculty positions. 
Medicine receives an additional 20 positions and dentistry 11, with an 
pffsetting reduction of 19 in the other disciplines. The estimated enroll­
ment increases for each health sciences school are compared to the 
changes in FTE faculty iu Table 13 with comments describing the 
primary reason for the enrollment change. 

Table 13 
Summary of Enrollment Increases to New Faculty Positions 

1971-72 

Dentwtry ___________ _ 
Medicine ___________ _ 
Nursing ____________ _ 
Optometry __________ _ 
Pharmacy __________ _ 
Public health _______ _ 
Veterinary medicine ___ _ 
Other ______________ _ 

Totals _____________ _ 

Health Sciences 
N umhC/· of 

neto faculty 
11.20 
19.99 

-3.25 
-.55 
-.21 

-3.!f2 
-.3~ 

-4.95 

18.90 

Hea·dcount 
enrollment Oomment8 

42 32 graduate professionals 
535 See Table 14 
18 All 'B.S. Curriculum, S.F. 
21 15 fourth year 

6 All Pharmacy D. Curriculum 
-15 Eliminate B.S. Curriculum, L.A. 

11 6 interns, 5 second year 
54 Graduate academics 

672 
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Resident tuition for professional students in medicine, dentistry and 
pharmacy will be eliminated. Nonstate· income from the faculty com­
pensation plans will increase significantly in 1971-72 as a result of 
larger percentage contributions to the additional cost of the strict full­
time salary plans at the Davis and San Diego medical schools. The addi­
tional cost of the strict full-time plans at these schools will be funded 
entirely from nonstate sources in 1972:-73, the fifth year after the initial 
classes of medical students were accepted.· This is in accordance with 
the original agreement to provide a state subsidy to these salary plans 
only for the first five years. Although there is a net . reduction in Gen­
eral Fund support to the health sciences this is more than offset by in-
creased restricted fund income. . 

In general, faculty ratios are increased in all disciplines by 5.7 per­
cent and the level of academic support is reduced by 5 percent. Be­
cause the health sciences budgets have not shared in the previous year's 
budget reductions to the same degree as have the general campuses, we 
believe these adjustments can be absorbed without major problems. 
Medical Schools 

Table 14 displays the 1971-72 enrollments at the medical schools. For 
medical curriculum students a total of 1,781 is estimated for an in­
crease of 204. Interns and residents will increase by 321 to a total of 
2,264. Graduate academic and paramedical enrollments are virtually 
stabilized with an increase of only 10 students. 

Table 14 
Medical School Enrollments 

1971-72 
Lo, San San 

Davis b'vine Angeles Diego F"ancisco Total 
M.D. Curriculum 

1st year ___________ 100 63 133 56 140 492 
2nd year ___________ 52 62 130 56 134 434 
ard year ___________ 53 63 128 54 138 436 
4th year ___________ 49 62 127 49 132 419 

Total ----------- 254 250 518 21{i 544 1,781 

Interns and residents _ 220 342 890 222 590 2,264 
Graduate academic ____ 24 5 185 54 125 393 
J?'aramedical --------- 64 64 

Total _____________ 498 597 1,593 491 1,323 4,512 

Enrollment in the medical curriculum at Davis increases by 106 stu­
dents but this does not generate a proportional increase in facnlty. Half 
of the increase results from the third-year class m(}ving into the fourth 
year but faculty for this purpose was provided in last year's budget. 
The other half of the increase results from doubling the first-y·ear class 
to 100 students. This is to be accomplished with a five-year National 
Institute of Health grant of $5,186,000. 

Other increases to the medical curriculum occur with the initial 
fourth-year class at San Dieg(} and the increase of 13 students to the 
fourth-year class at Los Angeles resulting from previous expansion. 
These too were funded in prior years. 
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The five medical schools will enroll 321 additional interns and resi­
dents for a total of 2,264 in 1971-72, an increase of 16.5 percent. 

Of the requested increase, $477,000 will be required to pay a portion 
of the stipend costs of additional interns and. residents required at.the 
UCLA hospital and at the University hospital of San Diego County. 
The $304,000 balance is required to fund the total stipend costs of 32 
additional residents at the Sacramento Medical Center and the Orange, 
County Medical Center. These county hospitals. will continue to serve 
as the primary teaching facilities for the medical schools at Davis and· 
Irvine until the campus hospitals are completed. The teaching pro­
grams of these schools require a larger. number of resident positions 
than the counties are willing to provide for the care of county patients. 

The budget also continues funding of the Psychiatric Instruction 
Program which was initiated in the 1970 Budget. An amount of $150,-. 
000 is appropriated in Item 283 for this purpose. 

Ten-~Year Health Sciences Plan 
In response to legislative direction from the COliference Committee 

on the 1968 Budget" Bill, the University undertook a 10-year academic, 
physical and fiscal plan for all University medical and health sciences 
schools. After the submission of several progress reports the final report 
was submitted to the Legislature on November 25, 1970. 

In summary, the plan projects doubling the state-funded operating. 
budget in 10 years (without allowance for infiation). State support, 
including that for teaching hospitals, would grow from $55 million -to 
appro"imately $115 million per year. The report states that the Uni­
versity recognizes that over the coming decade major federal and state 
health programs may reduce the University's re'l.Uirements for clinical 

. teaching support funds and commit the University to attempting to· 
reduce this category of e"penditures as circumstances permit. 

The plan foresees a total capital outlay requirement of $485 million, 
based on current construction costs. Allowing for cost escalation over 
the decade of the plan, the total capital outlay requirement would 
e"ceed $641 million. It is e"pected that no more than 60 percent of this 
can be funded from nonstate sources, leaving a snbstantial amount for. 
state financing. Furthermore, implementation of the plan· is heavily 
dependent upon federal financing and upon success in funding a major 
portion of the cost of clinical facilities from future patient income. 

Some of the specific recommendations in the plan are as follows:. 
1. Double the output of dental professionals at or above the doctoral 

level. . 
2. Admit 1,000 M.D. students annually by 1980, a 133-percent in­

creaSe over the present level. 
3. Double the present enrollment of interns and residents for a total 

of nearly 4,000 by 1980. 
4. Continue to strengthen training program for teacher-investigators. 

·5. Increase the graduate nursing enrollment 110 percent as part of 
plan to make nursing programs an integral part of each University 
health sciences campus having a medical school. 

6. Expand the total enrollment in optometry from 198 to nearly 300. 
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7. Increase the number of Doctor of Pharmacy graduates to about 
120 per year by 1980. 

8. Double efforts to educate and train students in health care admin· 
istration, environmental health planning, and other public health fields .. 

9. Undertake feasibility and planning studies concerning possibility 
of developing a second school of veterinary medicine, after assuring 
full development of the existing School of Veterinary Medicine at Davis 
with an increase of its entering class size from 83 to at least 128. . 

10. Take a lead in developing new categories and uses of health 
workers below the doctoral level. By 1975 an estimated 500 persons 
will have been graduated in these new categories. 

n . .continue to take lead in training teachers for other health 
professional fields, with emphasis on development of clinical training 
programs at University and affiliated hospitals. Programs to educate 
personnel at and below the baccalaureate level in such fields should 
continue to be concentrated at community and state colleges. 

The enrollment estimates anticipate a new school of dentistry with 
its first class in 1976-77, a new school of medicine with its first class 
in 1975-76, and three new nursing schools. Nursing schools at Davis 
and .Irvine are planned for an opening class in 1974-75 and a fifth 
school planned to 'open in 1976-77. 

We have, in the past, noted that from a financial standpoint the state 
is finding it increasingly difficult to meet the master plan commitment 
of providing higher education to all qualified students. Although there 
is an indication that the enrollment pressure will ease during the next 
several years, the demands on state revenues in other areas of state 
services are likely to continue the imbalance between current expendi­
ture needs and existing tax revenues. For this reason state tax revenues 
may not be available as an alternate course to continue the health 
science program at the level contemplated in the lO-year plan. 

The plan generally projects programs and costs using historic or 
current standards and no significant alternatives have been presented 
for reducing total costs of these programs. The plan appears to say 
that if the state desires to double the output of health sciences personnel 
it must double expenditures. We do not believe that this is the only 
alternative available to the state. We have, in the past, suggested pos­
sible. areaS of potential cost savings to these programs some of which 
should be considered by the University such as: 

1. Better utilization of existing resources. Physical plants and staff 
resources are both extremely costly in medical schools compared to other 
disciplines and this should create an ever greater incentive for fuller 
utilization of these resources. An example of this can be found at Davis. 
The medical school is presently in surge-type buildings with a class of 
51 students. Davis will expand the class to 100 students with a five­
year National Institute of Health grant of $5,186,000. This expansion 
will be accomplished with a relatively small increase in space by re­
structuring the curriculum schedule to allow greater use of existing 
facilities and resources. This type of concept could be used by other 
schools. 
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Accelerated curricula similar in concept to 'y~ar-round operatioll 
programs would provide greater utilization of 'resources and further 
increase the supply of physicians. These should be explored by the 
University. 

2. Medical research. If we expand the medical doctor curricula it 
may not be necessary to increase faculty effort and eXPenditures for 
medical research at the same proportionate rate. The duplication of 
the same high cost research facilities at each new medical school ds 
expensive and does not ,necessarily relate to the need for new doctor~. 

3. Private schools. The expenditure of state funds for training 
medical doctors need not ,be limited to the University of California 
program. One alternative that might he considered would be a program 
where the state would contract with those' private' institutions which 
have excess capacity or the ability to increase capacity. The goal of 
this type of program would be to optimize resources of the entire higher 
education system rather than a particular segment. 

4. Nursing schools. The plan anticipates three new schools of nurs­
ing with the primary role of producing graduates to serve as teachers. 
From a cost standpoint we have difficulty endorsing a proposal to have 
five small schools as opposed to two larger ones with the resulting 
economies of scale. Because the state colleges have been expanding 
graduate programs in this area, the University may be planning 
:expansion beyond need. ' 

All segments of higher education have a role in nursing education. 
Decisions to expand enrollments, and facilities in nursing should be 
evaluated as a total system and not on an individual segment basis. 
From a cost-benefit standpoint it may be more feasible to expand the 
community college and state college programs rather than the Uni­
versity programs. 

It should be noted that the implementation of most of the new', 
programs in the plan will be presented in the capital outlay budgets. 
For this reason these should be carefully evaluated regardless of the 
fact that state appropriation may not be required because of the I 
regents' use of educational fee income for the capital program. 

,Functional Description 2. SUMMER SESSION 

The Master Plan recommended that every public higher education 
institution that is able to offer academic programs in the summer' 
months do so to make full use -of the state's higher education physical 
facilities. Summer sessions will be operated on all of the University 
campuses in 1971-72. This budget category is reported to contain all 
the expenditures associated with these summer programs. 

proposed Budget Ohange 
19"/0-"11 19"11-72 Increase Percent 

$4,361,429 $4,836,669 $475,240 10.9% 

A workload increase of $475,240 will be provided from student fees, 
Table 15 shows the actual summer headcount enrollments for 1965-66 ' 

through 1970-71. These enrollments have been adjusted to offset the 
,effect of double counting. 
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Table 15 

Summer Session Enrollment 
1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 
Aotual Actua~ A.ctual 

Berkeley __________ ~_____ 9,225 300 777 
Irvine __________________ 87 472 249 
Davis ___________________ 1,005 1,140 1,257 
Los Angeles _____________ 10,211 7,382 2,907 
Riverside ________________ 633 704 792 
San Diego _______________ _ 
San Francisco ____ -'______ 977 
Santa Barbara ___________ 1,812 
Santa Cruz ____________ _ 

~otal _________________ 23,950 

Percent _________________ +10.3 

955 
1,912 

227 

13,092 

-45.3 

950 
2,032 

108 

9,072 

-80.7 
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1969-70 1970-71 
A.otual Actual 

784 7,636 
509 781 

1,650 1,648 
1,592 7,666 
1,008 1,058 

118 
1,107 947 
2.084 2,012 

399 645 

9,133 22,511 

+0.7 +146.5 

The gross headcount enrollment of the 1970 Summer Session was 
approximately 28,000 students. Removal of dual-session enrollments 
reduced the gross enrollment total to approximately 22,000 students, of 
whom about 15,000 were regular University students. The remaining 
7,000 students were either certificated personnel, or in good standing 
at other institutions. The gross enrollment was approximately 12 per­
cent short of budgeted levels, with the Berkeley and Los Angeles 
compuses accounting for 85 percent of the enrollment shortfall. En­
rollment on most of the. smaller campuses incteased slightly from 
last year, but not as much as had been expected. Several factors con­
tributed to these results. Planning got a late start at the Berkeley 
and Los Angeles campuses because of the changeover from a summer 
quarter to a summer session program, and this difficulty resulted in 
turn in unfavorable timing of publicity about the summer session 
programs. Summer session enrollments were down some 6 to 8 percent 
across the country, however, and this has been widely attributed in 
part to the aftermath of the events of last spring. 
Special Legislative Report 

The supplemental report of the Conference Committee on the Budget 
Bill directed the University to report on its decision to terminate sum­
mer quarter operations and to present an alternative proposal that will 
meet the same objectives of tl:\e .summer quarter program. Specifically 
the alternative was to be directed towards regularly enrolled students 
or students who qualify for enrollment under current admission 
standards (page 861). 

In response to this request the University submitted a progress re_ 
port identifying the .,alternative programs that are currently under 
study by a special University task force. The task force will explore 
the full range of possible summer programs and financial means of 
support and will weigh the costs and benefits of each alternative. The 
focus of investigation will be the question of how much each alternative 
adds to the benefits derived from and the costs of existing summer 
sessions. 

920 



Items 282-286 Higher Education 

Last year the Legislature reaffirmed its approval of the us~ of 
.summer quarter operations .and at the January 1971 meeting the 
regents endorsed the concept of ·year-round operations. According to 

.the report some recommendations for alternatives will be submitted in 
time for implementation beginning 'in the summer of 1972. 

The report states that the task force. w'ill ,incorporate the recom­
mendations of the University Growth Pjan Review Task Force in its 
deliberations. The Growth Plan 'is concerned with revision of long­
.range enrollment estimates made in 1965 which predicted a total en­
rollment of 250,000 by 1985. If these are significantly revised down­
ward, as has been reported in the press, then the use of year-rouud 
operation to accommodate the increasing enrolhnents may not be the 
principal objective of the program. Even if this may be the 'case, the 
summer quarter concept should not be disregarded at the campuses 
where student demand exceeds enrollment ceilings. At those campuses 
,summer operations might be a' more appropriate solution than redi­
rection. 

3. TEACHING HOSPITALS AND CLINICS 
Functional Descriptio": 

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 instruc­
tion in the practice of medicine. In addition to the instructional aspects, 
each of these hospitals provides a public service benefit to the com­
munity in which it is located. 
Proposed Budget 

1970-71 
$86,048,695 

1971-72 
$95,569,615 

Increase 
$9,520,920 

Ohange 
Percent 
11.10/0 

The proposed increase of $9,520,920 is composed of $1,091,729 in 
General Funds while the remaining $8,429,191 represents increased 
patient care costs funded from charges for service. 

The General Fund will provide for an increase of $692,000 to the 
patient subsidy at the University teaching hospitals and $200,000 each 
for teaching patie~t care at Sacramento and Orange County hospitals. 
Teaching Hospital Subsidy 

For the three University hospitals the state subsidy will increase by 
$692,000. 

A traditional simplistic measurement used as an indicator of work­
load needs 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 five-year trend of a declining percentage. In 1971-72 the percentage 
.of state subsidy to the total operating budget is 12.7 percent compared 
to 13.3 percent in 1970-71. 
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Also shown on Table 16 is the departmental patient days per clinical 
stndent. Although there has been a substantial decline siuce 1961-62 
the budget does provide for Ii slight increase. 

Table 16 
Human Medicine Teaching Hospitals 

(San Francisco, Los Angeles and San Diego) 
Five- Year Trend in Subsidy Usage Departmental 

Total Percent of patient days 
operating subsidy to per clinical 

budget Subsidy total budget student 
1967-68 _______________ $44,589,354 $8,859,980 19.1 % 357 
1968-69 _______________ 54,403,014 8,628,022 15.9 344 
1969-70 _______________ 68,553,094 11,098,000 16.2 288 
1970-71 (estimated) ____ 86,048,695 11,432,000 13.3 263 . 
1971-72 (p"oposed) ____ 95,569,615 12,124,000 12.7 267 

Workload data printed in the Governor's Eudget indicates that there 
will be an increase in departmental patient -days from 267,639 to 
317,294 and that the state snpport as a percent ~f departmental patient 
charges will remain stabilized at about 19 percent. 

4. ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES-OTHER 
Functional Description 

This function iucludes activities organized and operated in connec­
tion with educational departments and conducted primarily as neces­
sary adjuucts to the work of these departments. General purpose funds 
are primarily used in five areas: (1) elementary schools, (2) vivariums 
which provide maintenance and care of animals necessary for teaching 
-and research in the biological and health sciences, (3) medical testing 
laboratories and clinics which provide diagnosis for patient care, (4) 
art, music, and drama activity including an ethnic collection at UOLA 
and (5) the dental clinic subsidy. -

Proposed Budget 

1970-71 
$7,048,012 

1971-72 
$7,552.651 

Amount 
$504,639 

Change 
Pel'cent 

7.1% 

Of the increa~e, $155,694 is related to state funding while the re­
maining $348,945 is in University funds. State-supported activities and 
the amount of state funds included in the 1970-71 budget are: 

1970-71 Ohange 1971-72 
University elementary school _____________ _ $415,158 $415,158 
Education field service center _____________ _ 28,262 28,262 
N~ur~psychiatric institute school _________ _ 
Vlvarla ________________________________ _ 

2,240 2,240 
393,126 393,126 

Arboretum _____________________________ _ 
Medical support laboratories ______ " _______ _ 

27,741 27,741 
147,679 147,679 

l!"'acility for advanced instrumentation _____ _ 50,557 50,557 
Dental clinic subsidy _____________________ _ 462,625 $219,251 6S1,S76 
Art galleries and collections ______________ _ 172,582 172,582 

'Other __________________________________ _ -2,664 -2,664 
Less unallocated l'eduction (+8 percent) __ -63,557 -63,557 

Total State Funds Budgeted __________ $1,697,306 $155,694 $1,853,000 
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'({.o.rkJ.9.ad Indicatora 
Workioad formulas have not been developed for projecting needs of 

a~tivities included in this function. In the past, workload increases for. 
these items have been reviewed on an individual basis. . . . 

tncrease Subl!l;idy for Dental Clin.ic.. . . 

. A budget 'increase of $'i119,251 is proposed to be used for an increas~ 
to. the subsidy for dental patients at the dental clinics at Los Angeles. 
and San FraJ;l,cisco. This represents the full request in the regents' 
budget. Of this amount about $176,000 will go to Los Angeles and 
$43,000 to San Francisco. This will assist in obtaining an adequate 
number of teaching patients for the increased clinical enrollment of 34 
students or 9.7 percent. 
Unallocated Reduction· 

W ~ recommend special review of the unallocated budget reduction 
of $63,557. For those organized activities at the general campuses the 
.budget proposes an 8-percent reduction from the $828,000 level of state 
support in. 1970-71. This amounts to $63,557. The University has beeI\ 
unable to inform us as to where these budget reductions will be made 
until the chancellors of each campus have an opportunity to determine 
how this would be allocated. Until we have this information we are 
unable to recommend eiiher approval or disapproval of the proposed 
reduction. 
\jniversity Elementary Schools-Special Report 

In the Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference fOIl 
the 1970-71 Budget Bill it was stated: 

"That the Legislative Analyst and the Department of Finance 
study the elementary laboratory schools of the University and 
report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 15, 
1970. " 

The requested study was intended to evaluate the University elemen­
tary schools to determine if conditions were the same as those in the 
state college on-campus laboratory schools which were the subject of 
criticism in our 1970-71 Analysis &{ the Budget Bill. In that report 
we noted the state college schools had a high percentage of faculty chil­
dren in the enrollments with few or no disadvantaged children. The 
selection of students appeared to be through family initiative rather 
than developing a student body mix necessary for research and demon­
stration. In addition, there was a high ratio of students to state-sup-
ported staff and there were no significant research findings. . 

Our review indicated that t4e university has made an effort to pro­
vide a balance in the enrollment mix so that a representative sample of 
disadvantaged students is obtained. In addition, there is no significant 
percentage of faculty children in the enr.ollments. Other cdticisms made 
for the state colleg~s appear to apply to lesser degree at the University 
elementary schools. . 

For these reasons we recommend that budgetary support continue at 
the two schools. 
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We recommend that the University 'estabUsh a formal system fO?' 
identifying and evalMting the specific research projects conducted at 
the Uwiversity elementary schools d''''ing 1971-72 including regula" 
reportirwon the accomplishments of each project. A report contaiwing 
the elements of this system should be submitted to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Oommittee by November 1, 1971. AIthough research and demon­
stration are the primary purposes for existence of the school, evaluation 
of this output is difficult. There are no significant funds budgeted for 
research or the dissemination of the results of such research. 

The University notes that examples of the types of activity at the 
school include developing and using as a model such public education 
programs and practices as nongrading, team teaching and individual­
ized instruction. Curricular innovations such as linguistics, foreign 
language instruction, science programs and' early childhood education 
have also been developed and demonstrated.· 

We could find no tangible evidence or data necessary to identify or 
evaluate this research mission. Our recommendation would provide for 
this identification and hopefully an evaluation of the results. 

5. ORGANIZED RESEARCH 
Functional Description 

State-supported activity included in the Governor's Budget under 
this function consists primarily of support for institutes and bureaus, 
facuIty research grants and travel to professional meetings and research 
in agriculture, forestry and veterinary medicine. The largest portion 
of the organized research budget ($152.6 million) which is received 
from private individuals, agencies, and the federal government is ex­
cluded from the support budget. State support is used primarily to 
meet the matching requirements of the federal government and provide 
for the administrative functions of organized research units. The ratio 
of general purpose funds to restricted purpose funds is about 1 to 4. 

Proposed Budget Ohange 
19,,/0-"11 1971-12 Amolmt Percent 

, $43,960,187 $41,034,936 $-2,925,251 --{l.7% 

The 1971-72 proposed budget includes approximately $34.7 million 
in state funds or a reduction of about $3 million from 1970-71. 

The 1970-71 and 1971-72 budgets for organized research are shown 
in Table 17 with the related changes. For information purposes the 
nonbudgeted funds for organized research are shown at the bottom 
of the table. . 

We recommend a special review of thi,s item. Tbe rcduction of $2,957,-
000 was an arbitrary 8-percent cut which has been allocated only to 
the broad categories ,listed in .Table 17. We requested from the Univer­
sity an explanation of how this reduction would be{ allocated and 
whether reductions would be taken in selected programs or allocated 
equally. At the time of the writing of this analysis, a determination 
had not been made by the University. 
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Table 17 
Organized Research 

General CUlllpU!;el:l 
Research grunts _________________ _ 
Research travel __________________ _ 

I Institutes and bureaus ____________ _ 
Agriculture, fOl'estry ___ i.'::..::.: ____ :...._....:_, 

1910-71" 
$2,208,203 

358,705 
14,861,834 
23,359,848 

Totals, General Campuses ________ $40,788,590 

Health Sciences 
Research grants __________________ _ 
Research travel __________________ _ 
Institutes and bureaus ____________ _ 

Totals, Health Sciences _________ _ 

Totals, Organized Research _________ _ 
. General purpose funds ____________ _ 

Restricted purpose funds __________ _ 

Nonbl1dgeted Funds 

$241,227 
50,049 

2,880,321 

$3,171,597 

$43,960,187 
37,726,923 

6,233,264 

Restricted funds __________________ ($145,010,806) 
Labol'utories-AEC ________________ ($292,088,000) 

Higher Education, 

1971-12 
$2,168,703 

351,705 
13,835,320 
21,659,890 

Ohange 
$-39,500 

-7,000 
-1,026,514 
-1,699,958 

$38,015,618 $-2,772,972 

$222,0,.3 
46,075 

2,751,170 

. $3,019,318 

$-1~,154 
---3,974 

-129,151 

$-152,279 

$41,034,936 $-2,925,251 
34,769,600 -2,957,323 
6,265,336 32,072 

($152,556,381) ($7,545,575) 
($292,088,000) ($ ______ ) 

The narrative in the budget describes the reduction in research 
grants and travel as related to the reduction in faculty but this is not 
consistent because these same funds in health sciences are reduced with 
the increase of 18.9 health sciences faculty. The $1.7 million reduction 
in agriculture is described as displacing 111 FTE positions. The budget 
narrative further states that "The remaining reductions would most 
severely affect quality programs at Berkeley, Los Angeles, and other 
locations in such areas as air pollution, water quality and supply, 
earthquake prediction and geophysics, traffic and transportation, gov­
ernment and urban affairs, business, industrial relations, human be­
havior, cancer, viruses, marine sciences and astronomy, where most of 
the existing General Fund support is budgeted." 

We do not believe the Legislature can make appropriate budget deci­
sions regarding the organized research function without an indication 
of the specific "quality programs" that will be "severely" affected. 
On this basis we are recommending special review pending determina-. 
tion by the University of where these reductions will be made. 
Budget Proposes Future Reallocation of Saving~ 

We "ecommend the University be di"ected to cont"ol1971-72 expendi­
t"res in conformity with the b"dget as approved by the Legislat",·e. 
The budget narrative has the following statement: "If it becomes possi­
ble for the University to offset the reduction from current state fund­
ing by changes in its internal priorities, a reallocation of its other re­
sources to research on the environment, transportation, oceanography 
and health problems, can moderate the impact." 

This statement reflects a substantial change in policy. The budget 
represents a fiscal plan that is presented to the Legislature as justifica­
tion for funding of specific program levels: Once approved by the 
Legislature, substantial deviation from that plan should not be made 
withont some form of prior approval. Although the Universi1;y has a 
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considerable amount of fiscal fiexibility when compared to other state 
agencies, it has on a policy basis substantially conformed to the fiscal 
plan approved by the IJegislature. In the past, reallocation of savings 
has been used primarily for unforeseen emergencies, contingencies or 
other expenditure needs that were unanticipated at the time the budget 
was prepared. 

If it is the intent of this new policy to allow substantial savings 
made in one budget function to be transferred to augment another 
function beyond the level approved 'by the Legislature, then we would 
oppose such a policy change. 
Special Appropriations for Research 

Included in the totals for organized research are three special reo 
search programs separately appropriated in the Budget BilL Item 284 
appropriates $334,900 for research in the c,onversion of sea water and 
brackish water to fresh water, and Item 285 appropriates $92,000 for 
research in dermatology. Item 286 appropriates $100,000 from the 
California Water Fund to support a research program in mosquito 
controL 

The appropriations from the General Fund for Sea Water conver· 
sion and dermatology rese'arch have been reduced by 8 percent from 
the 1970-71 leveL The seawater conversion program is reduced by 
$26,800 and dermatology has been reduced by $8,000. No reduction was 
applied to the mosquito research program because it is appropriated 
from a special state fund. ' 

All of these items are lump.sum appropriations that have remained 
constant for several years without being adjusted to program needs, 
price increases, salary levels, etc. For this reason these are considered 
to be subsidy.type appropriations, the amount of which may be deter· 
mined on the basis of availability of resources. 

Functional Description 6. LIBRARI,ES 

Support for the current operations 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 principai 
objective is to support adequately the academic programs of the Uni· 
versity. Access to scholarly books, manuscripts and other documents 
is an integral part of UniversIty teaching and research. 

Proposed Budget 
1970-71 ' 

$26,798,373 
1971-7~ 

, $26,040,746 
Amount 

$-757,627 

Ohange 
Percent 

2.9% 

.The 1971-72 decrease of $757,627 is proposed entirely from the Gen· 
eral Fund and is a 2.9·percent reduction compared to a 4.3·percent in· 
crease in total FTE enrollment. The reduction is related to a lower' 
level of new book and periodicals acquisitions than has been previously 
authorized. The allocation of this reduction to the library allotments is 
as follows: ' , 
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/970-7/ 
Booll:s-Periodicnls ____________________ $7,273,197 
Binding costs ______________________ 1,454,395 
Acquisition ttUO processing ____________ 9,511,251 
Reference and circulation _____________ 8,219,454 
Library automation _________________ 340,076 

·Total _________________ "~~::~_:: ____ $26,798,373 

1971-72 . 
$7,122,322 
1,423,752 
8,935,142 
8,219,454 

340,076 

$26,040,746 

Ohange 
$-150,875 

-30,643 
-576,109 

$-757,627 

FUllds budgeted ·for the purchase of books and periodicals total 
$7,122,322 for the nine campuses and is a reduction of $150,875 from 
the dollar amount authorized in 1970-71 for this purpose. Book acqui­
,sitions will be reduced ,by 33,940 volumes or 5.9 percent. 

Table 18 presents the six-year trend of volumes per student sillce 
1966-67 which shows a consistent increase per student. Although the 
level of volume acquisitions nave been reduced, this trend is continued 
in the 1971-72 budget and the volumes per student increases from 
1l0.7 in 1970-71 to 1ll.3. 

The increases in the volumes per student is not necessarily the result 
of prior budgets. Each year there are substantial volume additions to 
the University libraries from gifts and purchase of special collection" 
from endowments or other University funds. For this reason it is likely 
the actual volumes per student in 1971,-72 will exceed the amount 
shown in Table 18. 

Table 18 
Volumes per FTE Student 1967-68 through 1971-72 

FTE Total volumes 
em'ollment 1 in eolieotions 

1966-67' Actual __________________ 79,293 8,149,298 
1967-68 2 Actual __________________ 86,839 8,970,853 
1968-69' Actual c_________________ 90,352 9,828,273 
1969-70 8 Actual __________________ 98,508 10,567,312 
1970--71 Estimated ________________ 101,733 11,260,727 
1971-72 Proposed _________________ 106,059 11,801,816 
t Three-quarter average enrollments. 
2 Corrected \'olume count, 
:1 Prelimlnury volume COUllt. 

Volumes 
per student 

102.8 
103.3 
108.8 
107.3 
110.7 

'111.3 

The allocation of this reduction to the various campuses is shown 
in Table 19. Also included in this table is a comparison of the percentage 
'decrease in the budget to the percentage increase in enrollment for each 
campus. It should be noted that these reductions do not necessarily 

Table 19 
Libraries Comparison of Percents of Dollars to FTE Enrollment Increases 

19"/1-7'2 Increase 
1970-7/ Budget Amount Percent Enrollment 

Berkeley ------------ $5,450,799 $-142,818 -2.6% 
Dnl'is --------------- 3,602,814 -86,387 -2.4 11.8% 
Irvine -------------- 2,229,388 -58,897 -2.6 19.9 
Los Angeles --------- 5,022,156 -169,576 -2.9 -1.0 
Riverside. ____________ 1,750,524 -82,051 -4.7 11.2 
San Diego ___________ 2,712,346 -66,181 ~2.4 19.8 
San Francisco _______ 804,439 -24,747 -3.1 5.5 
'Santa Barbara _______ 3,143,168 -85,283 -2.7 -2.2 
Santa Cruz __________ 1,182,739 -41,687 -3.5 16.8 

----
Total ------------- $26,798,373 $-757,627 ~2.9'1'0 4.3% 
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correlate with the enrollment change. Th,!s is evident at Berkeley and 
Los Angeles where there is no enrollment increase. The University ex­
planation is that in a period of declining resources, the Berkeley and 
Los Angeles campuses must receive priority in comparison to the other 
campuses in order to preserve the quality of these two major research 
collections. The other campuses will have to rely further on inter­
library lending facilitated by the daily shuttle services in the northern 
and southern parts of the state. 

7 .•. UNIVERSITV EXTENSION 
Functi~nal 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 operat'es foul' 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, (c) 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, music, 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' 
popnlation areas whiCh provide opportunities for continuing adult 
education. Radio arid 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 Ohange 
19"/0-71 19'11-"12 Amount Percent 

$20,492,885 $22,060,268 $1,567,383 7.6 

The proposed budget for the University extension is $1,567,383 or 
7.6 percent more than the current year. 'rhere are no state General 
Funds appropriated for the extension function. It is a ,self-supported 
activity financed principally from student fees. 
-Enrollment 

Enrollments for University extension since 1963-64 along with the 
percentage increases each year are shown in Table 20. 

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 
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from the extension program and from tlwt point on enroliment growth 
has apparently stabilized. . 

Table 20 
University Extension En_rollment~ 

1963-64 Throt~h 1971-12 
~-. ' ... FTE 

8tudents 
14,500 
16,283 
18,881 
17,331 
17,231 
18,307 
19,317 
20,172 
21,313 

PeI'centages 
increase . 19G3-64 _________________________________________ _ 

19_65, ____________ ~ ____________________________ _ 
1965-66 _________________________________________ _ 
1966-67 ____________________ ~ ____________________ _ 
1967-68 ________________ ~ ________________________ _ 
1868-69 _________________________________________ _ 
1969-70 _________________________________________ _ 
1979-71 (estimated) _____________________________ _ 
1~71-72 (proposed) ______________________________ _ 

7.b. AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 
~l:Inctional Description 

12.2 
16,0 

-8.2 
-0.6 

6.2 
5.5 
4.4 
5.7 

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 fed­
eral requirements under the Smith-Lever Act and include instruction 
arid practical demonstration plus printing and distribution of informa, 
lion relating to agriculture and home economics. The purpose of Agri­
cultural Extension is to provide a connecting link between the research 
laboratories and the local problem in growing, harvesting and process­
ing agricultural products. 
Proposed Budget 

1970-71 
$10,628,639 

1971-72 
$9,963,800 

AmQUlIot 
$-664,839 

Ollange 
Percent 

-6.3% 

State support funds of $7,650,000 are budgeted in 1971-72, a reduc­
tion of $664,839 01' 8 percent from the 1970-71 authorized level. Agri­
~ultUl'al 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 

Table 21 
Agriculture Extension 1971-72 

Production capacity and efficiency _____________________________ _ 
Pl'otection of liyestock crops and forest _______________________ _ 
Marketing and distribution ___________________________________ _ 
Foreign markets and foreign agricultural de\'elollments ___________ _ 
Food and nutrition __________________________________ ..: _______ _ 
Health and safety ___________________________________________ _ 
Youth and ,family living _____________________________________ _ 
Oommunit,); development _____________________________________ _ 
Resource protection, envirollmental improvement _______________ _ 
Recreation, wildlife, natural beauty ___________________________ _ 

Agricultural Publications ____________________________________ _ 

1970-71 
Budget 

$5,203,374 
1,147,200 

512,143 
51,214 

419,957 
20,486 

2,048,572 
327,773 
256,072 
256,072 

385,77~ 

Total 1979-71 _____________________________________________ $10,628,639 
Less: Unallocated Reduction 1971-72 ___________________________ -664,839 

Total 1971-72 $9,963,800 
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technical field positions. Counties provide aud maintain farm advisors 
offices, including all clerical and support needs. 

Table 21 shows the individual programs and the budgeted levels for 
1970-71 in relation to the proposed level for 1971-72. 

We recommend specWl review of the "nallocated b"dget red"ction of 
$664,839. The decrease of $664,839 is an arbitrary reduction of 8 per· 
cent that has not been allocated to the individual program. The Uni· 
versity has informed us that the distribution of this reduction is 
presently under consideration. 

Because of the current shortage of resources, Agriculture Extension 
appears to be a lesser priority than other fiscal needs of the University 
and could appropriately be reduced, but we believe the specific program 
reductions should be identified. Until we have this information we a,e 
unable to provide a recommendation on this item. 

7.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 de· 
signed to be of interest to the campuses as well as to the surrounding 
communities. 

Proposed Budget Ohange 
19'10-'11 19"/1-12 Amount Percent 

$2,640,4116 $2,6116,216 $111,760 I 0.60/0 

The proposed budget increases $15,760 over 1970-71 and includes a 
$25,673 increase in restricted funds mostly student registration fee 
income. This is offset by a reduction in general funds of $9,913 leaving 
$118,000 in General Fund support. This reduction represents an arbi· 
trary 8 percent reduction that has not been allocated to a specific pro·. 
gram in the budget. Table 22 shows the budgeted expenditures by type 
of program and source of funding. 

Table 22 
Campus Public Service 1971-72 

By Fund Source University 
8ouroes 1971-72 

Arts, lectures and cO:Q.fel'ences _________ _ 
Public service--agriculture ___________ _ 
Professional publications _____________ _ 
Vocational education ________________ _ 
Museums and laboratories ____________ _ 
Community· service, other ____________ _ 

Less unallocated reduction ____________ _ 

Generat Fund 

70,200 

56,941 
722 

-9,913 

$1,S76,030 
Sll,ooo 
64,000 

1116,3116 
246,217 
110,613 

---
---

Tota! 
$1,S76,030 

SIl,Ooo 
134,2110 
1116,356 
303,111S 

. 111,3311 

-9,913 

Totals ______ ._.:.. ___________________ _ $l1S,OOO $2,1l3S,216 $2,656,216 
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Only two categories of expenditures include state funds. State funds 
of $56,941 are provided to operate the Scripps Aquarium Museum at 
San Diego. This· facility exhibits a sampling of living marine animals 
in 24 display tanks to an average annnal public attendance of 300,000 
to 330,000. Restricted fund support to the aquarium is not budgeted 
but usually averages between $10,000 and $15,000 annually. 

State subsidy is also provided to the two law reviews at Berkeley 
and Los Angeles and the California Management Review which is a 
joint publication of the Graduate Schools of Business Administration 

. at Berkeley, Los Angeles and Irvine. Total state subsidy of $70,250 
supplements subscription income of $64,000. The subscription rates for 
the law schools are $10 per year ($9 for students at Los Angeles) and. 
authors, law school faculty and review staff receive complimentary 
copies. 

We believe the reduction of $9,913 could be allocated to these pro­
fessional journals by appropriate increases in subscription rates and 
rednction in the numbers of complimentary copies to the faculty. 

S. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
Functional Description 

This budget function includes the responsibilities for both the Uni­
versitywide and campus administration. Universitywide personnel in­
clndes 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, 
personnel 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 Ol!ange 
19'10-"/1 19"11-"12 Amount Percent 

$25,035.709 $24,682.926 $-352,783 -1.4% 

The budget reduction is $364,043 from the General Fund and re­
stricted funds are increased by $11,260. This will delete about 50 
positions from administration. 
Problems of Workload Projection 

Because the budget is a plan of operation expressed in fiscal terms, 
increases in the budget should be clearly explained and the uses of 
these funds identified in advance of the appropriation. This has always 
been a problem in budgeting administration and other related functions 
that do not provide direct program output. The University administra­
tive structure is complex and decentralized and any position by posi­
tion review of the increases on a line item budget concept is almost 
precluded. 

For these reasons the universitywide budget office and the Depart­
ment of Finance abandoned a detailed review several years ago and 
relied on a lump-sum percentage comparison concept. 

The method used for projecting workload needs has been to relate 
total state expenditures in this function to the total ·budget. In the 
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past the Governor's Budget proposed lump sum workload increases 
by maintaining a consistent percentage between state funds for ad­
ministration and state funds in the total budget., The University, al­
though agreeing with the methodology of the formula, uses the total 
of all funds as a percentage base to evaluate workload. 

The Conference Committee on the 1969 budget saw this as a problem 
and directed the University to present alternate method~ of budgeting 
these functions. In response, the University presented two alternatives. 
The first was to continue the existing lump-snm percentage relationship 
and the second was to break down administration by its components 
and develop activity indicators for each to evaluate workload growth. 
We believe the concept of the second alternative shows promise and 
should be developed by the University for nse in fnture budgets. _ 

The University has continued to use the percentage concept as the 
sole justification for increases in this function. Table 23' shows the 
six-year trend comparing budgeted General Administration to total 
budgeted expenditures. The effect of the reduction in administration 
is shown by a decline in the percentage from 3.13 in 1969-70 to 2.99 in 
1970-71. 

If we use this as the sole indicator of need, then it is clear that the 
budgeted level of administration ,in 1971-72 exceeds that of 1966-67, 
1967-68 and 1968-69. 

Percentage ratio of 
Table 23 general administration 

General Administration to total ea:penditures 1 
1966--67_ ____ _ _ ___ __________ ____ _ _____ _____ ____ _____ _ 2.81 
1967-68_____________________________________________ 2.76 
1968-69_____________________________________________ 2.94 
1969-70_____________________________________________ 3.03 
197~71_____________________________________________ 3.13 
1971-72_____________________________________________ 2.99 

1 Excludes special federal research projects. 

9. 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 
senate 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 Univer­
sity Dean of Education Relations, public information, publications and 
the University press. The University police has been transferred into 
this function from Maintenance and Operation ~f Plant. 
Proposed Budget 

1979-71 
$15,447,500 

1971-72 
$15,542,563 

Ohange 
Increase Percent 
$95,063 0.6 

The budget increase of $95,063 is comprised of an increase of $234,909 
in restricted funds and a reduction pf $139,846 from the General Fund. 

Our comments regarding the general administration function apply 
to this function. The sole indicator of need presented to ns by the 
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University is a percentage relationship between this function and the 
total budget. Although we do not believe this to be a reliable workload 
measurement indicator, this is shown in Table 24. While the 1971-72 
percentage fans from 1.93 to 1.88, the 1971-72 percentage is still greater 
than the percentage of the three years of aetual exper.iel\Ce f\X>lU 
1967-68 through 1969-70. 

The large percentage increase between 1969-70 and 1970-71 results 
primarily from the transfer of University police to this function bom 
Maintenance and Operation of Plant, thereby distorting the percentage. 
If this $2.9 million were eliminated from the data, the percentage would 
still be greater than 1967-68 and about the same as 1968-69 and 
1969-70. 

Table 24 
In,sti\u'i.Q;n~1 Services and General Expense 

Ratio of institutionaZ 
services and general 

ewpenses to totaZ budget 1 

1967-68 _____________ -----------------------------------______ 1.45 
1968-69______________________________________________________ 1.55 
1969-70______________________________________________________ 1.55 
1970-71 (estim.ted) ___________________________________________ 1.93 
1971-72 (proposed) ____________ ~_______________________________ 1.88 

1 Exeludes spee1al federal reseul'eh PI'ojeets. 

~tectronic Computing Activities Within the University 
The University of California provides computing service in support 

of instruction, research and the administrative needs of the facility, 
students and staff. In our analysis last year, we discussed in consid. 
erable detail the deployment of 117 electronic computers throughout 
the university system' which support these services. 

The Conference Committee Report (Item 87~Budget Bill of 1970) 
recommended that the University of California develop a long-range 
master plan to identify the future computing needs of the University, 
and defer any significant expansion of computer hardware until this 
report is complete and submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Com­
mittee. Also required was a listiug of the various Universitywide ad­
ministrative reports prepared by the Administrative Data Processing 
Center. 
~Ma8ter Plan Progress Report 

On November 1, 1970, the University forwarded to the Joint Legis­
lative Budget Committee, its Progress Ropm·t on the Development of 
Long-Range Master Plans for Cmnpltter Reqltirements. In the report, 
computing within the University is reported and discussed in four 
separate categories: (1) Instruction and Research Computing Service, 
(2) Administrative Data Processing, (3) Hospital Systems Develop­
ment, and (4) Library Systems Development. 

The University reports that the greatest number of computers and 
the largest expense is involved in the computing in support of instruc, 
tion and research. Although the need in the instructional area is grow­
ing rapidly, funding constraints will limit the expansion of this type 
of service in the immediate future. 
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Administrative data processing at the University is centralized at 

two administrative data processing centers under the Information Sys­
tems Division which is responsible for development, implementation and 
operation for all administrative areas of the nine computers and the 
office of the President. It is contemplated that the two computer centers, 
with minor equipment changes, will continue to be adequate for admin­
istra tive needs. 

A coordinated five-year plan of hospital systems development is now 
being analyzed within the office of the President. When completed, the 
plan will be forwarded· to the campuses for their review and comment, 

In the field of library systems development, a· feasibility study is 
presently underway to ascertain the technical and economic advantage 
of a large automatic system. 
Instruction and Research 

The University established the Office of the Coordinator of Computer 
Activities in late 1968 under the Vice President-Business and Finance. 
The prime task of this office is that of long-rauge planning for com­
puters to meet instructional and research needs. 

The demand for computing services for instructional support has 
greatly increased in comparison with the demand for sponsored re­
search. This fact coupled with a considerable reduction in support from 
federal and private sources has prompted the University to begin com­
prehensive planning for providing future compnter needs efficiently 
and economically. Such efforts as an adequate data communication net­
work linking all of the campus computer centers, 24-honrs-a-day opera­
tion, and working toward the creation of a few, highly capable, multi­
campus computer centers for major research and advanced instructional 
computers are being considered. It is expected that local campus re­
quirements will necessitate continuing of sOme computing capabilities 
away from the large centers. 

The University presently anticipates that the initial version of tM 
plan will be completed and coordinated throughout the University by 
June 1971. In the meantime, the report stresses that consistent with 
the expressed desires of the Legislature, the University does not an­
ticipate any expansion of its general purpose computer hardware 
until the plan is completed. 
Federal Grant Structure 

In our analysis last year, we suggested that the policies surrounding 
the use of federal grants for computering may be playing a major part 
in encouraging the proliferation of small computers throughout the 
University (and also in such state departments as Human Resources 
Development-HRD). Conference Committee language (Item 34--1970 
Budget Bill) recommended that the Joint Legislative Budget Com­
mittee evaluate this situation and suggested that the General Account­
ing Office (GAO) of the Federal Congress may wish to look into this 
matter. 

We corresponded with the Comptroller General and he agreed that 
it would be desirable for GAO to become involved in this project. 
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Teams of federal auditors have visited the campuses at Los Angelel> 
and Berkeley (and HRD) and we have met with GAO on a number of 
occasions. Because the factors involved require examining procedures 
in both Washington D.C. and the field, it may be some time before 
GAO completes its work and we therefore will withhold further com­
ment until their report is completed. 

10. MAINTENANCE AND OPER.ATION OF PLAN, 
F.unctional Description' 

This budget function provides g'enerally for (1) maintenance of 
reasonable standards of repair, utility and cleanliness and (2) im, 
provement in standards of campus facilities in accord with technological 
advancement. Maintenance and Operation of Plant is an essential sup­
porting service to the University's primary teaching, research and 
public service programs. These plant costs include such activities as. 
fire protection, building and grounds maintenance, utilities, refuse dis­
posal and other similar expenses. 

Proposed Budget Ohange 
19"/0-"11 19"/1-"12 Amount Pelocent 

$32,123,588 $33,127,802 $1,004,214 3.1% 

The budget increase of $1,004,214 will be allocated to cover increased 
costs for utilities and refuse disposal; About $920,000 of this will be 
allocated to utilities because of fix cost rate increases plus a continuing 
rise in the uses of electrical power. For refuse disposal $80,000 will 
be allocated due to increases in contract costs. 
Workload Increases 

We recommend an augmentation of $1,000,000 fOi' wO"kload grow.th. 
Our analysis of the workload needs for maintenance and operation of 

plant indicate about $1,000,000 in workload increases will have to be 
absorbed by the existing staff. There are several methods available to 
evaluate this growth. 

An historic measurement is the rate of total dollars spent to growth 
in outside gross square feet. Table 25 shows this growth from 1965-66 
through .1971-72. The rate of increase has been declining each year 
re£lecting a lesser rate of new construction. For this reason the change 
from 1970-71 is only 4.4 percent. If we provided the same increase to 
the budget, adding the fixed cost increases for utilities and refuse, an 
augmentation of $946,000 would be required. 

Tobl.25 
Outside Gross Square Feet 

1965-66 to 1971-72 
Total outside groB8 

Yea,' square feet 
1965-66 ____________________ " _____ 19,406,000 
1966-67 __________________________ 22,064,763 
1967~8 __________________________ 23,679,845 
1966-69 __________________________ 25,515,761 
196!)-70 __________________________ 27,677,543 
1979-71 (estimated) ______________ 29,099,000 
1971-72 (\>roposed) _______________ 30,390,000 

935 

Year·to-yea,· 
peroent inorea8e 

15.2 
13.7 

7.3 
7.8 
8.5 
5.1 
4.4 



Higher Education Items 282-286 
University of California-Continued 

A second method for evaluating workload would be to use the de­
tailed workload indicators shown in the Governor's Budget for evalu­
ating each element, excluding utilities and refuse since they are already 
funded. These indicators are as follows: 

Janitorial-fuU-time positions pel' outside gross square feet 
Building Maintenance-percent of replacement Ynlue 
Fire Protection-percent of replacement value 
Grounds Maintenance-cost pel' maintained acre 

To provide these services in 1971-72 at the same level as authorized 
in the ·1970-71 budget would require an augmentation of $1,046,000. 
Rather than fund these increases in workload, the budget proposes that 
they be absorbed by existing staff. With the exception of building main­
tenance these elements were reduced in last year's budget, including 
a $1,000,000 reduction for janitors. W c do not believe it is reasonable 
to ask that workload be absorbed by a staff that was substantially re­
duced the previous year. An additional problem is created by not pro­
viding for workload growth because building maintenance projects will 
be deferred at an increasing rate thereby adding to the deferred main­
tenance backlog in excess of $5 million. 
Deferred Maintenance Backlog 

We "ecommend that the $500,000 in the bl,dget fm' defM','ed main­
tenance be app"op"iated in a special item with a provision for equal 
matching from University funds. For the past several years we have 
pointed to the continuing growth in the University deferred main­
tenance backlog. In 1969 we recommended an augmentation of $1 mil­
lion to reduce the backlog by 20 percent. The Legislature appropriated 
$1 million for this purpose with the stipulation that University match­
ing funds be provided on a dollar-for-dollar basis. The Governor reduced 
this appropriation to $500,000 when the Budget Bill was signed. 

In last year's budget we again recommended an augmentation of 
$500,000 with the equal matching provision on the basis of a $5.3 
million backlog. This was approved by the Legislature and the Gov­
ernor. 

The November report to the Legislature shows the backlog at $5.1 
million, only $200,000 reduction from the prior years' report. The 
University states that additional projects which could not be handled 
within the existing support levels and cost increases on most of the 
remaining projects have offset a significant amount of the first year's 
appropriation. 

The 1971-72 budget continues the $500,000 in state funds for this 
purpose but the provision for equal matching by the regents has been 
deleted in the budget act. The matching requirement imposed by the 
1969 Legislature was developed to compensate for the fact that the 
state assumes almost total funding responsibility for maintenance and 
operation of plant while the users of the facilities include many non­
state funded activities. Our recommendation continues this matching 
policy. 
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11. STUD£N'T SERVICES Funotional D~~cJ!J.ptiQI:), ... 

A variety of programs are ixtcluded within this budget function and 
are generally classified according to their source of funds. Services di­
rectly related to the functio;ning 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 
tp the maintenance of the students' well-being are financed largely from 
incidental fees. These services include medical care, housing location, 
employment placement, counseling, cultural, recreational and athletic. 
activities. . 

Rroposed Budget 
: 19"/0-'11 19"11-"12 Amo1wt Percent· 

$25,229,235 $26,344,031 $1,114,796 4.40/. 

The workload increase of $1,114,796 includes $188,793 from the Gen. 
era]. Fund and $926,003 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. In last year's budget and again this year 
the Department of Finance has departed from this measurement to a 
fusser level of state support. 

Student enrollment is expected to increase about 3.4 percent while 
the General Fund increase for this activity is only 2.7 percent. As we 
noted last year the previous budget formula did not consider the effect 
of economies of scale and probably resulted in annual overbudgeting 
for workload in this activity. For this reason we believe the proposed 
increase is adequate to provide for the workload change. 

Functionp,l Descriptio!) 12. STAFF BENEFITS 

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. 
Proposed Budget 

1970-71 
$29,657,666 

1971-7re 
$30,658,060 

Amount 
$1,060,334 

Pet'cent 
3.4% 

There is a net reduction in the budget for retirement system needs 
of $28,200 which is related to the reduction in General Fund salary 
requirements. The substantial increase in health insurance requirements 
results from the increase from $10 to $12 pel' month in the state con· 
tribution to employees. The budget includes $1.4 million for this 
purpose. 
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Table 26 shows the amount and percentage of the proposed increases 
for staff benefits. 

Table 26 
Proposed Total Staff Benefits for 1971-72 

State Funds Budget t'eq1test,. 
[net'ease Proposed total expenditures for staff 

benefits include the following programs: 
A. Retirement Systems 

University of California 

1971-72 

Retirement System ______________ $19,111,300 
State Employees' Retirement 

System ________________________ _ 
O.A.S.D.I. _______________________ _ 

Other (including faculty annuities) __ 

3,347,100 
695,200 

3,163,600 

Total Retirement Systems ________ $26,417,200 
B. Other Staff Benefits 

Health Insurance __________________ $3,172,800 
State Compensation InsUl'Rllce ______ 1,022,000 

Total Other Staff Benefits ________ $4,194,800 

Amount Percent 

$559,000 3.0% 

-512,600 -13.3 
-271,700 -28.1 

197,100 6.4 

$-28,200 -0.1 

$1,085,000 53.0 
-56,466 -5.2 

$1,028,534 32.5 

·Total Staff Benefits-Workload _________ $30,612,200 $1,000,334 3.4 

We recommend an mtymentation of $365,000 "elated to our other 
recommendations. The staff benefits function includes adequate provi­
sion for the level of positions proposed in the budget. If the Legis­
lature increases or reduces the budgeted level this item should be ad­
justed accordingly. Our recommendation to angment by $365,000 re­
lates solely to our other recommendations to augment the University 
budget. . 

13. PROVISIONS FOR ALLOCATION 
.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 include 
such items as endowment income unallocated, merit increaSes and pro­
motions, provisions for price increases and budgetary savings. 

Proposed Budget 1970-71 1911-1ft Ohange Amount 
Provisions _____________ $5,673,347 $12,316,519 $6,643,172 
Budgetary savings _______ -11,280,100 -9,400,000 1,880,100 

Total ______________ $-5,606,753 $-2,916,519 $8,523,272 

The proposed budget increase of $8,523,272 is comprised of $9,053,-
522 of general funds offset by a reduction of $530,250 in University 
restricted-fund income. 

The General Fund increases are for merit increases ($6,351,000), 
price increases ($651,000), a veterans fee waiver exemption provision 
($172,230) and a lesser requirement for budgetary savings that in­
creases state support ($1,880,100). Restricted funds are reduced be­

. cause the special appropriation of $750,000 made to the University for 
Project Clean Air in 1970-71 which is not continued. It is anticipated 
that funds in 1971-72 will be allocated by the Air Resources Board 
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hut these were not estimated in the budget. Table 27 summarizes the 
detail of this function for 1970,..71 and 1971-72 and identifies the in­
creases. 

Table 27 
University Provi-sions for Allocation to Campuses 

1970-11 1971-72 
General Fund 

Price increase ________________ _ 
Office furniture pool ___________ _ 
Merits and llromotions _________ _ 
Unallocated salary increase _____ _ 
Californi~ veterans. dependent 

exemptIon __________________ _ 

$676,938 
459,355 
989,039 

1,027,953 

Budgetary savings ______________ -11,280,100 
Other _________________________ 98,543 

Totals, General Funds ________ $-8,028,272 
Restricted Funds 

Endowment income-unallocated __ 
Highway funds _______________ _ 
Other UC funds ______________ _ 
Student activities _____________ _ 

$1,596,699 
750,000 
59,420 
15,400 

Totals, restricted ftmds _______ $2,421,519 

TOTAL PROVISIONS FOR 
ALLOCATIONS _____________ $-5,606,735 

Merit Increase 

$1,327,938 
459,355 

7,340,039 
1,027,953 

172,230 
-9,400,000 

97,735 

$1,025,250 

$1,853,753 

22,116 
15,400 

$1,891,269 

$2,916,519 

Inr::l'ease 

$651,000 

172,230 
1,880,100 

-808 

$9,053,522 

$257,054 
-750,000 
-87,304 

$-530,250 

$8,523,272 

Merit increase provisions for 1971-72 are projected on the basis of 
2.5-percent increase for state-funded academic salaries and a 2-per­
cent increase for state-funded nonacademic salaries based on prior pol­
icies. This allows a five percent merit increase each year to about 50 
percent of the academic employees and 40 percent of the nonacademic 
employees. This policy requires $6,351,000 from the state. 
Price Increase 

An increase of $651,000 for price increases is also included compared 
to a $500,000 price increase granted in 1970-71. Table 27 shows a 197(}...l 
71 unallocated balance. of $676,938 for this purpose, which means tha~ 
the University had not allocated last year's appropriation for price 
increases to the campus and has picked up an addit.ional $177,000 from 
other sources. This indicates the campuses are being required to absorb 
price increases in their 1970-71 budget- allocations, and last year's 
appropriation is being held by the Universitywide administration to 
provide for emergencies or contingencies. Therefore, the 1971-72 in­
crease of $651,000 when added to the 1970-71 balance in the account 
will provide a level of $1,327,938. 

The University has informed ns that about $800,000 of these funds 
have been or will be earmarked for increases in University insurance 
premiums with the remainder to be allocated after the exact insurance 
rates are determined. 
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We recommend deletion of $172,230 requested for replacement 0/ 
fees waived for veterans' dependents on the basis that the expenditure 
need has not been identified. Sections 10652 and 23060 of the Education 
Code exempt from payment of fees and tuition at the University 
certain dependents of California veterans and deceased law enforce­
ment officers and firefighters. 

The fee exemptions include University registration fee, educational 
fee, Subject A fee, University Extension, and summer session fees. The 
University claims the $172,230 is needed because the programs sup­
ported by these fees are budgeted for the income which would be 
expected from all students and fee income replacement is necessary for 
income loss from students exempted from payment of the fees. 

We do not believe this to be a sufficient justification for the addi­
tional state expenditure of $172,230. This estimate, considered con­
servative by the University, is primarily based on the need to replace 
funds that would have been used for registration fee and educational 
fee expenditures. 

The need for additional registration fee income is difficult to justify 
because all anticipated income to this fund has not been budgeted for 
expenditure. The University is budgeting in a central account, unallo­
cated registration fee expenditures of $2.9 million in 1970-71 and $3.3 
million in 1971-72. 

Replacement of educational fee waivers would simply increase the 
earmarked funds available for the University capital outlay program 
which has replaced state funding requirement. 

Another concern is the implied policy in this request that if the 
Legislature exempts certain individuals from payment of fees, it should 
be required to replace these fees because the program is budgeted an­
ticipating gross income rather than net income. Conversely, if the 
regents provide for fee exemptions, then the program is budgeted on 
a net-income concept and no replacement is necessary. 

It should be noted that the Legislature allows the University to 
waive up to 15 percent· of the nonresident tuition in addition to the 
statutory fee waivers. This income loss to the state amounts to about 
$1.7 million as a fee replacement of exemptions made by the University, 
not the Legislature. For this reason we would suggest if the University 
considers the replacement of these statutory fee exemptions critical, it 
should consider reducing the 15-percent waiver ratio to the level neces­
sary to produce an equal amount of funds. 
Budgetary Savings 

In developing budgets for the various state agencies, salary and wage 
needs are projected on the assumption that all authorized positions 
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 overbndgeting does not oc-
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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 1971-72 Governor's Budget uses a rate of 2.71 percent of state 
appropriatIon which is a reduction in the 3.30 percentage applied to 
last year's budget. This reduction appears reasonable because recent 
experience shows that the University is having greater difficulty meet­
ing this savings requirement than was the case in prior years. The 
budget anticipates a savings level of $9,400,000 in 1971-72 for a re­
duction of $1,880,100 in the savings of $11,280,100 required in 1970-71. 
As a result additional state funds are necessary to replace this reduc. 
tion. 

In last year's analysis we were critical of the University's uses of 
excess savings and requested annual reporting on these expenditures. 
We noted that previous expenditures of excess savings were apparently 
for items that were reviewed and denied in the normal budget pro­
cedure. The purchase of new library books in addition to the "lump 
sum" workload formula for library books that was approved by the 
Legislature and au augmentation to the management information sys­
tem were examples of these. 

We suggested that 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 review 
its policy relating to the uses of excess savings. 

The University submitted the required report showing that $1,-
588,300 in excess savings was reallocated to other .purposes. 

Summary of Transfers from Excess Savings 
1969-70 

1. Offset the Medical School share of premium increase for Malpractice 
I nsurnnce ________________________________________ " ___________ _ 

2. Settlement of damage claim against the Regents __________________ _ 
S. Write-off of uncollectables and collection costs ___________________ _ 
4. Finance overdrafts in campus police budgets _____________________ _ o. Repair of fire damnge __________________________________________ _ 
6. Finance deficiencies in administrative budgeL ____________________ _ 
7. Minor repairs and alterations __________________________________ _ 
8. Tuition offsets for veterans' dependents, military dependents and cre~ 

dentialed teachers ____________________________________________ _ 

$363,450 
135,000 
22,590 

619,000 
53,000 
62,000 
19,090 

314,170 

Total ______________________________________________________ $1,588,300 

We have reviewed the items in the report and believe these ex­
penditures to be appropriate charges to excess savings with one ex­
ception. We do not concur with the charge of $314,170 for tuition 
offsets to veterans' dependents for the reasons discussed in the previous 
item and suggest the University no longer apply savings for this 
purpose. 
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14, 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 concurrent resolution continued the policy of equal 
division of overhead funds between the University and the .t.ate with 
the state's portion being assigned as an operating income and the Uni­
versity's portion being used as restricted funds to finance' special rec 
gents' programs. 
Proposed Budget Ohange 

19"10-"11 19"/1-12 Amount Percent 
$18,761,000 $14,689,000 $-4,072,000 -21.7% 

The 1971-72 budget for special regents' programs totals $14,689,00a 
which is a $4,072,,000 reduction for the 1970-71 estimated level of ex­

University of California 
Vice~President-Planning and Analysis 

Table 28 
Special Regents' Funds 

Expenditure.s 1971-72 

Student Aid: Summary 
Graduate ____________________________________________________ _ 
Undergraduate ________________________________________________ _ 
Loans _______________________________________________________ _ 
Grant·in-aid _________________________________________________ _ 
President's 'YorkMStudy Program ______________________________ _ 
Berkeley Ph.D. Program _ .. ____________________________________ _ 

$500,000 
1,296,000 
1,105,000 
5,367,00Q 
1,549,000 

100,000 

Student Aid Totals __________________________________________ $9)917,000 

J!~ducational Elll'icbment: 
Innovative Projects ____________________________________________ 300,000 
T .. awl'ence Hall of Science _____________________________ ...:________ 100,000 
Special Library Collections _____________________________________ 250,000 
Intercampus Exchange Program ________________________________ 445,000 
Education Abroad Program ____________________________________ 150,000 
Educational Opportunity Program' ______________________________ 900,000 
Community Sen'ice Project Offices_______________________________ 245,000 
Ethnic Studies Program _______________________________________ '595,000 
Regents Undergraduate Instruction Improvement Gl'ants___________ 300,000 
Arts and Lectures _____________________________________________ 205,000 

~---
Educational Enrichment Totals __ ~____________________________ $3,490,000 

Faculty Study: 
Oreative Arts Institute ________________________________________ 50,000 
Institute for Humanities _______________________________________ 150,000· 
Summer Faculty Fellowships _____________________________ ..;_____ 157,04X) 

Faculty Study Totals ________________________________________ $357,000 
Management Studies ____________________________________________ 75,000 
President's Provision for Contingencies ____________ .,.._______________ 500,000 
President'!:! Unallocated __________________________________________ 100,000 
Allocations for ·Ul'gent Needs _____________________________________ 250,000 

Total Expendittll'es __________________________________________ $14,689,000 

942 



Items 282-286 Higher Education 

penditures. Actually the 1970-71 level is $11,632,000 above the amount 
reported in the 1970-71 Governor's Budget which means there is a 
net increase for 1971-72 of $7,560,000 over the 1970-71 amount re, 
por-ted last year. 

The most substantial change over the levels reported in last year'~ 
budget is an increase of $4,867,000 for student grants in aid and $1,549,; 
000 for a new work-study program. Other new programs include $300" 
000 for regents' undergraduate instruction improvement grants and 
$205,000 for arts and lectures as a replacement for the legislative reduc, 
tion of last year which terminated state funding for this purpose. 

15. AUXILIARY ENTERPRISES 
Functional Description 

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

Proposed Budget 
1970-71 

$43,424,230 
1971-72 

$46,745,054 
AmQunt 

$3,320,824 

Ohange 
Percent 

7.6% 

The budget increases in this function are not discussed in the budget, 
but there is no state funding involved in this activity. 

Functional Description 16. STUDENT AID 

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 list~d 
as special regents programs. The bulk of the federal student aid funds 
Is not included in the budget and is reported separately. 

Proposed Budget 
1970~71 

$6,692,237 
1971-7~ 

$6,483,905 
Amount 
$191,668 

Percent 
3% 

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 allocation is applied to student aid. The greatest portion 
of the student aid funds is not budgeted and is reported separately in 
the budget. In 1970-71 nonbudgeted student aid is estimated to be 
$25,947,000 increasing to $26,949,000 in 1971-72. 

Combining all identifiable funds for student aid shown in the func­
tional budget indicates an increase of $1,658,668, or 4 percent, in 
1971-72. This is composed of the following: 

Function 19"10-"11 
Special Regents Program _________ $9,452,000 
Student Aid (hudgeted) _________ 6,292,237 
Student Aid (nonbudgeted) ______ 25,947,000 

1971-72 
$9,917,000 

6,483,905 
26,949,000 

Increase 
$465,000 

191,668 
1,002,000 

TotaL _________________________ $41,691,237 $43,349,905 $1,658,668 

The table on page 159 of the program budget shows a greater level 
of student aid available than can be identified in the functional detail. 
For 1971-72 $56 million is estimated for student aid which is an 
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University of California-Continued 
increase of $5.4 million over 1970-71. This increase is comprised pri­
marily of loans and working aid. 

The amount of aid reported available to the University appears to 
be understated. The recent inventory of student aid compiled by the 
State Scholarship and Loan Commission identified $77.3 million in 
student aid funds available at the University in 1969-70, while the 
amount reported in the program budget for the same year is $42.6 
million. 

University of California 

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW 

Item 287 from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 367 Budget p. 283 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estbnated 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
lectual 1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase $42,494 (3.4 percent) 
Total reco=ended reduction ________________________ ~ 

$1,298,737 
1,256,243 

958,06'5 

$63,741 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Student Fees. Red,,"e $47,000. Recommend increases in 946 
application fee and nonresident tuition to correspond to level 
proposed for University system. 

2. A!lrninistration. Reduce $16,471. Recommend deletion of 950 
special salary increase account because need has not been 
determined. 
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. lell grad­
nates 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. Ensure 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. 
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To accomplish these objectives Hastings provides a basic program 
of instruction with snpporting programs of student services and ad­
ministration. Table 1 is a summary of these programs for the three years 
reflected in the budget document as well as the funding requirelllents. 

Table 1 
.pragram Expenditures and -Funding Sources 
. , . ActuaZ· Estimated ProposeiL Increase 

Expenditures 
1. Instm.c!ion ________________ $942,594 $1,240,074 $1,288,149 $48,075 

II. Student services ___________ 193,258 297,877 332,069 84,192 
III. Administration and institu-

tional services _____________ 406,953 559,922 . 683,949 124,027. 

Program Totals' __________________ $1,542,805 $2,097,873 $2,304,161 $206,294 

Funding 
State General Fund ____________ _ 
Federal funds _________________ _ 
Student fees 

Registration fee ____________ _ 
Nonresident tuition _________ _ 
Educational fee ______________ _ 
Other fees __________________ _ 

Other reimbursements _________ _ 

$58,065 $1,256,243 $1,298,737 
17,588 56,830 56,830 

362,442 
116,900 

64,745 
23,065 

390,000 
108,000 
163,800 
96,400 
26,600 

390,000 
108,000 
327,600 
96,400 
26,600 

$42,494 

163,800 

--
Funding Totals __________________ $1,542,805 $2,097,873 $2,304,167 $206,294 

-Enrollment 

The Governor's Budget provides for an anticipated 1,300 students 
in the 1971 fall semester. This is the same number of students actually 
enrolled in fall of 1970 and is an increase of 100 students above the 
1,20(} students originally programmed in the 1970-71 budget. Table 2 
shows the 10-year history of student enrollments at Hastings by fall 
semester, spring semester, the two~semester average and summer ses­
.sion. 

An enrollment peak was reached in 1965-66 at which time enroll­
ment was administratively reduced because of overcrowding. Minor re­
ductions 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 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 1,036 171 1966-67 __________________ _ 
1,029 981 1,005 95 1967-68 __________________ _ 
1,006 960 933 96 1968-69 __________________ _ 
1,036 951 993 93 1969--70 __________________ _ 1,173 1,102 1,138 

1970-71 (Revised) 1 _______ _ 1,300 1,240 1,270 58 
- 1971-72 (Estimated) ______ _ 1,300 1,250 1,275. 150 

11910-11 budgeted enrollment was 1,200 in the rall and 1,110 in spring for annual average of 1,155. 
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'Student Charges 

Item 287 

On a policy basis, student charges at Hastings conform to the rates 
established by the Regents of the University of California. Continuing 
this policy an educational fee of $180 was established in 1970-71 and 
this will increase to $360 in 1971-72. Income from these fees have been 
earmarked for the capital outlay program at the university but at 
Hastings these funds serve as an offset to the state appropriation. Al­
though the budget increases by $206,294 in 1971-72, only $42,494 of 
this will be required from the General Fund because there is an in­

_crease of $163,800 in educational fee income. 
Table 3 shows the annual student charges for resident and nonresi­

dent students at Hastings during the 1970--71 academic year. Resident 
students are charged a total of $487 and nonresidents $1,687. With the 
,scheduled increase in the education fee, residents will pay $667 in 
1971-72 and nonresidents will pay $1,867. 

Table 3 
Student Fees 1970-71 

A.nnual oharges Residents 
Nonresident tuition ___________________________________ _ 
Education fee 1 ____________________________________ $180 
Registration fee __________________________________ 300 
Law Journal-activity fee "-_________________________ 7 

Total annual charges _____________________________ $487 
Application fee ____________________________________ $15 

1 Scheduled to increase to $360 in 1911-'12. 

-Recommended Increase- in Fees 

Nonresidents 
$1,200 

180 
300 

7 

$1,687 
$15 

We recommend that the application fee be increased from $15 to $20 
and the nonresident tuition be increased from $1,200 to $1,500 to cor­
respond to the level proposed for the University of Oalifornia,. This 
results in a aeneral Fund savings of $47,000. As a matter of policy 
Hastings College of Law has established tuition and fee schedules that 
correspond to those established by the regents. The nonrefundable 
application fee at Hastings is currently $15 and is proposed for con­
tinuation at this level in the 1971-72 budget. At the University of 
California the current application fee is $10 but this is proposed to 
increase to $20 in the 1971-72 budget. The application fee at the state 
colleges is already at the $20 level. Our recommenilation would main­
tain this uniformity between Hastings and the remainder of the uni­
versity system. The estimated increase in reimbursements of $20,000 
is based on the assumption there will be 4,000 applicants paying the 
additional $5. 

The nonresident tuition of $1,200 is the same as is currently charged 
at the university. The 1971-72 budget for the university anticipates an 
increase of $300 to $1,500 for nonresidents but this has not been 
reflected in the Hastings budget. There is estimated to be 90 nonresident 
students in 1971-72. An increase of $300 to the fee would result iJa 
Jldditional reimbursements of $27,000. 
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I. INSTRl,I.CTlON 

The instruction program is the primary program of Hastings and is 
design,ed to provide instruction thijt will best prepare studer;t.ts as, 
members of the legal profession. 

Expenditures are allocated to. the four program elements of class­
room, theory-practice, library and Law JOUJ;n.a1. The classrool'll elemew 
cor;tsists of the teaching faculty and their related support and is the 
heart of the instruction program. In addition, 'practical experience is 
gained in moot-court operations as well as intern-type experience in, 
legal clinics and trial practices. The Law Journal and the law library· 
are available to keep students informed of developments in the legal' 
profession. The budget increases for each program element are shown; 
in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Instruction Expenditures by Element 

Program, element 1970-71 1971-7$ 
Classroom _________________ " _________ _ $880,620 $910,460 
Theory practice _____________________ _ 41,500 41,500 
Library ____________________________ _ 278,573 294,872 
Law journal ________________________ _ 89,380 41,817 

Totals Instruction _________________ $1,240,074 $1,288,14~ 
870,100 Less reimbursements _____________ 706,800 

Increct8B 
$29,839 

15,799 
2,437 

$48,075. 
163,800 

Totals General: Fund _________________ $533,774 $418,049 -$115,725 

The budget provides for nine additional positions including. 3.1ie 
faculty, two technical and clerical positions, one coordinator of medical­
legal instruction who will teach part time, a library assistant and 1.5 
student library assistants. Because the workload supporting these posi­
tions occurred in the 1970-71 fiscal year, 7.5 of these positions were 
administratively established at that time from new educational fee in­
come. 

Table 6 
Unit Formula for Determining Faculty Requirements 

1971-72 

First year __________________________ _ 
. Second year ________________________ _ 

Third year _________________________ _ 
Electives ___________________________ _ 

Subtotal _________________________ _ 

Number of 
8eotion8 

4 
4 
3 

Required 
units 

29 
17 
10 
84 

90 

TotaZ 
unit8 
116 

68 
80 

188 

402 
Less units taught by administrative staff__________________________ -31 

Total teaching units __________________________________________ 871 
Faculty required 1971-72 (9 units per F-TE)______________________ 41.2 
Faculty authorized 1970-71 _____________________________________ 84.0 

FTE faculty required ____________________________________ '____ 7.2 

== Budgeted increase ____________________________________________ . 4 

== 
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Several factors effected the need for additional faculty. There are 
100 more students than in the 1970-71 proposed budget. Additional 
sections have been added to the first- and second-year classes and the 
number of elective courses has been increased. 

Each of these factors creates a need for additional faculty positions 
which Hastings computes on the basis of units of teaching. Nine units 
is considered a full-time teaching load for a faculty member. The total 
unit requirements are determined and converted to faculty positions 
by the computation shown in Table 5. This shows that to provide the 
number of units desired by the college, an increase of 7.2 FTE is needed 
while the budget provides only for an increase of 4 FTE. As a result 
the proposed expansion in elective units from 113 to 188 will not be 
as great as planned. 

II. STUDENT SERVICES 

This program provides services to students in the areas of admissions, 
registration, student employment, medical care and financial aid. Stu­
dent 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 as­
sistance is provided to second-year students for summer work experi­
ence. Hospital, medical and surgical benefits (including on-campus 
care) are provided Hastings students by contract with the University 
of California Medical Center at San Francisco. A counseling service is 
available for financial assistance and the financial aid office processes 
loans, scholarships and grants for th.e students _ in need of aid. The 
budget increases for each program element are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 
Student Services Expenditures by Element 

Program element 
Admissions __________________________ . 
Registrar __________________________ _ 
Student placement __________________ _ 
Student medical services _____________ _ 
Student financial aid- __ ;... _____________ _ 

Totals, Student Services ___________ _ 
Less federal funds ______________ _ 
Less reimbursements _____________ _ 

Totals, General Funds ______________ _ 

1970-71 1971-72 
$38.586 $38,900 

23,678 24,390 
15,785 18,960 
93,600 93,600 

126,228 156,219 

$297,877 
56,830 
78,500 

$162,547 

$332,069 
56,830 
78,1500 

$196,739 

Increase 
$314 

712 
-3,175 

29,991 

$34,192 

$34,192 

Budgeted increases in the student services program include a pro­
posed new clerical position for student placeinent workload. A partial 
funding offset for this new position is provided by the elimination of 
0.5 man-year of a student assistant position. The student financial aid 
element includes an increase of $30,000 to the Educational Opportunity 
Program. This represents an increase of 84.3 percent and will provide 
grants to about 50 additional students. 

The total amount of student aid controlled by the campus is shown 
in Table,7. This combines grants, loans and employment but does not 
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include other forms of student aid such as G.I. Bill, OASDI benefits·, 
or other assistance not administered by the campus. 

Tabl.7 
$.tudent Financial Aid 1971-72 

(a";fun~~) 

Scholarships and Grants, 
Educational opportunity grants _____________ _ 
Hastings scholarships 1· _____________________ _ 

Loans 
Educational fee deferrals ___________________ _ 
Federal inBUred loans ______________________ _ 

Employmen!j Aid 
Work study--on campus ___________________ _ 
Work study-off campus ___________________ _ 

Total Aid _______________________________ _ 

l' Campus-controlled funds that are not included In the budget. 

Number 
105 
115 

400 
600 

12 
27 

A:verage TotaZ 
amount amount· 
$625 $65,650 

4311 50,00()! 

360 144,000' 
1,500 900,000' 

2,500 80,000. 
1,327 85,830! 

$1,225,480 

III. ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES 

The elements. defined under this function include administration, 
accounting, plant operation and alumni. The administration element 
includes the executive and business manageinent offices concerned with 
overall management of the college. The business services element in­
cluded the accounting function 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, maintenance and security 
of the facilities are included under plant operations. The budget in­
creases for each program element are shown in Table 8. 

Tabl. B 
Administration and Institutional Services by Element 

Program element 19"10-"11 1971-72 
Administration _______________________________ $324,091 $423,261 
Business services _____________________________ 40,481 69,121 
Alumni ______________________ '-_______________ 7,880 7,740 
Plant operation _______________________________ 187,970 183,827 

Totals, administration and institutional services $669,922 ,..,. $683,949 

InoreQ,88· 
$99,170 
18,640: 

860 
--4,143 

$124,021 

The budget includes six proposed new positions. Two of these posi­
tions in business services are offset by abolishment of two positions in 
plant operations where similar functions had been performed. The 
other four positions consist of an accountant, a personnel assistant and 
two clerical positions all proposed on a workload basis. 

The unusually large increase for administration is misleading as it 
includes over $77,000 in expenditures that should have been allocated 
to the appropriate programs. There is a provision for salary increase 
of $16,741 for those positions with fixed salaries rather than salary 
ranges. In addition an adjustment in staff benefits of $29,366 and an 
increase· resulting from the deletion of one-time salary savings of 
$30,951 have not been allocated throughout the programs. 
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We recommend the deletion of $16,741 budgeted to provide a 5 per­
cent saw,ry increase to those positions with single step saUtry rates. 
Salaries for state civil service positions are normally established in a 
range which allows employees, on the basis of merit, to move from the 
bottom to the top of the range over several years. Hastings uses this 
same salary setting procedure particularly for its lower-salaried em­
ployees. Some of Hastings positions (usually the higher-salaried ones) 
are fixed at a specific rate without merit increases. 

For these positions the budget proposes a salary increase provision 
of $16,741 which is equivalent to a 5-percent salary adjustment. The 
purpose of this account is to "provide for merit salary adjustments 
and appropriate sl!Jary levels subject to further review." It is planned 
to use the services of the Cooperative Personnel Services Division of 
the State Personnel Board to assist in these determinations. 

We do not concur with the concept that employees with single step 
salary ranges 'should receive merit increases. Merit increases are granted 
only to those employees who have not reached the top of their salary 
range. From an equity standpoint we can see no difference between 
an employee at the top of a five.step salary range and one at the top 
of· a single-step salary range. . 

As to the need for salary inequity funds, these are normally budgeted 
in a separate appropriation to be allocated from a salary increase fund 
by the Director of Finanee. Any salary inequity need affecting Hast­
ing's employees should be evaluated and coordinated with the needs 
'of all other state agencies for appropriation in the traditional manner. 
As is the case with all other state agencies, upward reclassification of 
positions or special salary adjustments based on a reevaluation of duties 
performed could be funded within existing resources from excess salary 
savings. 

CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES 

. Items 288 a.nd 289 from the 
Vol. IV p. 380 Budget p. 287 General Fund 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ $315,972,193 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ 310,597,216 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ 284,962,524 

Requested increase $5,374,977 (1.7 percent) 
Total recommended increase __________________________ $1,550,262 

. Analysts 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS p'g. 

1. Instructional Faculty Positions. Augment $11,026,709 971 
(911.7 positions). Recommend funds be restored for teaching 
faculty based on justified need. ($5.5 million of this amount 

, is provided from student fees for a Det general fund increase 
'of $5,526,709.) 
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AnalY8it 
page 

2. Instruction Function. Recommend special review of policy 971 
. decision to curtail teacher education and master of social work 
·programs. 

3. Center for Technological Ed,wation. Restore $75,000. Rec- 972· 
, ommend restoration of the Center for Technological Education 
·at San Francisco State College at a reduced program level. 

4. Faculty Recr1titment. Restore $70,000. Recommend res- 973 
toration of faculty recruitment funds based on need. 

5. Special Lectures. Restore $78,000. Recommend restora- 978 
tion of the program. 

S. Instr"ctianal Television. Restore program level $300,057. 974 
Fund total program ($668,377) from materials and service fee 
for General Fund savings of $368,320. Recommend restoration 
of lTV program for greater efficiency in the instruction pro­
gram. Recommend funding change to materials and service fee. 

7. Television Curric1!lum. Restore $100,000 to San Diego tele- 976 
vision program. Recommend restoration of $100,000 to college 
curriculum program. .~ 

8. Library. Recommend the development of new staffing for- 982 
mula for library public service staff. 

9. Materials and Service Fee. Increase $15,697,338. Recom- 986 
mend a $70 increase in materials and service fee for specified 
purposes totaling $15,697,338. . 

10. Relatiom with Schools. A1!yment $268,196 from fees. 987 
Recommend relations with schools program augmentation funded 
from materials and service fees based on prior legislative ap-
proval. . 

11. Dean of St"dents Office. Fund total program from ma- 988 
terials and service fee for a general !1!nd savings of $685,786 . 

. 12. Admissions and Records Office. F1!nd total program from 988 
fees for a genera! savings of $3,055,830. 

13. Student Grant F1!nds. Augment $2,860,000 from materials 992 
and service fees. Recommend state grant program funded from 
materials and service fee based on University of California 
precedent. 

14. Ed1!cational Opport1!nity Program. A1!gll'ent for small 996 
college· programs ($160,489) and $2,659,149 in st1!dent grants 
f1!nded from materials and service fees for a General F1!nd 
·savings of $189,511. Recommend restoration of EOP authorized 
program with grants funded from fees based on University of 
California precedent. 
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California State Colleges-Continued 
Summary of Recommended Fi.sca! Changes to 1971-72 Budget 

Funded/rom 

Recommended 
,Activity A.ugmentation 

Instructional faculty ________________ $11,026,709 
Center for Technological Education ___ 75,000 
Faculty recruitment ________________ 70,000 
Special lecture _____________________ 78,000 
Instructional television {lTV) _______ 800,057 
Educational television (ETV)-San 

Diego ___________________________ _ 
Materials and service fee ___________ _ 
Relations with schools ______________ _ 
Dean of students _______ .::.. ___________ _ 
Admissions and records _____________ _ 
Student grants ____________________ _ 
EOP (a) Small colleges ____________ _ 

(b) Grants __________________ _ 

10'0',000 

268,196 

2,860',000' 
160',489 

2,309,149 

Totals ----------c---------------" $17,247,600 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Materials and 
service fee 

General Fund increase 
$5,526,70'9 $5,500,000 

75,000' 
70,000 
78,0'00 

-368,320' 668,377 

10'0',000 
(15,697,338 ) 

268,196 
-<185,786 685,786 

-3,0'55,830' 3,0'55,830' 
2,860',0'00 

160',489 
-350',000 2,659,149 

$1,550',262 $15,697,338 

In accordance with the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the 
Donahoe Act (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 edu­
cation, 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 primary 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; 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Chancellor of the 
State College System and 16 regular members appointed by the Gover­
nor for eight-year terms. The Trllstees appoint the chancellor, who 
serves at the pleasure of the board. It is the chancellor's responsibility 
as the chief executive officer of the system to assist the trustees in 
making appropriate policy decisiO'ns and to prO'vide fO'r the effective 
administration of the system. 

The California State Colleges presently' operate 19 campuses with an 
estimated 1971-72 full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment of 221,020. 
The new California State College at Bakersfield admitted students for 
the first time in the fall of 1970. Sites have been fully acquired for 
additional colleges to be located in Ventura, Contra Costa, and Sari 
Mateo Counties. 
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Admiuion,1 

In accordance with the master plan of 1960, the colleges have re • 
. stricted admission of new student •. to those graduating in the highest 
third of their high school class as determined by overall grade point 
..averages and college entrance examination test seores. There is, how~ 
.ever, an exception which allows admission of no more than 4 percent 
of the students who would not otherwise be qualified. Transfer students 
may be admitted from other four-year institutions or from community 
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 stu­
.dents must be equivalent to the upper half of the qualified California 
students to be admitted. To be admitted to a graduate program, the 
minimum requirement is a bachelor's degree from an accredited four­
year institution. 

Table 1 
Average Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

A.cademia Year 
Long Beach _____________ _ 
San Diego ______________ _ 
San Jose _______________ _ 
Sari Fernando Valley ____ _ 
Los Angeles _____________ _ 
San Francisco ___________ _ 
Sacramento _____________ _ 
Fresno _________________ _ 
San Luis Obispo _________ _ 
Fullerton _______________ _ 
Chico ___________________ _ 
Hayward _______________ _ 
Pomona ________________ _ 
Humboldt _______________ _ 
Sonoma _________________ _ 
San Bernardino _________ _ 
Stanislnus ______________ _ 
Dominguez Hills _________ _ 
Bal!:ersfield ______________ _ 
Bakersfield Occ. _________ _ 
Calexico Occ. ___________ _ 
International Pl'ograms __ _ 

Totals-Acadcmic Year __ 

Summer Quarter 
Los Angeles _____________ _ 
Ha',,'ward _______________ _ 
Pomona ________________ _ 
San Luis Obispo _________ _ 

Totals-Summer Quarter 

GRAND TOTALS _________ _ 

Increase 
Numbers _______________ _ 
Percent _________________ _ 

16,090 
15,557 
17,464 
11,884 
12,452 
13,585 

8,980 
8,187 
8,102 
6,438 
6,759 
5,253 
5,390 
3,460 
1,634 

807 
934 
403 

281 
167 
257 

143,884 

1,789 
593 
436 
43~ 

3,253 

147,137 

16,531 
12.7 
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18,336 
17,511 
18,253 
13,447 
13,422 
13,225 
10,472 
9,285 
9,268 
7,001 
7,414 
6,663 
6,340 
4,153 
2,516 
1,127 
1,339 

888 

358 
154 
366 

162,438 

2,247 
806 
565 
535 

4,153 . 

166,591 

19,454 
13.2 

19,004 
18,645 
18,704 
15,613 
14,673 
13,628 
11,938 
11,274 
10,668 

9,508 
8,690 
7,671 
7,172 
4,825 
3,147 
1,608 
1,862 
1,582 

475 
188 
379 

2,720 
1,040 

714 
638 

5,112 

186,366 

19,775 
11.9 

1910-11 
19,460 
19,570 
19,040 
17,600 
15,565 
13,780 
13,010 
12,690 
11,700 
10,470 
9,640 
9,W5 
7,920 
5,250 
3,850 
2,020 
2,300 
2,100 

850 

300 
505 

196,120 

2,910 
1,300 

830 
830 

5,870 

202,495 

16,129 
8.7 

1911-1! 
20,120 
20,510 
19,980 
19,500 
17,000 
14,080 
13,770 
14,150 
11,700 
11,590 
10,200 
11,400 

9,000 
5,700 
4,370 
2,850 
2,870 
2,640 
1,250 

300 
300 

213,280 

4,060 
1,750 

930 
1,000 

7,740 

221,020 

18,525 
9.1 
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Enrollment Cata 

Items 288-289 

In 1971-72 the enrollment throughout the state college system is 
expected to increase 18,525 FTKover the revised current year estimate 
which will mark the fourth consecutive year that more than 15,000 
new FTE have been admitted. Table 1 shows the enrollment distribu­
tion for the 19 campuses, the off-campus center, the summer quarter and 
the international program. 

Additional enrollments occur in the self supporting extension and 
summer session programs as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Summer Se •• ion and Extension 

Program Enrollment. 
Net enrollment AnnualFTE 

Year Ea:tension Summer sesBion lilllJten8ion Summer 8688ion 
1962-63 ___________ 26,652 57,605 3,150 9,269 
1963-64 ___________ 34,133 67,508 3,953 11,042 
1964-1l5 ___________ 37,776 69,333 4,646 10,813 
1961Hl6 ___________ 39,786 68,866 4,703 11,187 
1966-67 ___________ 43,758 72,663 4,718 11,578 
1967-68 _"c ________ 50,768 74,357 5,492 11,294 
1966-69 ___________ 56,680 76,744 6,391 11,567 
1969-70 ___________ N/ A 75,464 N/A 12,401 

Table 3 is. 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 served in the areas of 
admissions, library, registration and counseling. These figures differ 
from FTE figures in that they represent actual headcount while one 
FTE represents the enrollment for 15 units of classwork. As an ex­
ample, one FTE can be a single student taking 15 units, three students 
taking five units or five students taking three units. 

Table S 
Fall Term Headcount Enrollment 

Full time Part time 
Fan Number Percent Number Percent Total 
1965 ___________ 98,852 63.8 56,075 36.2 164,927 
1966 ___________ 110,274 65.1 59,246 34.9 169,520 
1967 ___________ 122,426 66.0 63,115 34.0 185;601 
1968 ___________ 141,447 66.8 70,175 33.2 211,568 
1969 ___________ 153,634 68.3 71,203 31.7 224,687 

The master plan for higher education recommended that the Univer­
sity and state colleges achieve by 1975 a systemwide enrollment distribu­
tion wherein the lower division (freshmen and sophomores) proportion 
of the full-time undergraduate enrollment would be 40 percent of the 
total full-time undergraduate enrollment. This policy is designed to 
promote full usage of the community colleges. Table 4 refiects its im­
plementation at the state colleges. 
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Table 4 
Distribution of Enro.llments-Full-Time Lower Diviaiol'J and Upper Division 

As a Percent of Full~Time Underg.ra~~~t~ 

Lower division Upper division 
Fall Number Percent Number Percent 
1963. ____________ a7,859 49.9 38,074 50.1 
1964 ____________ 42,046 48.4 44,872 51.6 
196. ____________ 41,425 45.1 50,479 54.9 
1966 ____________ 41,631 41.1 59,609 58.9 
1967 ____________ 42,509 38.0 69,316 62.0 
1968 ____________ 48,496 37.4 
1969 _________ . ___ 50,066 35.9 

81,073 62.6 
89,264 64.1 

Total 
.under­

graduate, 
75,933 
86,918 
91,904 

101,240 
111,820 
129,569 
189,830 

In addition to the growth in upper division enrollments, the summary 
. in Table 5 of the total distribution of students by class level points 
,out the shift towards a higher academic standing of students over the 
past seven years. Thus in 1969 over seventy percent of state college 
students 'Yere classified as upper division or graduate. 

Table 5 
Distribution of FTE Students by Class Levell 

Lower division Upper division Graduates 
Fall Number Percent Number Percent Number - Percent 
1968 ______ 41,129 41.1> 45,570 46.3 11,788 11.9 
1964 ______ 45,005 40.4 52,621 47.2 13,828 12.4 
1965 ______ 48,859 87.4 57,991 49.4 15,466 18.2 
1966 ______ 44,648 84.1 68,068 52.0 18,129 13.9 
1967 ______ 45,280 31.4 78,609 54.4 20,518 14.2 
1968 ______ 51,859 31.0 92,188 55.1 23,166 18.0 
1969 ______ 53,692 29.5 102,094 56.1 26,187 14.4 
1 Class level Is determined by thll aetual number or credit hours schle\"ed per student. 

-The 1971-72 State College Budget Presentation 

Total 
98,487 

111,454 
117,816 
180,845 
144,402 
167,208 
181,978 

The state college budget presentation to the Legislature is a reinstate. 
ment of the traditional functional budget organized by categories such 
as general administration, instruction, etc. The program budget tech· 
nique which was utilized exclusively in the 1970-71 Governor's Budget 
has been reduced to an item of information within the education sup· 
plement of the Governor's presentation. 

This action is a delay in the colleges progression towards the devel· 
opment of a viable program budgeting system. It appears to be due to 
(1) the failure by the Department of Finance to implement a program 
budgeting decision making process and (2) the extreme lateness in an· 
nouncing budget decisions to the chancellor's staff. 

Concerning the first point, it appears that the Department of Finance 
has an inconsistent policy regarding program budgeting. The State 
Administrative Manual and individual memos from the department 
(see general discussion of program 'budgeting in higher education on 
page 848 of this analysis) require a 'program budget system from state 
agencies which involves multiyear program summaries, program struc· 
tures and memoranda. This system was not utilized for 1971-72. In, 
stead budget decisions for the' state colleges were made by the Depart. 
ment of Finance on a line item basis. 
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Since the program budget has not been implemented, we must use 
the traditional functionally organized budget as a format for this pres­

, entation. 
It must be emphasized that the budget contains a minimal amount of 

information. Budget data are presented in the most general of catego­
ries without refinement by subfunctions or colleges. Written narrative 
is likewise of the most general nature without offering substantive 
analytical justificatioJl for the significant changes made in the trustees' 
requested budget. Major programs are reduced in some instances with­
out explanation, while others are based on sUbjective rationales which 
includes: "(1) the effectiveness of this media has never met expecta­
tions and has been disappointing, (2) these programs have proven to 
be very expensive, and (3) this budget assumes that additional federal 
EOG and NDEA funds will be received by the colleges." 
Tru8tee~. Budget a8 Modified by the Department of Finance 

The trustees adopted a budget request of $369,301,283 which con­
sisted of $357.5 million for workload increases, $5.6 million for the 
restoration of programs reduced in the 1971-72 budget and $5.9 mil­
lion for augmentations. The Governor's Budget of $315,972,193 re­
fiects a reduction in the trustees' request of approximately $53 million. 

In developing our analysis we have tried to be cognizant of both the 
General Fund revenue situation and the need to provide a 1971-72 
state college budget which is sufficient to maintain a high quality 
education ,program. 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Proposed total' expenditures from all funds in 1971-72 amount to 
$420,963,755 for the California 'state college system, of which the Gen­
eral Fund share is $315,972,193 as contained in Budget Bill Items 288 
and 289. 

Table 6 shows the functional breakdown of estimated expenditures. 
This t1tbl;, will also 'serve as an iUdex to our analysis which follows. 

I. GEN,ERAL ADMINISTRATION 
Functional Description 

The administration function includes the executive and business 
, management activities of each college. The executive element includes 
the offices of the college president, vice presidents and a publications 
manager and related staff. It is responsible for general administration 

'of the college, educational pianni'ng, facilities planning and public 
relations. The business management element is divided into the busi­
ness manager's office, accounting, personnel, purchasing, and general 
institutional services such as telephone operation, property manage­
ment and central duplicating. 
Proposed Budget 

Actual 
1969-70 

Expenditures___ $21,297,623 
~I"an-years _____ 1)436.3 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$24,253,651 
1,475.5 
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. Proposed 
1971-7~ 

$25,282,962 
1,4&0.2 

Ohange 
Amount Percent 

$1,029,311 4.2% 
47 $.2 
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"Table 6 
Total Expenditures by Function. 

Per80nnel man-years 
69-70 70-71 71-72 

FUNCTIONS . 
General administration _________________ 1,436.3 
Instruction _______________ ... __________ 14,804 
Library ____ :.. ___ ~-----------------_--- 1,703.1 
Student services ______________________ 1,713.4 
Student financial aids __________________ 197.5 
Educational Opportunity Program _______ 109 
Plant operation _______________________ 2,723.2 
Quarter system cycling _________________ 139.8 
Summer quarter operation _____________ 637.8 
Reimbursed- activities __________________ 1,093.4 
Parking _____________________________ 135.4 
Bousing ______________________________ 449.1 
Extension ____________________________ 259 
Chancellor's office ____ .,. ______________ .___ 271.7 
Statewide programs ___________ .:.______ 23.5 

1,475.5 
15,761.5 

1,545.2 
1,988.7 

250 
177.4 

2,977.7 
154.2 
771.3 

1,548.1 
156.9 
517.6 
352.3 
290.7 
30A 

1,480.2 
15,406.3 

1,554.8 
2,047.8 

262.3 
155 

3,112.5 
165.5 
726.5 

1,558.9 
163.9 
546.7 
378.6 
287.3 

30 

Total.s, Program ________________________ 25,696.2 27,991.5' -27,876.3 
Ret-~bur8ement8 _________ ~ _______________________________ . ________ _ 
~ederal __________________________________________________ --______ _ 
Other ___________________________ ~~~-~----------------------____ ___ 

NET TOTALS, PROGRAMS _______________________________________ _ 
Genera! Pund _________________________ 24,852.7 26,970.7 26,787.1 
Ea:tension Program Revenue Fund ______ . 259 352.3 378.6 
Dormit01'1/ Revenue ~und ______________ 437.9 505.3 534.4 
.4Ullliliary Enterprise Fund __________ ~__ 11.2 12.3 12.8 
parking Revenue Fund ________________ 1$5.4 1~6.9 163.9 

Actual 
1969-70 

$21,297,623 
201,369,530 

22,506,142 
18,482,14.~ 
21,160,117 
2,196,462 

31,344,837 
1,315,461 
7,479,527 

14,090,357 
1,568,000 
4,238,095 
3,296,408 
5,433,000 
1,169,884 

$356,947,586 
62,882,559 

(19,119,969) 
,(43,762;590) 

: $294,065,027 
284,962,524 

3;296;408 
4,016,311 
221,78~ 

.~;56~;000 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$24,253,651 
222,698,808 
. 20,913,790 

22,155,877 
30,078,089 
3,272,283 

35,120,320 
1,474,208 
7,296,631 

18,713,073 
1,653,889 
4,891,465 
4,273,608 . 
6,376,452 
2,048,578 

$405,220,722 
83,80-1,5-14 

(29,571,375) 
(5-1,IlSfl,169.) 

$321,416,178 
310;597,216 

~,1l7-3,6V8 
4,664,1-14 

1127,321 
J,P$S .. 889 

-Propo8ed 
1971-72 

$25,282,962 
227,168,234 

21,196,615 
23,650.440 
34,772,229 
1.652.153 

38,401,364 
1,608,962 
8,973,805 

18,720,447 
1,714,080 
4,943,709 
4,723,164 
6,661,320 
1,494,271 

$420,963,755 
93,610,609 

(32,48-1,029) 
(61,126,580) 

$327,353,146 
315,972,193 

-1,723,16-1 
4,718,193 

!25,516 
1,714,080 

l;;! 
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California State Colleges-Continued 
Proposed 1971-72.expenditures for general administration total 

$25,282,962, an increase of $1,029,311 (4.2 percent over the estimated 
cost for 1970-71). On a cost per academic year FTE basis, the figures 
are $124 and $119 respectively. We recommend applJva!. 
Reclassification Funds for Nonfaculty 

During each operating year it has been the practice in all state 
agencies to survey job classifications and where appropriate, to re­
classify and upgrade. It is estimated that the cost magnitude of this 
activity for nonfa~ulty positions in 1971-72 will amount to $530,000. 
It has been the accepted budget practice silice the 1965-66 Governor's 
Budget to provide such funds from excess salary. saVIngS. Technically, 
this has been achieved in the state college budget by showing a line-item 
allotment for the expenditure of the funds and increasing salary savings 
in the identical amount. 

This budget departs from the tradition!!l practice by (1) removing 
the $530,000 expenditure line-item, (2) maintaining the increased level 
of salary savings and (3) continuilig the polley that reclassifi~ations 
are to be allowed. The effect of such action is to fprce the colleges to 
save twice the amount that is expended for reclassifications. We fail to 
understand the rationale for such an arrangement. 

Other modifications in the general administration budget include a 
reduction in clerical staff for college bu,ilding coordinators and a 50 
percent redu~tion in the normal rate of increase for business manage­
ment positions. We favor these changes since they are in accordance 
with legislative concern to keep program overhead funds at a minimum. 
Automatlo Data Processing 

The California State Colleges are in the final stages of converting 
their computing capability from campus-oriented second generation 
electronic computers to a state college system-oriented third generation 
distributed computing network. Our office has maintained a continuing 
interest in the development of ail adequate and eff.ective data processing 
program to support both the administrative and instructional needs of 
the individual colleges and the chalicellor's office. 

In the analysis of the Budget Bill 1968-69, we expressed concern that 
the colleges were continuing to request permission and funds to upgrade 
their obsolete automatic data processing (ADP) equipment in a unilat­
eral msnner. The total cost of this individual campus approach was so 
large that colleges were making little progress in obtaining the necessary 
funding. This problem was further explored in a special report on 
March 1, 1968 to the fiscal committees entitled, Automatw Data Process­
ing in the California State Colleges. In this report, it was pointed out 
that the colleges had acquired their ADP equipment in an independent 
manner, had developed administrative programs for campus rather than 
systemwide use and were not providing an adequate level of support 
for illstructional data processillg. Further, we noted that the colleges 
had been unable to develop a systemwide ADP Master Plan in· which 
common administrative systems would be planned in a uniform manner 
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and the instructional ADP program would offer students an oppor, 
tunity to have access to modern computers and high,level languages 
such as COBOL and FORTRAN. ' 

Recommendations were made as follows: 
1. A concentrated systems design effort should be undertaken by a 

central systems group in the chancelIor's office to accomplish instalIation 
. of uniform and mandatory administrative systems for alI state colIeges. 

2. Funds shonld be provided to instaII two third-generation medium-
scale computers-one on a colIege site in southern California and one 
in northern California. 

3. The regional computer centers should be used primarily for the 
improvement of the management of the state colIeges and the imple­
mentation of a uniform administrative package. 

4. The instructional data processing program should be considered 
separate for fiscal year 1968-69 and the colIeges should retain their' 
smaIl scientific computers for instruction pending .further study. 

FolIowing discussions before the fiscal committees, the Budget Bill 
of 1968 was augmented in the amount of $480,100 to establish two' 
regional computer centers. 

Installation of the Distributed Computing Network 

The above recommendations formed the basis of the state coIlege ADP 
program and steady and satisfactory progress has been apparent with 
the coIleges receiving continued legislative support for the program. 
In the analysis last year, we described in detail the plans for a dis­
tributed computing network and the implementation schedule for ac­
quiring an upgraded computing capability to accommodate instructional 
data processing needs' This network has been planned and coordinated 
.by the Division of Information Systems which was established within 
the office of the chanceIlor. Assistance from an advisory committee of 
campus technical personnel has aided the program. 

The computing equipment for the network has been secured as a 
result of thorough analysis and a competitive bidding process, and has 
been accomplished in stages. During the first stage, two Control Data 
Corporation (CDC) 3300 computers were selected for the regional 
ADP centers and instalIed at Los Angeles and San Jose State ColIege. 
Next, the CDC 3150 was selected for nine of the large state colIeges as 
the compus computing facility, servicing primarily instruction, but 
also used for administrative data processing in combination with the 
regional centers. This nine-colIege procurement was a cooperative ven­
ture and resulted in a quantity discount arrangement with CDC. Five 
of the smalIer colIeges have now installed remote job-entry terminals 
(the IBM 360/20) which are cable-connected to the regional centers 
as are most of the CDC 3150 computers. FinaIly, the network has been 
expanded to connect with the University of California at Los Angeles 
computing facility which provides state coIleges access, on a limited 
basis, to a powerful large-scale computer. The remainder of the colIeges 
have either instalhid special purpose computers or receive their ADP 
services, from other sources. It is anticipated that the existing equip­
ment in this network (which can be upgraded on a ·modular basis as 
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needed) will be technically adequate to meet the needs of state colleges 
until 1974. . 

Administrative Data Processing 

Uniform administrative systems have now been developed by the Di­
vision of Information Systems for systemwide use in the area of Ad­
missions, Personnel, and the Allotment-Expenditure Ledger Subsystem 
of the Business Management System. 

During November 1970, a computer-supported common-admissions 
system for all 19 state colleges was implemented. This system elim­
inated the need for multiple applications, increased the equitable treat­
ment of all applicants, provided reports and established the use of 
com¢on dates, policies and procedures. 

Six colleges and the chancellor's office are using the Allotment-Ex­
penditure Ledger Subsystem and the current goal is to have all colleges 
on this system by July 1971. 

To emphasize legislative intent, the Supplementary Report of the 
Conference Committee (Budget Bill of 1970) recommended that all 
future state colleges ADP administrative projects be developed cen­
trally through the Division of Information Systems to preclude uni­
lateral development of systems by individual colleges. 

1971-7? Data Processing Program 
The proposed budget to support the State College Distributed Com­

puting Network for fiscal year 1971-72 is as follows: 
Estimated proposal Estimated proposal Ohange 

Oomponents 1970-71 19"/1-'1$ Amount Percent 
Total personnel costs _______ $3,461,035 $3,581,801 $114,766 3.3 
Total equipment costs _______ 2,354,338 2,775,264 420,926 17.9 
Contracts (outside vendors) __ 187,747 184,108 -3,639 -1.9 
EDP services received _______ 27,259 3,000 -24,259 -89.0 
Olher EDP costs ___________ 785,090 1,070,443 285,353 36.3 

Grand Total ____________ $6,821,469 $7,614,616 $793,147 11.6 

Increases in personnel costs are attributed to salary increases and the 
establishment of six new positions in the regional data processing cen­
ters to permit three-shift, seven-day-a-week operations. Although work­
load has increased, no new positions have been allocated to the Infor­
mation System Division or the campus computer centers. The increase 
in the other EDP costs category is primarily due to the forms and post­
age requirement of the new common admissions system. 

Systemwide Time Sharing 
The EDP equipment budget has been augmented by $300,000 to per­

mit the installation of systemwide "time sharing". This time-sharing 
approach can be defined as a computer system which provides appar­
ently simUltaneous on-line services to multiple users with individual 
applications . 

. According to the extensive documentation provided by the chancel­
lor's office, there is an increasing need for interactive computer term­
inals to support instructional use of computers within the state college 
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system. These terminals, usually teletypes, allow students and instruc­
tors to interact directly with the computer to solve problems on a time­

.shared basis. When using a teletype, a student types a program and 
special commands to the computer and receives a response from the 
computer while still seated at the teletype. The response either points 
at errors in the program orlpres~nts the results of a requested computa­
·.tion. 

To date, the state colleges have had no policy relative to time-shared 
applications. San Fernando State, a pioneer in time-sharing, has had an 
,agreement with General Electronic Company whereby, for a nominal 
fee, they had the use of a large cO)!lppter. This agreement has now been 

,canceled. San Francisco and Hayward State have nsed a Nationl\l 
Science Fonndation grant to acquire time-shared facilities from Stan­
ford University and this grant has now terminated. A recent survey 
indicated that nearly 50 terminals have been installed in the colleges for 
this purpose. 

Nationwide, time-shared terminals have become an integral part of 
'higher educations' computer services and the state colleges appear to 
'lag far behind in making this service available to its students. In our 
judgment, the California State College Plan to integrate a time-shar­
'ing capability into its existing network is a uniqne and efficient ap­
proach. This plan proposes to upgrade two of the existing campus 
"computers from the CDC 3150 to the CDC 3170. The CDC 3170 is a 
'.relatively new machine with a time-shared capability to support 30 
simultaneous terminal requests and a versatile library of computer 
programs for time-sharing. One CDC 3170 will be located at San Fer­
,nando State and will support from two to eight terminals at each of 
the southern state colleges. The second CDC 3170 will be located at a 
college in the north (to be determined) to support the northern state 
colleges. The plan for the southern college to begin operations in Janu­
ary 1972 and the northern college in May 1972. Full year funding for 
this program will be approximately $594,120. 

The other major increase in equipment is to permit the doubling of 
the core memory size of seven of the CDC 3150 computers installed on 
·the larger campuses. This additional machine capability is required for 
the instructional program. We recommend approval of the $300,000 in­
crease proposed to support system-wide time-sharing and the $114,000 
to increase the core memories for seven of the computers installed on 
tke larger campuses. 

II. INSTRUCTION 
'Functional Description 

The instructional function includes all exp,enditures for classroom 
instruction and supporting services excluding those for the interna­
tional program which are budgeted under statewide programs. The 
budget presentation of this item consists 'of the categories of instruc­
tion and instructional services. Instruction includes administration, inM 
structional faculty, technical and clerical and special programs. In­

',structional services include salaries, operating expenses and equipment 
for audio-visual services, educational television, master teacher pay-
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ments to local school districts, special lecture services and college farm 
operations. 

Three oth"" instructional programs (excluding the international 
program) which are not presented in this section of the college budgets 
are those for summer sessions, extension and year-round operations. 
The first and second of these programs are fully reimbursed activities 
supported by student fees and are presented under the category of 
"reimbursed activities." The third, year-round operations, is isolated 
in its own category as a separate program. 
Proposed Budget 

Actual E8timated p.roposed Ohange 
1969-'10 . 1910-"11 1971-"12 A.1nQunt Percent 

Expenditures __ $201,369,530 $222,698,808 $227,168,234 $4,469,426 2.0% 
Mun-years _____ 14,804.0 15,761.5 15,406.3 -355.2 -2.3 

The instruction function is proposed at a total of $227,168,234 for 
1971-72 which is a 2 percent increase over the current year. Personal 
services are the largest part of this functIon historically, consisting of 
approximately 90 percent of the total. 
In.structional Administration 

Instructional administration consists of deans, planning staff, co­
ordinators and department chairmen. During the 1970 budget hearings, 
attention was directed to the situation where some colleges were using 
teaching positions for this administrative function. Such conversion of 
faculty positions was terminated by the LegIslature placing restrictive' 
language in the Budget Act. In addition, the Conference Committee on 
the Budget desired an assessment of the realistic administrative needs 
and directed that "the Trustees of the State Colleges in cooperation 
with the statewide academic senate thoroughly evaluate the academic 
planning workload and report by November 1, 1970." In November 
1970 a progress report on this matter was rendered which presented 
the work plan for a major report to be completed in the spring of 
1971. We have received the work plan and are encouraged by the 
apparent importance given to this subject by the chancellor's office. 

Summer Session !,cademic Planning 

The 1970 Conference Committee directed the chancellor's office to 
provide an evaluation of summer session academic planning to deter­
mine whether or not the level of service currently budgeted is adequate 
enough to insure a program of reasonable academic qnality. 

Our Analysis pointed out that $82 per FTE student is budgeted for 
academic planning- costs during the academic year, while only $15 per 
FTE student is budgeted for the summer session. The program element 
entitled "academic planning" consists mainly of instructional admin­
istrative costs. 

The chancellor's office reported that the low budgeted level in the 
summer session resulted primarily from: 

. 1. Anticipated low level of support for department chairmen. The 
summer session is a self-supporting instructional program, and there 
is no guarantee of revenue-generation. As a consequence, it is not pos-
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~ible to establish position salaries unless a "floating fund" could be 
established ont of General Fund moneys for summer ~sion instruc-
tional administration. . 

2. Anticipated low' level of sU~PQ.rt for faculty ",cadew!c pl~nnjng 
efforts. The previous arguments regarding the lack of guarantee of 
success of the summer session als<;l apply to the appo,intment of faculty 
fpr the specific academic planning efforts. 

3. Lack of full academic evaluation of the qnality of the supnn.er 
session compared with the academic year program. A full academic, 
evaluation based upon content and breadth of summer session courses 
would require expenditures of approximately $1,500-$2,000 per call).~ 
pus. Such an evaluation would permit compal'ison of academic pla*, 
Oling needs for summer sessions as compared to the academic year. 

The report concludes that the low level of $15 per FTE student is 
not adequate for summer session academic planning and that a survey 
of the needs of the colleges indicates that" higher budgeted level would 
be more appropriate. The determination or the appropriate level will 
require expenditure of surplus funds to conduct an evaluation of sum­
mer sessions. After May 1, 1971, with the incorporation of summer ses. 
sion fees under the Continuing Education Revenue Fund, such sur­
pluses will be available and the expenditures will be allowable under 
the provisions of Chapter 878 of the 1970 Session (SB 1419). It recom­
mended that such an evaluation be made after May 1, 1971, when the 
nonstate funds will be available, and expenditures for such an evalua-

Tobie 7 
The California State Colleges 

Reallocation of Positions Between Sub·functions 
.1969-70 

Total 
Function positions 
GeneraZ Administration 

Executive _______________ +3 
Business management ____ -2 ADP ___________________ -1 

Instruction 
Administration __________ +26 
lnst. faculty ____________ -9 
Tech. and clericaL________ +2 
Special programs ________ -16 
Instructional service 

audiovisual ____________ ---3 
Library 

Administration __________ +1 
Processing services _______ -45 
Public services __________ +44 

Student Services 
Dean's office _____________ -6 
Admission and records____ +2 
Student personnel ________ -0--
Health services __________ +2 
Placement ______________ +1 
Activities and housing_____ +2 
Counseling and testing_.:.. __ -0---
Foreign student __________ -1 
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Toted 
Function position&: 
Plant Operation 

Administration __________ +4 
Maintenance of structures -10 
Maintenance of grounds___ -7 
Plant security ___________ +10 
Motor vehicle operation ___ . +a 
College farm ____________ -0--. 
Special projects __________ -0--

Student Financial Aids 
Business management _____ +1 
Student services _________ +2 
Off campus-work study ___ -3 

Reimbur8ed Activities 
Research projects ________ -3 
Auxiliary organizations ___ +10 
Summer session __________ -7 
Special projects __________ -0-

Year~Round Operation 
General administration____ -2 
Instruction ______________ +1 
Library _________________ -0-
Student services _________ +1 
Plant operation __________ -0-
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tion are allowable under the law. We believe that this approach is 
reasonable and concur in its implementation. 
S8641 Report (Chapter 1405, Stats. 1969) 

The 1969 Legislature enacted Education Code Section 24053.1 which 
requires the trustees to report for fiscal year 1969-70 the relationship 
between state funds appropriated to 'the colleges and the actual ex­
penditure of such funds. 

In requiring such a report, the Legislature wanted to know the 
actual utilization of positions in the expectation that this would indicate 
where positions were actually needed. The required report was sub­
mitted in November of 1970. 

Table 7 summarizes the position reallocations as reported. 
The principal reallocations occurred to increase instructional ad­

ministration and library public service. Our comments on instructional 
administration and library services elsewhere in the analysis include 
consideration of the reallocations. 
Teaching Faculty 

Faculty positions for the California State Colleges are determined 
through the utilization of a faculty staffing formula which went into 
effect in 1957. Since the formula is the cornerstone of the instruction 
budget and since the 1971-72 Governor's Budget proposes a $14.4 mil­
lion reduction in the faculty requirement based on skepticism as to the 

. implementation of the formula, we will explain the formula, its assump­
tions and implementation prior to analyzing the Budget presentation. 

The State College Fa.culty Staffing Formula Basic A~6umption8 
The formula is based on the following criteria: 
1. For Budget Purposes Only. It is understood that this formula 

is for the purpose of arriving at an overall instructional staff for the 
institution as a whole. The actual assignment of instructors to teaching 
loads by course, department, or division is the prerogative of the admin­
istrative officer of each institution. This flexibility is particularly de­
sirable in developing new programs and in assigning instructors to 
special duties outside the classroom. The number of sections of any 
given course actually scheduled, therefore, may not coincide. with the 
optimum number of sections justified by the enrollment listed in the 
formula. 

2. Approved Courses to be Staffed. When courses have been ap­
proved as being appropriate to the curriculum of a California state 
college, it is assumed that adequate staff shall be provided. It is the 
responsibility of each college, however, to exercise judgment as to the 
frequency with which a specific course needs to be offered and to deter­
mine whether unestablished courses requested by a special group or 
instructor should be offered. These may be carried as overload by the 
instructor with approval of the college administration. 

3. Mini",,,,,, Enroll",ents. Although the formula does not specify 
minimum enrollments for the courses for which staff is requested, it 
is general practice not to include a course in which the enrollment is 
below 10 for lower division and seven for upper division. If it is neces-
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sary to offer such courses they may be approved by the property author­
ity, but colleges are urged constantly to reexamine the need for courses 
or programs when enrollments are consistently low. 

4. ·The Work Week of the Instructor. The formula is based on a 
. 45-hour work week for college teachers. This is converted to the equiv­
alent of a 15-unit assignment as follows: three-unit equivalents (nine 
hours a week) for nonteaching assignments normally expected of in-. 
structors (such as student advising, committee work, administrative 
duties, extracurricular responsibilities, etc.); and 12-unit equivalents 
(36 hours a week) of teaching. . 

5. The 12-Unit Teaching Load and the K-F'actors. (Constant multi .. 
plier.) The 36 hours a week represented in a 12-unit teaching load are 
computed for the various types of instruction as follows: 

(A) For lecture or discussion type of instruction, which requires· 
one hour of class time a week for one unit of credit: 12 hours a week 
ill class; and 24 hours a week for preparation, conferences with students, 
reading student papers, making and grading examinations, etc. This is' 
based on the fact that a college teacher normally spends at least two 
hours in supportive work for every hour in class. The 12 units for such 
courses, multiplied by the K-factor of 1 gives the equivalent of 12 
teaching units. . " 

(B) For activity type of instruction which requires two hours of 
elass time a week for one unit of credit: 18 hours in class for every 
nine units of credit; and 18 hours out of class checking equipment,. 
instruments, and costumes, grading projects, arranging performances, 
and conferring with students. The nine credit units multiplied by the 
K-factor of 1.3 gives the equivalent of 12 teaching units. 

(C) For science laboratories which require three hours of class time 
a week for one unit of credit: 18 hours in the laboratory for every 
six units of credit; and 18 hours in preparation, assembling specimens, 
setting up and taking down apparatus, scouting field trips, checking 
and grading experiments or reports, and conferring with students. The' 
six credit units multiplied by the K-factor of two gives the equivalent 

. of 12 teaching units. 
(D) For certain selected types of laboratory instruction (for exam­

ple, home economics, industrial arts' and art laboratories) which require 
three hours of class time a week for one unit of credit, less time is 
demanded of the instructor for out-of-class activity than is required 
in the Cd category-24 hours in laboratory for every eight units of 
student credit, and 12 hours of outside preparation, student conferences, 
etc. The eight units mUltiplied by the K-factor of 1.5 gives the equiva­
lent of 12 teaching units. 

(E) For the major sports the amount of coaching time required is 
high when compared to the actual units of student credit allowed for 
the activity. In the state colleges, the proper coaching of major team 
sports and student participation in them are essential to the training 
of physical education teachers. It is assumed that the athletic program 
of a college is a legitimate part of instruction. The coach of a major' 
team sport will spend at least 24 hours a 'week on the field or in the 
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gymnasium directing activity for each two units of credit. A minimum 
of 12 hours a week, averaged for the year, will be spent in preparation, 
student contacts, essential public appearances, and supportive activities. 
The two units multiplied by the K-factor of six gives the equivalent of 
12 teaching units. 

(F) For coaching minor sports and group performance activities the 
coach or instructor will spend at least 24 hours a week directing the 
sport or activity for every four units of student credit, and (as ex­
plained in C above) at least 12 hours a week in preparation and sup­
portive activities. The four units multiplied by the K-factor of three 
gives the equivalent of 12 teaching units. 

6. The S-Factor for Supervision. For the type of instruction that 
is supervisory in character, the teaching load is based on the number 
of students to be supervised rather than on the number of units of 
student credit involved. For the supervision of student teaching and 
such graduate projects as thesis and work-study assignments, a full 
teaching load is the supervision of 25 students. For undergraduate field 
work, projects, and work·study, a full teaching load is the supervision 
of 36 students. 

7. The factors described in 5 and 6 above are subject to review and 
adjustment in the light of continued analysis of the work load .of the 
faculty, and as changing conditions affect the teaching load. 
The Formu,la for Determining Weekly Teaching L.oad 

The above data is summarized in the following formnla: 
Hours per week 

Outside 
professional 
develop~ 

ment, 
Outside student 

Units- prep a.-- counseling, Tota! 
Type of K- of ration, meetings, work 

instruotion Factor credit Teaching eto. etc, week 
1. Lecture or discussioD ___ 1.0 12 12 24 9 45 
2. Activity ______________ 1.3 9 18 18 9 45 
S. Home economics, indus~ 

trial arts laboratories __ 1.5 8 24 12 9 45 
4. Science laboratories ____ 2.0 6 18 18 9 45 
6. Major sports --------- 6.0 2 24 12 9 45 
6. Minor sports, perform-

ance, production ______ 3.0 4 24 12 9 45 

Modification and refinements were made in the formula in 1960 and 
1967. The most significant change occurred in 1967 when the Legis­
lature approved a reduction in workload for graduate instruction from 
12 units to 10 units. The effect of this change was to decrease the 
average workload below 12 weighted teaching units. The budget shows 
an average of 11.1 in fall 1969. The W-unit factor was increased back 
to 12 units in the 1970-71 budget. 

966 



~tems 288,-28{) Higher Education 

ht:',plementation of For.mul~ 
Annually each college submits a course section. report to the chan­

cellor's office. This report reflects the actual enrollments in all courses 
taught by all departments in the college. All courses are classified 
according to the formula and checked for proper. approval. The aca­
demic planning section of the chancellor's office uses the course sec­
tion report in conjunction with the formula expressed above and pro­
jected enrollments in order to determine each college's budgeted fac­
ulty load. 

Once the budget has been approved and faculty positions allocated, 
each college utilizes its positioJas first in actual iJilstruction to meet its 
enrollment demal),d and second to aid in developing n,ew curricula and 
other instruction-related activities. As mentioned previously the 1970 
Conference Committee added restrictive language to the Budget Act 
in accordance with a general intent to conserve faculty positions for 
direct classroom teaching by restricting their use in administration. 
This mandatory language means that funds budgeted for teaching 
faculty may !;lot be: 

a. Used Or .diseJ;lcumbered for use in suppor.t of the budget function 
of general administration. 

b. Used for the support of departmental chairmen or comparable 
positions or duties. . 

c. Used to support positions or duties related to noninstructional 
research. 

d. Used to support administrative functions or noninstructional 
functions at the college, school, or division level of organization, e.g., 
dean~, associate deans, coordinators, directors, eOlillcils and' senates. 
The 197f-72 Faculty R,duci:ion 

The 1971-72 instruction bndget contains a 1,392.4 faculty position 
reduction in the workload level generated by the trustee's faculty 
st.affing formula method. This reduction is 250 positions less than 
authorized in the current year despite an enrollment increase of 
18,525 FTE. The total reductions are summarized as follows: 

Workload 
faculty 

tor 221,020 
FTEJ: 

Academic year ___________ 12,808.1 
Summer quarter __________ 611.1 
Off campus center ________ 24.1 
Master of social wonk_____ 111.5 
Joint doctoral ____________ 31.a 

Policy 
'1;eductions 
-135.0 
-26.4 

-28.0 
-9.& 

Workload TotaZ 
reductions reduotions 
-1,141.7 -1,276.7 

-39.1 -65.5 
-4.6 -4.6 
-8.3: -36.3 

-9.3 

New 
totaZ 

11,531.4 
445.6 

19.5 
75.2 
22.0 

Totals _________________ 13;486.1 -198.7· -1,19&7· -1,392.4 . 12,093.7 

While the budget fails to mention the magnitude of the cut, it must 
be emphasized that this is the most significant reduction in faculty 
support made since the inception of the state college system in 1960. 
The rationale provided for 1,193.7 workload reduction is: 

A. "It was a basic assumption in 1957 when the 'faculty staffing 
formula' was adopted that the basic classroom workload criteria for 
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state college faculty would be 12 weighted teaching units (WTU ... 
For a number of reasons it has been virtually impossible to bring the 
system output up to the 12 weighted teaching units (WTU). The last 
actual experience (fall, 1969) calculated from the college data show 
that on the average throughout the system 11.1 WTU was accomplished 
by the regular faculty in lecture and laboratory courses. 

"B. In the fall of 1969, the regnlar faculty in lecture and labora­
tory courses produced at the rate of 23.17 student credit hours per 
weighted teaching unit. . 

"The state colleges curriculum program, characterized by a predomi­
nance of very small sections, is currently under study by the Coor­
dinating Council on Higher Education. 

"C. The fundamental assumption upon which this budget has been 
developed has been the accommodation of 221,020 FTE at the highest 
possible level commensurate within available tax resources and efficiency 
of administrative choice and educational operations." 

We have grave reservations in being able to accept the above budget 
rationale as reasonably justifying the magnitude of reduction in the 
faculty budget. The first rationale states generally that dfor a number 
of reasons it has been virtually impossible to bring the system up to 
the 12 WTU." None of the reasons are stated and the reader is left to 
draw his own conclusions. In our review of the situation we found that 
the less than 12 WTU condition in the fall of 1969 was primarily due 
to the 10 WTU factor authorized for graduate instruction. Thus, aver­
aging undergraduate instruction budgeted at 12 WTU with graduate 
instruction budgeted at 10 WTU will always make it "virtually im­
possible" to produce a product of 12 WTU. As noted previously the 
10 WTU factor for graduate instruction waS authorized by the Legis­
lature in 1967, 10 years after the agreement mentioned in the budget. 
This factor was removed by the 1970-71 budget conference committee 
and is not included in the 1971-72 proposed budget. 

The second rationale offered by the budget involves the concept of 
class-size ratios. The budget states that the "curriculum program is 
characterized by a predominance of very small sections." Again data 
which support this statement are nC/t offered. A factor of 23.17 student 
credit hours per weighted teaching unit is discussed, but this is a func­
tion of the authorized student faculty ratio as 6pposed to a predomi­
nance of very small sections. Table 8 shows the budgeted student faculty 

Table 8 
Authorized Student Faculty Ratios 

and Related Student Credit Hours per Weighted Teaching U",it 
(SCH/WTU) 

Budgeted 
·Year atude'ltt faculty ratio 
1966-67 __________________________________ 15.8 to 1 
1967-68 __________________________________ 16.4 to 1 
1968-69 __________________________________ 16.2 to 1 
1969-70 __________________________________ 16.1 to 1 
1970-71 __________________________________ 16.4 to 1 
1971-72 (proposed) ________________________ 18.2 to 1 
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Oonversion to 
SOHjWTU 

19.8 to 1 
20.5 to 1 
20.8 to 1 
20.1 to 1 
20.5 to-1 
22.8 to 1 
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ratios and their conversion to student credit hours (SOH) per weighted 
teaching unit (W1'U) for the p,ast five years. , 

The conversiob to SOH/WTU is made by multiplying the student 
faculty ratio by 1.25 which is determined by the relationship that takes 
15 SOH to equal a full-time student while only 12 WTU to equal a 
full-time faculty . 
. Tile point emphasized by Table 8 is that the state college budget is 

plapiled through the faculty staffing formula and authorized under the 
p'elfuy that reasonable class sizes are to be encouraged. Lower division 
classes range from 10-40 students, upper division from 7-40 and grad­
uates from 5-20 with a systemwide average of approximately 25. Al­
though the budget in the past five years has set the overall average 
SCH/WTU at approximately 20 to 1, the actual ratio experienced has, 
been higher due to faculty vacancies and salary savings requirements. 
Table 9 shows the relationship between the budgeted ratios and tM 
actual ratios experienced at the end of the budgeted year. 

Year 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 

Table 9 
Budgeted and Actual Student Faculty Ratios 

1966-67 to 1970-71 
Budgeted 

Student faculty 
ratio 

15.8 to 1 
16.4 to 1 
16.2 to 1 
16.1 to 1 
16.4 to 1 

SOH/WTU 
19.8 to 1 
20.5 to 1 
20.3 to 1 
20.1 to 1 
20.5 to 1 

Actual 
Student faculty 

ratio 
16.8 to 1 
17.3 to 1 
17.4 to 1 
16.8 to 1 

N/A 

SOH/WTU 
21.0 to 1 
21.5 to 1 
21.6 to 1 
21.0 to 1 

N/A 
'Uncertain Oata Source 

A major problem with the second rationale in the Governor's Budget 
presentation is that the data presented do not agree with actual data on 
file in the chancellor's office. In trying to determine the source of the 
23.17 SOH/WTU factor presented, we were informed by the Depart­
ment of Finance that the information was the product of a confidential 
staff report of the Governor's Task Force study on Higher Education. 
We were given a three-page general summary of the "approach" of 
the study but the 23.17 SOH/WTU was only mentioned in a footnote 
without backup data. In light of the lack of availability surrounding 
the Governor's data; we have based our analysis on the actual state 
college data. 

Another consideration is that the above data are expressed in terms 
of averages which do not reflect the differences between acedamic disci­
plines. Such matters must be considered because a sudden increase in 
the average ratio will tend to lead to induced enrollment increases in 
specialized disciplines sueh as engineering or even further expansion of 
'general education courses which currently carry the burden of the 
average as shown in Table 10. 
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Tabl.10 

California State Colleges 
Summary of Budgeted Enrollment by Discipline Grouping 

and 
Budgeted Faculty Student Ratio by Discipline Grouping 

1969-70 

Subject 
Agricultural sciences ___________________ _ 
Architecture _________________ :.. ________ _ 
Area studies __________________________ _ 
Biological sciences ____________________ _ 
~usiness administration _:.. ______________ _ 
City and regional planning _____________ _ 
Computer sciences _____________________ _ 
Creative arts _________________________ _ 
Criminology __________________________ _ 
Education ____________________________ _ 
En~ineering sciences ___________________ _ 
liJnglish language and literature ________ _ 
Environmental design ______________ :... ___ _ 
Foreign languages _____________________ _ 
Health sciences _______________________ _ 
Jiome economics _______________________ _ 
Industrial arts and technology __________ _ 
Journalism ___________________________ _ 
Library science ________________________ _ 
Mathematical sciences __________________ _ 
Military science _______________________ _ 
Natural resources _____________________ _ 
Nursing _________________ " _____________ _ 
Philosophy ____________________________ _ 
Physical education and recreation _______ _ 
Physical sciences ______________________ _ 
Psychology ___________________________ _ 
Social sciences ________________________ _ 
Social work ___________________________ _ 
Interdisciplinary and other _____________ _ 

Student 
FTE 
2,169.0 

672.4 
550.3 

9,079.5 
14,409.5 

77.5 
56.6 

16,419.5 
741.9 

11,813.7 
5,862.4 

14,753.4 
136.6 

5,800.4 
2,086.9 
2,358.7 
2,053.8 
1,283.7 

229.8 
8,869.0 

136.5 
689.1 
985.6 

3,795.9 
5,734.7 

10,774.0 
9,172.5 

86,129.6 
1,241.9 
1,369.6 

Totals ______________________________ 169,454.0 

FatJUltV 
positions 

185.9 
70.1 
26.0 

623.4 
744.4 

7.1 
3.5 

1,828.4 
39.9 

987.7 
532.8 
722.6 
14.4 

396.1 
79.1 

152.7 
192.6 
110.7 

16.1 
510.5 

47.0 
196.8 
158.3 
520.1 
651.8 
466.0 

1,506.8 
159.6 
79.5 

10,529.9 

IiIt.dentl 
faculty 
ratio 
11.7 

9.6 
21.2 
14.6 
19.4 
10.9 
16.2 
12.4 
18.6 
12.0' 
11.0 
20.4 
9.5 

14.6 
26.4 
15.4 
1Q.7 
11.6 
14.3 
17.4 

14.7 
5.0 

24.0 
11.0 
16.5 
19.7 
24.0 
7.8 

17.2 

16.1 

A final factor which is inherent in the rationale presented in the 
budget is that the budget is merely funding the student faculty ratio 
(18.2 :1) which has been actually achieved in prior years. This is a 
very simplistic rationale which ignores the fact that it is always im­
possible to achieve the ratio budgeted. Two 'percent of the budgeted 
faculty salaries is committed to salary savings and consequently is not 
encumbered. This contributes to the situation shown in Table 9 
wherein the actual ratios exceed the budgeted. Since the 1971-72 
budget continues the faculty salary savings rate at the 2-percent level 
it must be recognized that an actual student faculty ratio of over 19:1 
can be anticipated in 1971-72 if the budget is not modified. 

The foregoing factors are presented (1) to reflect that there is 
nothing highly unusual about the findings presented in the Governor's 
Budget, (2) to reflect that these findings do not lead logically to the 
conclusion that 1,193.7 faculty positions should be terminated and (3) 
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to reflect that there is uo proof that such termination will not radically 
affect the nature of the educatiou process at the' Califorllia state col­
leges. The stated objective of the Governor's Budget is that state 
college faculty teach 12 WTU. We maintain that this objective is ac­
complished in the trustees' budget which utilized the faculty staffiing 
formula. . 

We recommend restoration of 911.7 facltUy positwns at It cO§t of 
$11,026,709 (5.5 million from stltdent fees). For the reasons expressed 
previously we recommend against the 1,193.7 faculty reduction in the 
Governor's Budget. We believe that the faculty staffing formula gen. 
erally provides a reasonable method of budgeting positions. While we 
favor the formula, we believe that there is some possibiliti of tighten. 
ing it. criteria particularly, as they involve the prevention of small 
class sizes. As mentioned previously the formula currently, works with 
minimum enrollments of five for graduate courses, seven for upper divi­
~ion courses ana 10 for wweF division courses. These minimums repre­
sent a range of 17.5 to 33.3 percent of the maximum class size in each 
category. We propose that the minimum class level authorized by the 
formula be set at 33.3 percent of the formula maximum. Under this 
proposal, undergraduate courses would not be authorized below the 
level of 13, while graduate courses remain at five. The adoption of this 
policy decreases the additional 1,193.7 workload faculty position need 
by 282 positions and results in our recommended restoration to the 
budget of 911.7 positions (1,193.7-282.0). 

Teacher Educatio~ 
The budget proposes to reduce teacher education programs in the 

state colleges by $1,984,500 (135 positions) which represents a general 
ten percent program curtailment. Rationale for this action is that there 
is "evidence that many graduates are not being placed because of the 
declining growth in the elementary class levels." The adverse employ­
ment situation has been noted by the Department of Education. While 
such a decision might be justified on economic considerations, it estab­
lishes a budget precedent which should be acknowledged. The state 
colleges have argued that fiscal agencies and committees should not 
make decisions which adversely affect educational policy matters. This 
argument must be addressed at this time since the teacher education 
reduction establishes the first incident where a general academic, in­
structional program has been subject to specific reduction in the Gov­
ernor's Budget. We support the budget action. We believe that each 
academic program can and should be subjected to fiscal analysis. The 
state should be expected only to continue support for programs com­
mensurate with the demand for their output. Lower than anticipated 
public school enrollments and the availability of out of state teachers 
(see page 880) have combined to create an unemployment condition in 
the teacher profession which is recognized in the budget. 

'f.hater of Social Work 
Currently four colleges, San Diego, Sacramento, San Francisco and 

Fresno, operate master of social work programs. These are special two· 
year graduate programs which emphasize field experience in social 
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welfare oriented agencies. The 1971-72 Governor's Budget proposes to 
reduce 50 percent (approximately 450 FTE) of the new enrollment for 
a savings of $500,000 (28 positions). The decision is justified on the 
basis that there is a low student faculty ratio which makes the program 
expensive. 

We support the budget action but on a basis which differs from that 
presented in the budget. The budget rationale merely states that it is 
an expensive program and therefore should be reduced. This same 
argument could be applied to nursing, architecture or environmental 
design yet it has not been. We believe that the reduction is supportable 
on the basis that there is evidence that the demand for master of social 
workers will be decreasing. Specific directives have been issued in the 
Department of Social Welfare to minimize the job descriptions which 
require an MSW degree. Other related action has been the elimination 
of student stipends which have been an important factor in maintaining 
student demand for the two year program. 
Center for Technological Education 

We recommend the continuation of the Cente?' for Technological 
Education at a reduced program level of $75,000 in 1971-72. The Gov­
ernor 's Budget proposes to eliminate the Center for Technological Edu­
cation (OTE) at San Francisco State College for a savings of $132,895 
in 1971-72. The Center for Technoligical Education was established in 
1965 as a pilot program by San Francisco State College, through a 
3i-year grant from The Ford Foundation. In the first phase, 20 pre­
technology programs and 10 Foods Education and Service Training 
programs were initiated in California high schools with the objective 
of developing vocational-technical teacher training programs for 
secondary education, addressed to the needs of potential high school 
dropouts. 

The target population served by the programs and their teachers 
are generally average students who lack motivation and may be dis- . 
enchanted with the regular curriculum offered at the high school level. 
They are potential dropouts. Through the teaching of skills the center 
attempts to present general education in concrete, not abstract, form. 

The center received legislative and executive support in 1968 through 
the enactment of Chapter 1356 (AB 1919) which established it as a 
General Fund support program. The budget justification for termina­
tion of the center is that "there is no evidence to date that the San 
Francisco program is any more effective than those at other campuses 
which are offered without special budget allocations." We are con­
fused by this rationale since neither we nor the chancellor's office are 
aware of the "similar efforts" at other colleges in this vocational 
oriented program area. It wonld appeal' that the Department of Fi­
nance shonld be required to produce the evidence before the program 
is seriously considered for termination. 

Our proposed continuation level of $75,000 represents a reduction 
in the program which we believe is appropriate. The center has operated 
with a staff of 5.8 positions and a large operating expense budget. As 

. mentioned previously the work is primarily curricula development aild 
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teacher tra:\niJ;Jg done with ce.nte,· personnel. We believe that similar 
efforts can ·be achieved in a bndget which recognizes a small central 
staff to direct the program's development while utilizing currently 
funded departmental resources throughout the college and cooperating 
high schools for implementation of the training and curricula aspects 
of the program. 
~ermination of Special Leave Program 

In 1967 the Legislature established a program of special leaves for 
state college faculty. This program was applied as a special benefit 
to newer faculty who had a research proposal yet were not eligible for 
a 'regular sabbatical leave. As part of the legislative changes made in 
1970, one-half of the leaves were eliminated. 

The budget eliminates the remaining leave program ($294,0.00) on 
the rationale that the University has primary responsibility for re­
search. While we do not believe that the rationale justifies an elimina­
tion of the program, we believe the program is marginal in terms of 
. identifiable accomplishments. The state colleges are authorized to do 
research appropriate to the teaching function assigned to them in the 
master plan. Such activity is still allowed through regular sabbatical 
leaves and normal a)1nual work load activities. 
!,Faculty Recruitment 

We recommend reinstatement of $70,000 fOl' faculty recruitment. Tra­
ditionally, the budget base for the California State Colleges has included 
funds for interviews, travel and moving allowances related to faculty 
recruitment. It is important to note that funds budgeted in one fiscal 
year apply to the recruitment of faculty in the following fiscal year. 
Thus, faculty recruitment for the fall of 1972 will be done in the spring 
of 1972 with funds in the 1971-72 fiscal year budget. The Governor's 
Budget eliminates all allowances for this activity ($823,573). 

The budget states that the 1971-72 faculty level is less than the 
1970-71 level, but this is irrelevant when OUr conCern is with faculty in 
1972-73. Clarification is needed on this issue from the Department of 
Finance to determine the effects on obtaining faculty for 1972-73. Ac­
tual past experience is shown in Table 11. 

Table 11 
State College Recruitment Expenses 

Aotual Aotual 
1967-68 1968-69 

Moving allowance ___________________ _ $105,544 $179.433 . 
Travel _____________________________ _ 91.197 113.633 
Interviews __________________________ _ 26,587 46.948 

Total ___________________________ $223.328 $340,014 

Special Lecturers 

Aotual 
1969-70 
$253.079 
163.947 

70.455 

$487,481 

We recommend reinstatement of $78,000 for the student fee sup­
ported specia! !ecturers program. In sUIlPort of the overall instruction 
program the state colleges have brought distinguished special lecturers 
on campus to address the student bodies. This program is funded from 
student materials and service fees, not the General Fund as an aca-
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demic enrichment. Without explanation, the budget terminates this pro­
gram. In discussions. with the Department of Finance and state college 
officials it appears that the action was based not on program considera­
tions but on the basis of floating excess student fees in order. to offset 
General Fund reqnirements. Thus, in the operation of the state college 
budget, unscheduled excess student material and service fees act to re­
duce the amount of the General Fund appropriation. We h.1;eve that 
such action is not good budgeting. If a student support program is to be 
eliminated, it should be done on program considerations with an appro­
priate reduction in fees. 
Instructional Tele-vision 

We recommend reinstatement of the $300,057.instruct>onal television 
(lTV) reduction for a total program level of $668,377. 

We recommend that the total lTV program be funtbd from· the ma-. 
terials and service fee for a General Fund saving of $368,320. We be­
lieve that the Governor's Budget expresses an inconsistent fiscal policy 
when it calims to seek economy in higher education yet eliminates tech­
nological programs which can substitute for high-cost salaries. 

Significant studies have been produced on this subject matter which 
include an Assembly Education Committee Report in 1960, the report 
to the trustees by Marvin Laser in 1961 entitled Television for the Cali­
fornia State CoUeges and the report by Kenneth Jones in 1968 entitled 
A Reappraisal of Instructional Television f<Jr the California State Col-­
leges. It is the consensus of these reports that television is an effective 
teaching device, and if properly utilized can be less expensive than tra­
ditional classroom instruction. As an example of the saving, the 1968 
reappraisal report contrasts the traditional teaching method with the 
instructional television method over a two-year period for a course en­
rolling 1,600 FTE in various sections per semester. Over the two-year 
period the traditional lecture presentation costs $560,000 while the 
television method costs $326,860 for a savings of $233,140. 

Concerning education"l quality of instructional television, a study 
was made at San Francisco State in 1963 relating to a general educa­
tion course in physical science taught by lTV. In the appraisal of re­
sults it was found that more students earned better grades in the lTV 
course than in previous courses taught by the same instructor. From a 
student attitude survey of the class, it was found that over 85 percent 
of the students thought the course should be taught again on lTV and 
almost 60 percent of the students said that they preferred the lTV 
course ra~her than the regular classroom presentation. 
Unjustified Reduction 

The decision in the 1971-72 budget to reduce 50 percent of the lTV 
program ($300,057) statewide is based on the rationale that "the effec­
tiveness of this media has never met expectations and has been disap­
pointing." We find it difficult to respond to this rationale since the 
budget does not clarify what expectations were not met or who was 
disappointed. We believe that the studies mentioned previously substan­
tiate the usefulness of lTV particularly as it concerns increased 
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productivity. In seeking methods of increasing teaching productivity 
we believe that it is reasonable to seek maximum utilization of technical 
·resources such as instructional television. If advances are not made in 
this direction we can expect the costs per FTE student to increase 
steadily in direct proportion to increases in teacher salary costs. 

,',Change in Funding Proposed 

\. While supporting the maintenance of this program we believe that it 
is reasonable to recommend a change in the funding source for all lTV 
from the General Fund to the materials and services fees. It has 'been 
.a budget precedent that the audiovisual program of the colleges has 
been funded from materials and service fees. During the 1970 hearings 
on this 'subject, it was determined that audiovisual and lTV services 
to the teaching program are quite similar. The purposes of the two ac­
tivities are to deliver visual and recorded material to the classroom 
instructor in order to aid the presentation of courses. In health sciences, 
biological sciences and mental health classes, visual presentations on 
television or film provide an effective technique and perhaps the only 
feasible method for experiments or collections which are costly and 
difficult to duplicate. 
", Commensurate with the similarity in service we recommend that lTV 

,be supported from material and service fees as has been the bndget 
policy for audiovisual services. Snch action would result in a 1971-72 
General Fund savings of $368,320. 

San Diego Educational Television 

San Diego State College operates a unique program in educational 
television (ETV) in that it is involved with the administration of the 
community public education station (KEBS). In 1971-72 the station 
proposed to operate on a budget of $527,760; $263,880 fnnded from 
contracts in the community and $263,880 fnnded from the State Gen­
eral Fund. The budget eliminates $100,000 from the, General Fund 
share. Traditionally, the Budget has reflected the state expense under 
lTV (rather than ETV) which 'created legislative concern during the 
1970 budget hearings as to the justification for such an arrangement. 
'The issue was not clarified to the satisfaction of the Conference Com­
mittee on the Budget which directed that "General Fund support not 
be provided to fund the San Diego area ETV station in the 1971-72 
budget. During 1970-71 the station administration should seek alterna­
.tive funding sources. 'J 

In October of 1970 our staff met with the station personnel and mem­
bers of the department of mass communications on the matter, After 
some discussion it became apparent that the General Fund allocations 
to the station do not support the station as a public broadcast agency, 
but in fact support cnrriculum expenses related to the Department of 
Telecommunications and Film. Thus, instead of budgeting the curri­
culum expense separately in the department, it is budgeted directly to 
the station in order to pool equipment and technical staff resources, 
The college maintains that operations of the two entities are more effi­
,cient under this system. Of major importance is the fact that it is a 
misconception to consider the $263,880 allocation as an lTV expense 
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as might be interpreted from the Budget presentation. Actual lTV 
expenses at San Diego State College in 1970-71 were $49,000. 

We recommend continned snpport for the San Diego edncational 
television station operation combined with the cnrricnla offerings pro­
gran, of the Department of Telecommnnications and Film for a Generlil 
Fund angmentation of $100,000. Data on General Fund cost per FTE 
,student enrolled in the curricula program shows a cost of approximately 
$1,800 per FTE. This exceeds the average systemwide cost per FTE 
student of $1,500 but in light of the specialized technical nature of the 
program such costs are not unreasonable. 

The questions raised during the 1970 budget hearings were in re­
sponse to a budgeting mechanism which was less than reflective of the 
actual situation at San Diego State College. We believe that this should 
be rectifled in future budgets so that it is clear that the state money 
used in the operation of KEBS is related to the curricula program of 
the college. 
State College Elementary Schools 

Until 1970, the State of California operated six college on-campus 
laboratory elementary schools at Humboldt, Chico, San Francisco, 
Fresno, San Diego and UCLA with costs totaling $1.5 million per year 
for approximately 1,500 students. The history of these schools dates 
back to 1890 with the founding of the Chico Laboratory School. The 
other flve schools were established by 1925 as adjustments to the higher 
education normal schools. The laboratory schools served previously as 
centers for student teachers to gain classroom experience. . 

In the state college system the purpose of the schools was reevaluated 
by the chancellor in 1965. It was determined that the schools were no 
longer necessary to meet their original function and consequently 
needed a new program function. In 1966 the state college trustees ex­
panded the laboratory school functions to include research and experi­
mentation. 
1970 Legislative Action 

Problems involving the continued need for the state college labora­
tory schools were raised in the 1970-71 Analysis of the Budget Bill. 
Criticisms include: 

1. The schools no longer served their original mission as necessary 
support for teacher training programs. . 

2. The laboratory schools are not true laboratories because of the 
disproportionately large number of children from college connected 
families and aftIuent members of the community. Additionally, minority 
groups are generally underrepresented in the schools. 

3. Research and experimentation are emphasized in the schools; how­
ever, very little research is carried out by school staff. The little re' 
search that exists is usually the project of some academic department 
(nonlaboratory school) faculty member who is using a class and/or 
the school as his laboratory. The average laboratory school classroom­
teacher does not have the time or funds to carry out research. The 
classroom teachers do experiment with new materials, oftentimes test,· 
ing them prior to state textbook adoption. 

976 



Items 288--289 Higher Education 

4. Admission of pupils is carried out on an unsystematic basis de­
spite the existence of some general admissions criteria. The fact that 
parents must come to the school and fill out an application form an.d 
transport their child (ren) to and from school "screens out" the dis­
advantaged . 

. 5. The accomplishments of laboratory school programs and activities 
are not well disseminated to the public school districts serviced by the 
college. Consequently, the impact of the school falls, if at all, on ths 
immediate neighboring public school district. 

·6. The laboratory schools do not coordinate their programs with or 
disseminate their accomplishments to state colleges not having on­
campus elementary schools. Central direction and guidance is not pro-
vided to the on-campus schools. . 
. In light of the above, the Legislatnre eliminated four laboratory 

schools of Humboldt, Chico, San Diego and Fresno. The San Francisco 
school remained primarily due to active community support. 

During the interim period of 1970 our office reviewed the activities 
of the two remaining laboratory schools at UCLA and San Francisco 
in response to continued legislative concern about these programs. A 
spearate report on the UCLA school was issued by this office on No­
vember 15, 1970. In the report we supported the UCLA school's con,. 
tinued operation primarily on the basis that the school's activity of 
research, experimentation and inquiry in education was a proper func­
tion of the University as designated by the Master Plan . 
.:"J"he San Francisco 'Laboratory School 

The Frederic Burk School was established in 1899 as part of the 
San Francisco Normal School. At that time the basic function of the 

·school was to provide a student teacher experience for prospective 
teachers. In 1953 the San Francisco State College began its move to 
its present locatio]). and entered into a contract with San Francisco 
Unified School District to establish a laboratory school on the. campus 
of the college. 

The formal agreement between the State Department of Education 
and the San Francisco Unified School District stated that the district 
would build an elementary school, and the state would lease it for San 
Francisco State College to use as a laboratory school. The contract 
runs for a term of nineteen years and ten months commencing Sep­
tember 1, 1955 and ending on June 30, 1975. By terms of this lease 
the San Francisco Unified School District agreed to do the following: 

a. Establish a school district that would not exceed 650 pupils; 
b. Keep the school building in good repair for which a budget is 

maintained. The state does the work and then bills the city; 
c. Provide the original equipment; 
d. Pay annually to the state on or before the end of each fiscal year 

an amount determined by computing the current expenditures per 
pupil in the elementary schools of the district for that fis~l year and 
multiplying the amount so computed by the average daily attendance 
for the fiscal year in excess of 400 pupils. 
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a. Include the same total number of teaching days in the laboratory 
school as was included in the school calendar for the San Francisco 
Unified School District; 

b. Furnish custodial services and all public utilities including heat, 
light and telephone; 

c. Supply all personnel including teachers, clerical staff, and cus· 
todial employees to operate the school; 

d. Assume the complete cost of education of all pupils up to and 
including 400 average daily attendance, it being agreed that the San 
Francisco Unified School District would not receive credit for the said 
attendance up to and including 400 average daily attendance as a 
basis for receipt of funds from the state based on the average daily 
attendance; 

e. Use during the term of the lease as a :playground for pupils two 
and a fraction acres of land owned by the state lying immediately to 
the north of the school building. ' 
Effect of the Lease Arrangements 

The terms of the lease impose certain restrictions on Frederic Burk 
School including the fact that its school calendar in terms of total 
number of days must equal that of the San Francisco Unified School 
District. This has presented problems as the staff has tried to incor­
porate curriculum workdays and/or planning and evaluation sessions 
into its calendar. In addition, structural changes to facilitate the de­
velopment of such programs as nongraded or team teaching which re­
quire large instructional areas are the prerogative of the school district. 
Requests to the district for changes in the plan of the building such 
as opening passage ways between rooms have not been granted. 

Having externally determIned school district boundaries tended to 
have a limiting effect on efforts to achieve diversity within the school 
population. Out·of·district children have been admitted to mitigate 
this problem and to an extent these efforts have been successful. How­
ever, the prescribed district arrangement has helped to prevent the 
school's becoming a center for faculty children. College faculty chil­
dren who do not live in the district are legally excluded. 

Staff 
The Frederic Burk staff consists of the director, the principal, 18 

teachers plus one faculty position which is divided into f.our 0:25 Posi­
tions in order to, provide for a speech consultant· learning specialist, 
art consultant, music consultant and physical education consultaQ,t. 
There is also an affiliated nursery school which has two full-time teach­
ers and two half·time teachers. Thirteen teachers hold tenure at the 
laboratory school. 

Honorary rank at the college is granted to laboratory school teach­
ers. However, tenure is with the laboratory school and not with the 
college. The length of time tenured teachers have served at Frederic 
Burk is as follows: , 
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Length of time at Frederic Burk School Number of teacher8 
. 16 years ~ __ ~ ______ ~ _____________________ ~~~ __ ~~_ i 

-15 years _______________ .:._.:._.:_-.:...:.:.:: __ ...;..:._:::::".. ________ '2 
14 years ______________ .:. _____ ... _______________ .;..~ __ 1 
:13 years _____________ ...:_:.:. ________________________ ,2 
10" years ______ :.. _________________________________ 1 
9 years ________________________________________ 2 
7 years ________________________________________ 1 6 years ________________________________________ ,~ 

5 years _______ .________________________________ 1 

Rac;ial Distribution of Student Population 

.The total enrollment of the Frederic Burk School ,as .of November .1. 
~970 is as follows, . 

Perce~tol 
Tota' Number 

White ____________ ~ ____ ~ ________ 320 
Negro __________________________ 75 
Oriental ________________________ 57 
Spanish Surname ________________ 14 
American Indian ________________ 2 
Other White ____________________ 8 

TOTAL ____________________ 471 
Kindergarten through sixth________ 432 
Nursery ________________________ 89 

Admissions Process 

68.0 
16.0 
12.0 
~.O 

.5 

.5 

100.0 

The San Francisco Unified School District has set a geographical 
district for enrollment at Frederic Burk School. This includes the Park­
merced community and the married student housing area at San Fran­
.<;lisco State College. No other city school serves these children. Frederic 
Burk School operates on a 25-1 pupil-teacher ratio. To the extent that 
class size permits, children are enrolled from anywhere in the city out­
side the prescribed district. This is done in two ways. One is by applica­
tion of the parent made during the period from February to May, and 
.another is by accepting all Frederic Burk Nursery School children 
into the kindergarten whether they live in the Frederic Burk district 
or not. Since the nursery school enrolls at least two-thirds of its chil­
dren from minority groups who reside outside the Frederic Burk School 
district, this assures an integrated school at the kindergarten level for 
Frederic Burk. .. 

Applications for openings at Frederic Burk are processed by a com. 
mittee chosen from the staff. The purpose of ·admitting out-of-district 
children is to diversify the school population. For this reason, prefer. 
ence is given to those of racial or ethnic minority groups. No effort is 
made to screen these children as to ability. In general, it is a first come, 
first served basis where space permits. 
Financial Structure 

Expenditures for the Frederic Burk Laboratory School for the ·past 
three years is included in Table 12. .. 

The program costs per student at the school are $829 which compares 
to an average cost throughout the San Francisco Unified School District 
pf $680 per ADA. While these costs are not exactly comparable since 
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Expenditures for Frederic Burke L.aboratory School 
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 ( •• t.) 

Personnel services _______________ .:. __ $831,167 $349,903 $372,790 
Operating expenditures ______________ 16,116 16,574 17,000 
Equipment _________________________ 1,441 1,885 400 

Total __________________________ $348,724 
Man-years __________________________ 25.3 

$368,362 
35.4 

$390,190 
26.2 

the former is not on an ADA basis they are adequate enough to ·reflect 
the actual situation of a higher cost per student at the laboratory school. 
Program Considerations 

In the 1970 annual report of the laboratory school four main func-
tions were designated as: . 

1. Preservice training for future teachers. 
2. Inservice training for teachers. 
3. Program developments and dissemination. 
4. Research. 
Preservice and inservice training include observations, student as­

sistants and teachers, interns, team teaching, .coordination with college 
departments, workshops and films. Program development has included 
work in a science curriculum improvement project, a counseling learn­
ing team project, an early identification and position intervention 
project and a technology for children project. Research projects are 
primarily" action research-or classroom experimentations" conducted 
by individual teachers. There are no funds budgeted for the school to 
publish research. . 
Policy l,ssue 

In terms of staffing, physical facilities, quality of education and 
motivation the Frederic Burk School is operating a quality elementary 
program. The issue, however, is whether or not the basic ·teacher train­
ing program at San Francisco State College is receiving benefits com­
mensurate with the $387,104 General Fund cost of the program. The 
primary function of the state college is teacher training. This is more' 
limited tban the University function which includes research and pro­
gram development. In interviews with school of education deans, it has' 
been pointed out that preservice and inservice programs along with 
program development can be conducted between a higher education in­
stitutions and fuuctioning district schoOls. An autonomous on-campus 
laboratory school is not necessary for these fu!lctions. 
District Laboratory Schools 

The district laboratory school model is currently in effect between. 
the University of California at Berkeley and the Berkeley School Dis­
trict. In this program, three district schools are designated as laboratory 
schools; 38 teachers, 3 principals and 1,000 students are involved. The 
state cost is significantly less than on-campus schools since the district 
pays the basic teacher salary with a $500-$700 per teacher annual 
stipend supplied by the University. The laboratory school classes are· 
conducted in district schools concurrently with regular classes. The' 
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district, is afu1l' .partner in the arrangement and benefits by obtaining 
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 (c) participation with practicing 
teachers on a joint venture program. 

From the foregoing material we have reached the following con-
elusions: -

I. San Francisco State CoUege is operating a quality elementary 
school. 

2. The laboratory school is also useful in llreservice and in-service 
training and program development. 

3. The, laboratory school is currently closely tied to general school 
district rules regarding scheduling, student attendance areas, reporting 
data and limits on experimentation. 

4. The state college educatioll, programs are primarily for teacher 
training and not research. 

5. There are alternative teacher training-elementary school arrange­
ments such as district laboratory- sehools. 

6. State of California General Funds costs could be reduced from 
$390,000 per year to approximately $59,000 if the school were district 
operated. , ', 

Based on the foregoing conclusions we concur with the Governor's 
Budget that the on-campus laboratory school at San Francisco be 
terminated as a completely state supported operation. The benefits to 
the primary state college mission of teacher training con be obtained 
more economically through interaction with normal district schools. 
Administrative Plan -for l:.Jtil-izai;.i6n of -L;iJ.lsQ,ratol,'Y So.hoot Funds 

Item 92 oJ the i970 Budget Bill directed the office of the chancellor 
to proviile an Administrative Plan for the use of laboratory school funds 
for District Laboratory School, Internship, and Teacher Aid programs. 
In a November 1970 report thechancellor recommended that the funds, 
if available, be allocated to the state colleges using a moilified pro rata 
system. 

As criteria for the development of campus plans, projects of the fol­
lowing nature would be supported by the laboratory school funds: 

(1) Provision of teacher' aids to surrounding school districts as a 
means of assisting the districts, as well as providing for an early intro­
duction of potential credential' candidates to the classroom. Where ap­
plicable, this money could also be used in conjunction with work-study 
funds especially for the support of minority students who are interested 

, in earning teaching credentials. 
(2) Provision of additional materials and personnel for the support of 

experimental projects developed in cooperation with local school dis­
tricts. This could include additional psychometrists, psychologists, stat­
isticians, as well are paraprofessional and professional personnel who 
could work directly in the classroom with the district teachers. Support 
can "also be provided for the development of in-service training pro­
grams for district staffs and full-time resource professionals from 
the colleges can be assigned to the districts. 
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(3) Provision of support for the supervision and training of teacher 
interns. This phase of the program would have the lowest priority if 
the reported oversupply of fully credentialed teachers continues, as it 
is unlikely 'that a district would appoint interns when fully credentialed 
and experienced teachers are available for classroom assignments. 

Each campus should receive a specified amount based on an equal dis­
tribution' of 40 percent of available funds. The remaining 60 percent 
of the funds would be allocated to the individual campuses on the 'basis 
of FTE in professional education courses at both the undergraduate 
and graduate level. 

Prior to the expenditure of any funds alloted, each college would be 
required to submit a plan for the utilization of these funds which has 
been approved by the president or his designee to the division of aca­
demic planning, office of the chancellor. Because of the need for ad· 
vanced planning, each campus will be expected to submit its projects 
in a priority order to allow for flexibility of planning. The campuses 
will also submit a list of the school districts with whom tentative plans 
have been developed. 

III. LIBRARY 
Functional Description 

The library function at the state colleges includes such operations as 
the acquisition and processing of books, pamphlets, periodicals and other 
documents, the maintenance of the catalog and indexing systems, the 
'distribution of reference services to students and faculty, and the sup­
ervision and administration of these activities. 

The budget for library expenditures is composed of five categories 
including personal services, books, periodicals, supplies and services 
and equipment. 
Proposed. Budget 

Aotual Estimated. Proposed Change 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 Amount Percent 

Amoltnt _____ $22,506,142 $20,913,790 $21,196,615 $282,825 1.1 % 
Positions _____ 1,703.1 1,-545.2 1,654.8 9.6 

The principal library staff activities are book processing and public 
service. Processing activities involve acquisition, cataloging, ordering 
and accounting while public service activities involve maintaining refer­
ence desks, circulating materials and information. During the 1970-71 
fiscal year the chancellor's office proposed to change the staffing for­
mulas in these two areas in order to shift staff resources (approxi­
mately 111 positions) from processing to public service. The change 
would have decreased processing staff by allowing one position for 
every 950 new volumes instead of one per 850 while increasing service 
staff based on a factor of one position for every 260 FTE instead of 
one for every 300. The net result of the proposal was a slight decrease in 
total staff. This proposal has been partially implemented. The process­
ing staff has been decreased in accordance with the 1/950 factor with 
an increase in public service staff at the ratio of one for every 
272 FTE. 

We recommend that the chancellor's office in cooperation with the 
Department af Finance develop a new staffing formula for library' 
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p"blic service staff b'ased; on stativn assiynmen~s a$ opposed to 
being based onl}"CE.: As mentioned previously it is of high priority 
to the state college library program to provide an adequate level of 
library service. To most academic programs the, l.brar,y seI'ves as a 
key resource which must be responsive in terms of open hours and 
availability. of materials to student demands. The current staffing for. 
mula, even· if modified, is based on a FTE formula which doell not 
provide an accurate measure' of staff needs. Public service is based on 
maintaining stations such as reference desks and book check out ·d~sks. 
Staffing should be determined accordingly. ' 

Libr.ry·'-Re.c;:a.~r.cea 

The quantity of budgeted library materials which includes books, 
serials/publications and supplies is' determined through a formula 
adopted in 1966 designed to bring library holding to a level of 40 
volumes per FTE student by the 1974-75 fiscal year. For books and­
serial/publications the allocation is determined in two parts. The first 
,allocation is for new enrollments wherein 40 volumes per FTE increase 
over the previous year is allowed: The second allocation is for a "deficit 
entitlement" which provides an anImal increase in volumes designed 
to achieve the 40' volumes per FTE student level by 1974-75. 

In the last two state college budgets the deficit entitlement has been. 
reduced by the Legislature in, order to economize budget resources. 
The 1971-72 budget proposes to eliminate the entitlement again in an, 
attempt to ecollomize on a one year basis. While such action reduceli, 
the ability of the colleges to reach their 1974-75 planning standard 
on time, we do not believe that an additional delay is a critical detri. 
ment to the "ollegeprogram. The budget does provide approximately 
680,000 new volumes based on enrollment growth as shown in Table 13 
which summarizes the status of the acquisition program. 

Table 13 
Total Budgeted Library Volumes and Volume. Per FTE 

Academic 
vear 

budgeted 
Fiscal enrollment 
year (FTE) 

1965-66..... 117,240 
1966-67 .•.•. 129,615 
1967-68..... 140,245 
1968-69 .••.. 157,735 
1968-70 .•••• 175,240 
1976-7L .•.. 196,120 
19n-72 .•••• 212,980 

Functional Description 

Holdings Budgeted 
J u1V 1 vQlumes 

N/A N/A' 
3,178,840 662,206 
3,841,046' 606,374 
4,447,420 826,364 
5,273,784 886;317 
6,160,101 710,320 
6,870,421 679,380 

IV, STUDENT SERVICES, 

Holdings 
June 30 

3,178,840 
3,841,046 
4,447,420 
5,273,784 
6,160,101 
6,870,421 
7,549,801 

Volumes 
per FTlf} 

27.11 
29.63 
31.71 
33.43 
35.15 
35.03 
85.45 

The student services function includes a wide variety of services to 
students which are not related to the instructional program and which 
are fi'lanced partially or completely from revenues from the student 
materials and service fee. For budgetary 'purposes, services are identi­
fied by office of the dean of students, admissions and records, student 
personnel (counseling and testing, activities and housing, and place-
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ment), health services and equipment. All student' financial aids ad­
ministration are budgeted under a separate category. With the excep-

. tion of the dean's office and admissions and records, all of the above 
mentioned activities are fully financed by the revenue from the ma­
terials and service fee, 
Proposed Budget 

Actual 
1969-70 

Amount _______ $18,482,143 
Positions ______ 1,713.4 

Student Fees 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$22,155,877 
1,988.7 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$23,600,440 
2,047.8 

Ohange 
Amount Percent 

$1,494,563 6.7% 
59.1 3.0 

One of the recommendations of the 1960 Master Plan was for the 
respective governing boards to "reaffirm the long-established principle 
that state colleges and the University of California shall be tuition 
free to all residents of the state." A review of historical practice 
indicates that neither segment has, as a matter of policy, been entirely 
tuition-free. ' , 

Tuition has been authorized by statute since 1862 at the state col­
leges. 'prior to 1933 various coilrse 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. . 

Reevaluation of Tuition 

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 Education, 
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 additionall'evenue 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 alternatives at the December 1969 
meeting, the following action was taken by the council: . 

"The Coordinating Council advises the Governor, the Legislature, 
the Board of Regents, and the Board of TrUstees, that student chal'ges 
should be, increased moderately at the University of California and the 
California State Colleges, and that the following policies be adopted 
with respect to such charges:. 

1. Increased 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: 
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a. Fund delit service for capital outlay expenditures (over and 
above the level of existing 1969-70 state support) for instruc­
tional and student service facilities, exclusive of health sciences. 

b. Supplement student financial 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 ~sed at the discretion of the respective governing. 
boards. 

3. Increased charges should be collected in the form of a, 'flat'" 
charge." 

In support of the third Coordinating Council for Higher Educatiol\ 
recommendation for' a flat fee the 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 conjunction 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 administration 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, othell. 
factors such as family size, asset~ and extraordinary expenses are 
not evaluated. 

3. A flat student charge in conjunction with student financial aid fo1' 
those unable to meet the additional cost. This is the alternative 
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 finan­
cial aid. The charge would be based on a benefit 01' 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 
appear to preclude council staff's acceptance of this method. 

5. A voucher system whereby the state subsidy per student is allowed 
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. 

To date, tuition has not been instituted to resident state college 
students. However, a materials and service fee is required. 
Materials and Service Fees 

Materials and service fee charges are authorized by Section 23751 
of the Education Code which states: "The trustees may by rule require 
all persons to pay fees, rents, deposits and charges for services, facilities 
or materials provided to such persons .... " In 1969-70 the trustees' 
charged $108 per academic year under this code provision as shown 
in Table 14. 
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Table 14 

Distribution of California State Colleges Materials and Service Fee 
(coat per student) 

1969-70 
Administration and teaching ___________________ .:.._________ $36 
Student health services ______________________ :..__________ 24 
Student personnel _____________________________________ 41 
Financial aid _________________________________________ 7 

Total ________________________________________ c______ $108 

University of California Student ,Fees 

A reevaluation of student fees was made by the University of Cali­
fornia in 1969-70: After consideration of the issue, the, regents acted 
to impose in addition'to the $300 annual registration fee an education 
fee of ,$150 for undergraduate students and $180 for graduates in 
1970-71 increasing to $300 and $360 respectively in 1971-72. The mini­
mum levels of mandatory fees for the two systems of higher education 
in California are summarized in Table 15; 

T.bl.15 
Basic Mandatory Student Fees at University of California 

. and California State Colleges 
1969-70 1970-71 

UnderM Under-
Segment graduate Graduate gra~ate Graduate 

. University of 
California ________ $300 . $800 $450 

118 

$480 

118 
California State 

Colleges __________ 108 108 

1971-7~ 
UnderM 

graduate Graduate 

$600 

118 

$660 

118 

'In comparing the two systems, we see that the student charges have 
doubled in a three-year period at the University while remaining rather 
static in the state colleges. This condition reflects a difference in policy 
wherein the University has recognized that ,a greater burden of the 
share of education costs should be shared by the students who are 
prime beneficiaries of the higher education system. 

The state colleges' utilization of student fees as a revenue Source 
,not only lags behind the University, but also comparative institutions 
nationally. The CCHE study found that the state colleges' student fees 
are not only quite low when compared to national universities which 
are used by the colleges in their faculty salary survey, but also quite 
low when compared to national colleges. When compared to institu­
tions in the American Association of State Colleges and Universities 
during 1968-69 the state college fees ranked 218th among 225 insti­
tutions. _ 

We recommend that the materials and serville fee be increased by 
$70 per FTE per academic year to provide additional revenues of ap­
proximately $15.7milUon in 1971-72. We believe that in light of local 
and national funding trends, the ma.terials and service fee has not 
been adequately utilized by the California State Colleges as a revenue 
source. The fee should continue to be administered on a graduated 
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scale per unit basis according to the policy established by the 1970 
Conference Committee. . 

A fee increase of $70 would be a .comparable increase to that experi­
enced by students at the University Qf Cillifornia. Thus, as shown in 
'rable 15, the state college fee was approximately one-third the Uni, 
versity fee in 1969-70 which is the relationship maintained by our 
recommendation for 1971-72. In addition, this increase appears to 
meet the CCHE recommendation of "moderate." 
Usea of Fee Revenues 

The possible uses of the fee revenue would include (1) current sup, 
port budget, (2) student financial assistance and (3) capital outlay, 
As a general policy and specifically in light. of the modest increase in 
support for 1971-72 found in the Governor's 'Budget, we believe that 
the revenue should be used primarily for the current support ·budget 
needs with some use for student financial aid and its administration. 
As we pointed out earlier in this analysis, most of the reductions made 
in the trustees' workload request by the Department of Finance ap-· 
peared to be made arbitrarily in order to reach a minimum allocation 
figure for the total budget. The low allocation was necessary since 
state revenue expectations in 1971-72 were lower than expenditure 
estimates. While budget reductions under these circumstances are un­
derstandable, we believe that all alternative sources of revenue, includ­
ing increased student fees, should be explored before there is an 
unjustified elimination of edilcational programs. Many of the restora­
tions which we have recommended can be funded from the fee 'increase. 
For those restorations which involve the funding of teaching, faculty 
salaries up to $5.5 million could come from this source since such' 
costs come under the definition of tuition and are limited to $25 per 
FTE by Education Code Section 23753. 

Specifically we recommend that the fee be applied as follows: 

Program 
Faculty positions (page 971) _" _______________ _ 
Instructional television (page 974) ___________ _ 
Schooll'elations (page 987} __________________ . 
Dean of students' office (page 988) ___________ _ 
Admissions Ilnd records (page 988) ___________ . 
Financial aid: EOP (page 996) _________________________ _ 

General (page 992) _______________________ . 

Funding 
level 

$5,500,000 
668,377 
268,196 
685,786 

3,055,830 

2,659,149 
2,860,000 

Totals ________________________________ $15,697,838 

Relations with Schools 

Increase per 
8tudent 

(220,000 FTEJ) 
$25.00 

3.00 
1.00 
3.00 

18.00 

12.00 
13.00 

$70.00 

We recommend implementation of the relations with schools pro­
gram ($268,196) funded from the materials and service fee. The Rela­
tions with Schools program has been a trustees' request in the past 
several years. The program currently consists, of two positions located 
in the chancellor's office to articulate with high school and community 
college counselors on' the academic requirements of the state colleges. 
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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 in 1969. 

The Legislature again augmented this program for a northern and 
southern California pilot program and .the funds were again reduced 
by the Governor .. The Governor's opposition to this program appears to 
stem' from fiscal considerations rather than program considerations. 
General Fund support was the source of support previously requested. 
We believe that since this is a student service program sImilar to coun­
seling it can appropriately be funded from student fees. The intent of 
Relations with Schools program is to establish a liaison officer whose 
responsibility would exclusively be the relationships between the state 
college and the local high schools and community colleges. The objec­
tives are to make the CalifornIa State Colleges more responsive to local 
needs, to acquaint other educational institutions with state college pro­
grams, and to refer students to other institutions of higher education 
where their needs may be better met. This program provides full-time 
Relations with Schools Officers at campuses over 5,000 FTE students. 
Student Fee Support for Dean of Student'. Office 

We recommend the full funding of the dean of students' office from 
materials and service fees for a General Fund savings of $685,786. 
As mentioned previously most of the stUdent services function is sup­
ported by fees except for half the dean of students' office and the ad­
missions ,and records office. Student. fees are expended in support of 
activities other than instruction which are peripheral to the generat 
college program but enhance the well being of the student. Examples of 
such activities are health services, student placement and counseling. 
We believe that consistent with our proposal to extend a greater finan, 
cial responsibility to student fees, full funding of the dean of students' 
office is appropriate. 

·Admissions and Records 
We recommend that the athnissions and records function be fully 

financed from materials and service fees for a General Fund savings 
of $3,055,830. The admissions and records service at the state colleges 
consists primarily of the standard document processing and evalu­
ations related to the process of being admitted to and achieving an aca­
demic degree. Traditionally this has been the only service in the student; 
services function of the Governor's Budget which has been funded 
from the General Fund. The primary reason for such support is that 
this activity is of primary importance to the college operation and did 
not fall under the traditional "peripheral activity" definition of stu­
dent funded programs. We believe that is appropriate to reconsider 
the budget precedent particularly in regard to extending the use of 
student fees. . 

In discussing this issue it is pointed out that $4,175,653 is collected 
in application fees as an offset for this service. Our proposal would 
extend fee funding for the full program cost of approximately $7 
.million. 
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Common Admis.sions 

Over the past several years there has been much legislative il\terest 
in improving the admissions procedures of the state colleges. IJ;\effi­
ciencies arising under the traditional admissions procedure whe,re 
students could apply to various colleges simultaneously caused prob­
lems in admitting all qualified students in 196B-69. The 1969 Conference 
Committee directed that the chancellor's office study the concept of 
centralized admissions systems. In response to this directive the chan­
cellor's office developed a common admissions program which will be. 
fully implemented for the first time in the fall of 1971. 

The administration of this program begins during the period of 
November 1 to November 30. During this period, the colleges receive 
and process every application. Each college keypunches specific student 
data such as social security number, veteran status, place of residence, 
elass level and major. The keypunched information i. transmitted to. 
the Northern Regional Center for categorization and identification 
of duplicate applications and for assignment. of a random milliber to 
each application. Random selection occurs only after all other selec­
tion criteria such as veterans status and residency have been utilized. 
Subsequent to November 30, the colleges request specific numbers of 
applications in established categories to fill enrollment quotas. Those 
applicants not accom~odated ·are then redirected to alternate colleges 
identified as second and third choices on the application. Those appli­
cants who receive space reservation at the college of their choice are 
then requested to submit transcripts and test scores for formal evalu­
ation and admission. 

During 1970-71 the program is estimated to handle 207,000 appli­
cants at a cost of approximately $850,000. The 1971-72 budget con-. 
tains $798,047 for the program. 
Foreign Student Tuition 

Chapter 1605, Statutes of 1969, provides for a minimum fee of ·$360 
for a full-time foreign 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 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, but increased to $600 at the May meeting in order to fund a 
program for an additional 3,200 FTE enrollment of regular students. 
In July of 1970 the Legislature eliminated $534,800 in materials and 
service fee support for the foreign student counseling program based 
on the rationale that foreign student tuition should fund the program, 
but the fee was not subsequently raised for this purpose. 
Special Study 

In order to evaluate the effects of increasing the tuition above the 
$600 level the trustees convened a task force in early July of 1970 and 
held a special committee meeting on July 29, 1970 which directed the 
staff to prepare a program wherein there would be: 

a. Reinstatement of a minimal foreign student advisory program. 
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b. Increase the foreign student tuition rate equal with the nonresi­
dent tuition in scheduled stages. 

c. Increase foreign student tuition to a rate equal with nonresident 
tuition by the fan of 1971-72. 

Finally after deliberation at the September meeting the trustees 
adopted a program requiring that: 

A. The rate of tuition required of each nonresident student who: 
(1) Is a citizen and resident of a foreign country; and 
(2) Is enrolled in the California State Colleges during the fall 

term of the 1970-71 college year; or who has been accepted for ad­
mission on or before November 24, 1970, to a State College for any 
subsequent semester or quarter during the 1970-71 college year; and 

(3) Remains in continuous attendance as a full-time student at the 
California' State Colleges, making normal progress toward a degree 
objective; and 

(4) Has not been awarded a baccalaureate degree or graduate de­
gree from the California State Colleges subsequent to the commence­
ment of the fall term of the 1970-71 academic year; 

shall be at the rate of $600 per academic year per full-time student for 
all academic terms commencing prior to the 1974--75 fiscal year, and 
shall at the rate of tuition charged nonresident students who are not 
citizens 'and residents of a foreign county for all academic terms com­
mencing during the 1974--75 fiscal year and thereafter. 

B. Commencing with the 1971 winter quarter at colleges on quarter 
system year-round operations, and with the 1971 spring semester at all 
other colleges, and for each term thereafter, the rate of tuition for each 
nonresident stndent who is a citizen and resident of a foreign country 
and who does not satisfy all of the foregoing provisions of paragraph 
"A" shall be at the rate of tuition charged nonresident students who 
are not citizens and residents of a foreign country ($1,110). 

The counseling program was included for funding from the General 
Fund, not the tuition increase. 

Considerable staff work, counseling and negotiation went into the 
trustee's foreign student program prior to adoption. Despite these ef­
forts, the Governor's Budget proposes all foreign students pay the $1,110 
fee in 1971-72. The key factors which favor the trustee's position is 
(1) foreign students must plan to pay their tuition for every semester 
of enrollment as opposed to out-of-state students who usually only pay 

. for two semesters since they may establish residency after one year, (2) 
it is inequitable to currently enrolled students to increase their fee from 
$360 in the fall of 1970 to $1,110 in the fall of 1971 and (3) Education 
Code Section 23754 includes foreign student tuition setting as a trustee 
responsibility. 
M iscellaneou8 Fees 

The 1970 Conference Committee believed that there was a need for a 
uniform policy in the administration of miscellaneous fees throughout 
the 19 state colleges. The committee directed the chancellor's office to 
investigate· the situation and report by November 1, 1970. 
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The chancellor's office reported that "in ,.eviewing this matter, it 
,became clear that some colleges were charging students miscellaneous 
fees to cover the cost of special material or services without autho;riza.­
tion by the board of trustees. In these cases, the fees were not assessed 
,~gainst, all students and, instead, were limited only to those receiving 
the ,special materials or services. The subject of miscellaneous fees was 

.,cousidered at the July, 1970, meeting of the board of trustees. Based 
.' on this review, the board took action to delegate to the chancellor au-

thority to establish or modify miscellaneous fees within specific limita-
tions. . 

"In order to implement this delegation, we have established the ,cri­
"teria for miscellaneous fees that must be observed. 
, The criteria and procedures for implementation are: 

1. The student receives some identifiable, tangible benefit from the 
miscellaneous fees being charged. (Clay, lumber, paints, etc.) 

2. The student has the option of obtaining the materials or service 
from sources other than the college so long as they meet the instruc­
tional requirements. 

3. The purpose for which the fee will be charged is not now provided 
for in other authorized fees. " 

V. STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 
Functional Description 

The programs devoted to assisting students in the completion of their 
higher education are varied and have grown rapidly in recent 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" combining 
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, i.e., a 
student receiving little or no parental assistance, the college financial 
aid administration will generally construct a "package" program con­
.isting of a loan, a grant, and a part-time job. 

The concept of the "package program" has grown out of the rec­
ognition by higher education and governmental 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 sys­
tem each year, only about 14 percent is in the form of scholarships 
and grants. Given this fact, it is incumbent upon the college adminis­
trations to insure that the existing funds are disseminated as equi­
tably as possible among the qualified applicanta. Further, federal regu­
lations under the Educational Opportunity Grant Program state that 
only 50 percent of any student's financial needs may be from this 
program, which necessitates adoption of the package 'lPproach. 

Proposed Budget 
Actual 

./969-70 
Expenditures $21,160,117 
Man-years _____ 197.5 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$30,078,089 
250 

991 

Proposed 
1971~72 

$34,772,229 
262.3 

Change 
Am'Ount ,Percen.' 

$4,694,140 15.6% 
12.3 4.9 
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Program Performance 

The current expenditure 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 semipublic 
foundations and private interests. Finally, a major source of financial 
aid is part-time jobs which are often allocated on an informal basis 
and not reported. . 

Although there are a large number of student financial aid programs 
utilized, the state colleges are responsihle for the administration of only 
six. These programs include the Educational Opportunity Grant Pro­
gram, the National Defense Student Loan Program, the Nursing Stu­
dent Loan Program, the Work-Study Program, the Nursing Educa­
tional Opportunity Grant Program and the Law Enforcement Grant 
Program, all of which are supported primarily from federal funds. 
Program administrative costs are fnnded from federal funds and 
student materials and service fees. In 1970-71 these programs ac­
counted for a total of $30,247,958 in loans and grants, a total that is 
expected to increase to $33,335,000 in the budget year. Table 16 lists 
the college-administered programs. 

Table 16 
College-Administered Financial Aid Programs 

Programs Actual Estimated, Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

$6,358,548 . $9,792,250 $10,860,000 
8,081,105 10,556,713 12,067,000 

Work·study ___________ _ 
NDEA loan ___________ _ 
Educational Opportunity: 

Federal _____________ _ 
State _______________ _ 

4,189,181 6,373,000 8,173,500 
1,221,487 1,854,680 350,000 

Nursing: 
Loans _______________ _ 
Scholarships _________ _ 

Law enforcement _______ _ 

53,450 218,500 283,000 
2,600 15,965 25,000 

494,900 1.,436,850 1,576,500 

Totals _______________ _ $20,401,271 $30,247,958 $33,335,000 

Need for State College Grant Funds 

Ohange 
$1,067,750 
1,510,287 

1,800,500 
-1,504,680 

64,500 
9,035 

139,650 

$3,091,042 

We recommend ,that an additional $2,860,000 be provided flY/' grants 
to students financed from $13 of the materials and service tee. The 
1969-70 bud"et for the Scholarship and Loan Commission pro­
vided for an inventory of student financial aid to determine the level 
and scope of existing programs so as to more accurately assess the 
need for changes in student aid programs. . . . 

The commission in Fehruary 1970 surveyed all pubhc and prIvate 
institutions of higher education to determine the kinds of aid avail­
able the dollar amounts available and the numher of students served. 
Bec~use the data received was more comprehensive for undergraduate 
student. than it was for graduate students, a prelimina~y report was 
issued in June 1970 showing data for undergraduate aId. 
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Because previous surveys were directed to data relating solely to 
campus administered aid, segmental comparisons were usually dis­
torted. If one compares direct student aid funds (excluding loans or 
employment aid) available pel' .total FTE undergraduate enrollment 
of the three public segments, the data would show $16 at the commu­
nity colleges, $52 at the state college and $169 at the University. If 
we added noncampus direct aid such as the G.I. Bill, OASDI benefits, 
etc., tben the cost per FTE sllident changes to $270 at the community 
colleges, $247 at the state colleges and $337 at the University. These 
comparisons are shown in Table 17. 
. The significance of this is that comparisons of campus administered 
direct aid tends only to point to an extremely low level of aid per 
student in the community colleges, but when all other assistance is 
considered the state colleges have the least amount of direct aid to. the 
student. This change results because a large proportion of those .eli­
gible for the G.I. Bill, OASDI, War Orphan Grants, etc., initiate their 
college education at the community college level. 

Table 17 
Direct Aid 1 to Undergraduates in Public Institutions 

1969--70 
Scholarships Noncam.pus ll 

and grants . direct aid Total 
<,alifornin Community Colleges 

Amount ___________________________ $4,163,634 
Amount per FTE student ___________ 16 

California State Colleges 
Amount ___________________________ 7,285,645 
Amount per FTE student ___________ 52 

University of California 
Amount ___________________________ 11,765,593 
Amount per FTE student ___________ 169 

TOTALS 
Amount ___________________________ 23,214,872 
Average per FTE student ___________ 50 

$65,016,294 
254 

27,105,170 
194 

11,672,421 
168 

103,793,885 
223 

1 Direct aId excludes loans lind employment assistance which are not direct income transrers. 

$69,179,928 
270 

34,390,815 
247 

23,438,014 
337 

127,008,757 
273 

II Off-campus aid Ineludes 0,1. Bill, OASDI benefits, ete., not directly controlled by the campus financial aid 
omees. 

As shown on Table 21 precedent has already been established by 
the University of California for the use. of student fees as financial 
aid. In 1969-70 the University utilized $38.30 of its $300 registration 
fee for this purpose. In light of the need for aid funds in the state 
colleges we recommend that the policy be extended to this segment. 
New Plan for Federal Allocations 

In November of 1970 the U.S. Office of Education announced new 
procedures for allocating EOG and work-study funds to institutions. 
The intent of the new procedures is to reach very-low-income students. 
The notice explained that no institution will receive less than 80 per­
cent of current year allocations. The remaining funds will be distrib-

. uted to institutions according to their estimated enrollment of students 
in the $0 to $3,000 income category, then in the $3,000 to $6,000 
category, and so on until available funds are exhausted. The first 
allocation under the new procedure will occur in the spring 'of 1971 
and its effects on California institutions are not known at this time. 
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VI. EDUCATIONAL' OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS 

Functional Description 

The California State College Education Opportunity Program was 
established by Chapter 1336 Statutes of 1969 (Senate Bill No. 1072 
(Harmer)). This program consists of grants to students up to a $700 
maximum 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 resources. The students must 
be residents who are nominated by high schools, the Veterans Admin" 
istration and state agencies authorized by the trustees. The trustees 
set standards and select from the list of nominations. Each college 
must receive program approval and may receive program 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 cannot be used for Educational Opportunity 
Program grants authorized by SB 1072. All funds appropriated in 
Item 116.5 of the 1969 Budget Act were to be expended pursuant to 
this act. For 1970-71 General Fund support in the total of $3.2 million 
was provided to serve 3,500 FTE students as allocated in Table 18. 

Table 18 
Califor'nia State Colleges 

1970-71 Initial Allocation of Educational Opportunity Program, 
Support Budget Funding and Enrollment Quotas 

Allocation of funds 
Enl'oll:ment 

Oollege 
Bakersfield _______________ _ 
Dominguez Hills __________ _ 
Fullerton _________________ _ 
Hayward _____________ ' ____ _ 
Long Beach ______________ _ 
Los Angeles ______________ _ 
San Bernardino _____ -: _____ _ 
Cal Poly, K.V. ____ "_" ___ "_ 
Cal Poly, SLO __ "" ___ " ____ _ 
Chico ____________________ _ 
Fresno ___________________ _ 

quota 
12 

100 
160 
160 
300 
475 
50 
95 
70 
95 

150 
30 

160 
B:umboldt ---------~-------- . 
Sacramento _______________ _ 
San Diego ________________ _ 350 
San Fernando Valley ______ _ 443 
San Francisco ____________ _ 275 
San Jose _________________ _ 465 
Sonoma ..:. _________________ _ 60 
Stanislaus ________________ _ 50 
Unallocated' _______________ _ 

Program 
8upport 
$23,660 

54,564 
70,282 
71,167 
96,235 

128,999 
35,189 
52,339 
44,168 
57,185 

.72,288 
25,889 
72,074 

111,362 
123,538 

92,911 
130,606 
37,603 
25,464 

1st yr. 
grants 

$4,800. 
40,000 
64,000 
64,000 

120,000 . 
190,000 

20,000 
88,000 
28,000 
38,000 
60,000 
12,000 
64,000 

140,000. 
177,200 
110,000 
186,000 

24,000 
20,000 
50,000 

2nd yr. 
grant8 

$12,150 
19,575 
21,600 
44,820 
66,825 
4,725 

14,445 
5,535 

11,610 
24,570 

2,700 
24,705 
43,835 
51,640 
36,585 
59,670 
5,265 
4,725 

70,320 

. Total ____ " __ " __ " __ "" ____ 3,500 $1,334,583 $1,450,000 $525,000 

Additional funding is received from other sources inclUding the fed" 
eral government, student body organizations and private donors. The 

994 



Items 288-289 Higher Education 

total amount of these funds is not exactly known other than federal 
financial aid which totaled $3,038,956 in 1969-70. 

Academic performance of state college enrollees is summarized in. 
Table 19. .. 

Table 19 
Fall 1969 State'-Colle'ge EOP Academic Perfol'manc~, 

College MedianGPA 

Median units 'completed 1 Percent completing. 
Enrolled Enrolled and passing 20 
full year part year or mo:re units 

Dominguez Hills _________ 2.09 17.9 6.5 39 
Fullerton c ______________ 2.23 22.5 6.7 61 
Hayward _______________ 2.56 22.8 9.4 65 

22.5 5.0 67 
23.2 8:6 60 

~ong Bench _____________ 2.44 
Los Angeles _____________ 1.96 
San Bernardino _________ 2.21 26.5 8.1 76 
Cal Poly, K.V. : _________ 2.23 22.1 8.8 64 
Cal Poly, SLO. _~ ________ 2.13 25.8 7.5 100 
Chico ___________________ 2.46 26.5 5.0 83 
Fresno __________________ 2.83 21.8 5.0 64 
Sacramento _____________ 2.42 24.3 5.0 70 
San Diego ______________ 2.68 24.1 3.1 66 
San Fernando Valley _____ 2.50 27.8 5.0 85 
San Francisco ___________ 2.61 21.1 11.3 55 
San Jose ________________ 2.53 .27.6 8.8 82 
Sonoma _________________ 2.75 23.1 2.5 58 
Stanislaus _______________ 2.21 26.7 10.0 90 
Systemwide ______ ~ ______ 2.34 23.5 7.2 67 
1 Quarter college entries have been converted to semester units to facilitate com-: 

parisons. 

The persistence data on these enrollees demonstrated that 86.6 per, 
cent completed the first year. Of those who completed the year 75.5 
percent were in good academic standing. 
Proposed Budget 

Aotual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

Expenditure, ________ $2,196,462 $3,272,283 
l\Ian~hourB __________ 109 177.4 

Proposed; 
1971-7~ 

$1,652,153 
155 

Ohange 
Amount Peroent 

$-1,620,130 -49.5% 
-22.4 -12.6 

The 1971-72 state college Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) 
budget proposes to continue the current year level of enrollment (3,50Q 
FTE) with a reduction of $1,620,130 and 22.4 positions. Specific pro· 
gram stall's have been eliminated at Stanislaus, Bakersfield, San Ber· 
nardino and Humboldt for $160,489 of the reduction. The remaining 
reduction consists of state student financial aid funds for first and 

Table 20 
Trustees 
Request 

Administrative Funds' _____________ $1,462,642 
Financial Aids: 

1st Year ______________________ 1,652,200 
2d and 3d Year ________________ 1,006,949 

Total funding ____________________ $4,121,791 
New enrollment __________________ 3,755 FTE 

995 

Governor's 
Budget 

$1,302,153 

350,000 

$1,652,153 
3,500FTE 

Ohange 
$-160,489 

-1,302,200 
-1,006,949 

$-2,469,63/\ 
-255FTE 
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second year enrollees. No recoguition is given to third year enrollees. 
Table 20 compares the trustees requested EOP budget with the Gov­
ernor's Budget. 

We recommend maintenance of the established state college Educa­
tional OppoI·t1,nity Program at the level of 3,755 FTE new enrollees; 
we recommend restomtion of $160,489 in General Fund administrative 
support at small colleges, we recommend elimination of General Fund 
support for grants ($-350,000) with a $2,659,149 financial aid pro­
gram financed from the materials and service fee for a new General 
Fund savings of $189,511 (350,000 -$160,489). Four specific issues in 
the EOP program for 1971-72 are (1) the level of enrollment, (2) the 
need for administration at small colleges, (3) the level of student fi­
nancial aid and (4) the source of funds for the state aid. Concerning 
the first issue the state college EOP program began with a base of 
3150 FTE enrollments in 1969-70. This base was adjusted upward in 
1970-71 to 3,500 FTE to refiect enrollment growth in the system. If 
the enrollment growth policy were continued there" would be 3,755 FTE 
budgeted for 1971-72 instead of the 3,500 FTE level reflecting no 
growth. We believe that the 3,500 FTE level represents a curtailment of 
the program and that 3,755 FTE should be authorized. " 

Unreasonable Program Elimination 

The second issue is whether or not the four small colleges should have 
a budgeted EOP staff to operate their programs. The budget eliminates 
the staff due to "very high administrative costs" ($160,489). In 
1970-71 the four colleges were allocated 142 enrollments in the program 
with an administrative cost of $110,202 producing a cost" per FTE of 
$777 compared to systemwide cost of $381 per FTE. We agree that such 
costs are high. However, as explained in the 1970-71 Analysis, this con­
dition is due to diseconomies of scale related to low enrollments. To 
eliminate the entire program costs due to such a condition is a severe 
reaction which appears unreasonable. EOP students at the small col­
leges require counseling, tutoring and program structure to the same 
degree as students at any other college. To allow the enrollments with­
out such a program support is a disservice. 

The third issue involves student financial aid. Since the inception of 
this program the state has provided a basic level of financial aid per 
student which combined with work-study funds and loans provide the 
economic basis for the students matriculation. The 1970-71 budget pro­
vided state aid at the level of $400 per new enrollee and $200 per con­
tinuing enrollee. The 1971-72 aid budget totaling $350,000 eliminates 
the state financial aid to continuing students while reducing first year 
aid to a level of $100 per enrollee. This action is based on the rationale 
that "the budget assumes that additional Federal Economic Oppor­
tunity Grant (EOG) and NDEA funds will be received by the col­
leges.' , 

We know of no justification for the budget rationale. The amount of 
funds to be received under the federal EOG program is highly uncer­
tain at this time. In November of 1970 Health, Education, and Wel-
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·fare (HEW) announced that neW procedures would apply to allocating 
EOG funds with no definite CQmmitments made until the spring of 
1971. We believe that it is to the detriment of the program to radically 
reduce the state's commitment to student aid particlllarly in 'light of 
the uncertainty of other sourceS of support. 

'The final issue related {o· this program is the source of funding for 
·EOP grants. At the University of California EOP grants are funded 
from $19:50 of the general registration fee as shown in Table 21. 

Table 21 
Distribution of University of California Registration Fee 

(cost per student) 
Instruetion and Research: 

Laboratory fees _________________________________________________ _ 
Organized Activities and Auxiliary Enterprises: 

Intercollegiate athletics __________________________________________ _ 
Extension and Public Service: 

Arts and lectures _______________________________________________ _ 
"Student Services: 

]Dean of students _______________________________________________ _ 
Educational student and alumni placemenL ________________________ _ 
Public ceremonies and cultural programs------_____________________ _ 
Recreation activities ____________________________________________ _ 
Health service __________________________________________________ _ 
Student aid administration _______________________________________ _ 
Counseling _____________________________________________________ _ 

~~r:!Fng s~~~:i~~ ~~o!~~~_========================================= l\:1iacellaneoua student ·services _______________________ ~ _____________ _ 
Student Aid: 

Grants-in-aid ___________________________________________________ _ 
Education opportunities program _________________________________ _ 

Provisions for Allocation: 
Capital debt service _____________________________________________ _ 
Unallocated fees ________________________________________________ _ 

1969-70 
$27.00 

15.40 

5.80 

3.20 
13.70 
3.10 

11.40 . 
71.90 

9.40 
14.60 

2.80 
6.80 
8.50 

38.30 
19.50 

20.00 
28.20 

Total _____________________________________________________________ $300.00 

In conjunction with discussions in the student fee section of this 
Analysis (page 984) and the financial aid section (page 991) it would 
be consistent statewide higher education policy to' use part of our pro· 
posed increased student materials and service fee for grants, We recom· 
mend that a 1971-72 EOP grant request of $2,659,149 be added to 
the materials and service. fee, $12 per student, increase proposed on 
page 987. 

VII, PLANT OPERATION 
Functional Description 

The plant operation and maintenance function includes 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 
proposed Budget 

Actual 
1969-70 

Expenditures ________ $31,344,837 
l\Ian-years __________ 2,723.2 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$35,120,320 
2,977.7 
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Proposed Ohange 
19"11-"/2 Amount Percent 

$38,401,364. $3,281,044 9.3%· 
3,112.5 134.8 4.5 
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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 operation inasmuch as these are budgeted 
as self-supporting activities .through special funds. . 

As an economy measure in 1970-71 the budget increased the custo­
dian standards from one position per 15,000 square feet of cleanable 
space to one per 15,600 square feet. We recommended that the new 
custodian standards not be permanently adopted until a comprehensive 
report is completed by the chancellor's office. We had not been able to 
ascertain the basis on which the new 15,600 square feet standard was 
formulated. It appeared that the revision 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. The 
conference committee directed that the 15,600 square feet be considered 
as interim standards and a study to clarify the validity be made before 
the new standards are permanently adopted. 

During the interim the chancellor's office addressed the report by 
ascertaining custodian practices at other institutions throughout the 
country. Preliminary data shows that the new workload is reasonable 
on a comparative basis; however, the final report is not completed as. 
of this time. We recommend approval 1M budgeted. 

VIII. YEAR-ROUND OPER,ATION 
A.ctual Estimated 

1969-70 1970-71 
Cycling costs _________ $1,315,461 $1,474,208 
Program operation costs 7,479,527 7,296,631 

Functional Description 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$1,608,962 
8,973,805 

Ch(llnge 
Amount Percent 
$134,754 90/0 
1,677,174 22.9 

Year-round operation of the state college system on a quarter calen­
dar was ordered by the trustees in 1964 as the result of recommenda­
tions by the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and a legisla­
tive directive embodied in Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 24 of the 
1964 General Session. At that time, it waS decided to ·convert .all 
campuses to three-quarter operation (fall, winter and spring) and to 
phase in the fourth or summer quarter at the several campuses over a 
period of years as soon as the need for it arose and adequate planning 
could be conducted. 

A complete discussion of the year-round operation issue as it affects 
all segments of higher education is found on page 859. Recent legisla­
tive action which supports the continuance of the state college Year· 
round Operation program includes: 

(a) Restoring 1970-71 funds for the state college program from in­
. ternal budget savings of $1,000,000. 

(b) Directing that any special budgetary standards for year-round 
operations, including cycling costs, must be shown and be subject to 
thorough justification in the 1971-72 Governor's Bud,get: that special 
budget allowances for YRO be reviewed and that the Trustees of the 
California State Colleges and the Department of Finance budget sum­
mer quarter programs using budgetary standards that are no higher 
for summer quarter than for the other three quarters. 
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(c) Euacted in ,Chapter 1517/1970 which establishes the intent of 
the Legislature to have year-round operations at the California State 
Colleges in order to allow. increase<i access to higher education and to 
permit maximum use orexistiilg facilities, It requires that any state 
college with an academic year enrollment of 10,000 FTE on the effective 
date of enactment shall operate on a year-round basis by June 1, 1976 .. 
(In 1970-71 there will be 10 colleges with over 10,000 FTE,) 
Compliance with Chapter 1517 (AB ssn 

The state colleges have evaluated their ability to comply with the·' 
mandate of Chapter 1517 in a report issued in January 1971. The report 
indicated that nine colleges; Chico, Fresno, Fullerton, Long, Beach, 
Sacramento, San Diego, San Fernando Valley, San Francisco and San 
Jose will be involved in the conversion, While the colleges would prefer 
to receive planning funds beginning in 1971-72 the report indicates 
that the conversion could be made in accordance with the schedule 
shown in Table 22. 

Table 22 
Delayed Conversion Schedule 

To Year-Round Operation at Nine State Colleges 
Academic year 

Oollege 1971-72 1972-78 1978-74 
1 P' P 
2 P 
3 P 
4 P 
5 P 
6 P 
7 P 
8 P 
9 P 

Notes: 
1 P indicates planning. 
II C indicates )lear or eonversinn to QSYRO. 
II YRO indicates (our-quarter year, beginning with summer • 
• Deadline for beginning quarter calendar. 

1974-75 
0' 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

1975-76 • 
YRO' 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1976 77 
YRO 
YRO 
YRO 
YRO 
YRQ 
YRO 
YRO 
YRO 
YRO 

Related to the overall faculty reduction $750,000 was reduced from 
the year-round operation budget presentation, These positions are part 
of the total faculty reduction justified under the rationale we analyze 
on page 967. The decision reached by the Legislature in the general 
instruction section of this analysis should be applied here. ' 

IX. REIMBURSED ACTIVITIES 
Functional De*cription 

Of the major budget functions, reimbursed activities is the only 
·one involving no. appropriateil state funds. This self-supporting func­
tion includes the costs for summer session, services to college auxiliary 
organizations, and all research and special projects performed by college 
employees for non-college connected private and public agencies, These 
types of activities are included in the 'general support budget in order 
to protect the personnel rights of the employees involved and to insure 
that the activities are under the direct administrative control of the 
college· for both budgetary and academic purposes. 
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The projected expenditure program totals $18,720,44{which is antici­
pated to be completely offset by reimbursements related directly to each 
activity. This program represents an increase of only $1,599 over the 
planned expenditures for 1970-71. Table 23 summarizes the program 
breakdown. 

Tabl.23 
Reimbursed Activities Breakdown 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970~71 

Summer session __________________ _ 
Research ________________________ _ 
Special project _________ .:. _________ _ 
Auxiliary organization ____________ _ 
Miscellaneous ____________________ _ 

$8,413,702 $9,861,545 
44,789 276,694 

3,671,803 5,864,288 
2,291,434 2,710,526 

11,557 

Totals _______________________ " __ $14,433,285 $18,713,053 

Other Reimbursed Programs 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$9,837,383 
282,052 

5,707,628 
2,893,384 

$18,720,447 

Separate self-supporting programs listed in the budget other than 
the previous reimbursed activities include the parking, housiug and 
extension programs as summarized in Table 24. 

Table 24 
State College Special Funded Programs 

Aotual Estimated Proposed 
Program 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 
Parking ________ $1.568.000 $1.653.889 $1,714.080 
Housing ________ 4,238,095 4,891,465 4.948,709 
Extension ______ 3,296,408 4,273,608 4,723,164 

Parkin"g Services 

Ohange 
Amount Percent 
$60,191 3.6% 

52,244 1.1 
449,556 10.1 

Parking services are provided through the State College Parking 
Facilities Program which is financed by the State College Parkiug· 
Revenue Fund, also a nongovernmental cost fund which was added by 
the Legislature in 1965 (Chapter 1282, Statutes of 1965). 
Housing 

The Housing Program iu the California State Colleges essentially 
provides residential facilities for single college students; however, a 
small number of married students are currently being housed in facili­
ties which were built some years ago. 

Exten,sion 

Extension programs are offered at colleges to assist persons employed, 
in government agencies, school districts, indust~ies and other organiza­
tions in the furtherance of their educations. Like the summer session, 
this is a self-supporting public service program operated by the col­
leges. It offers both credit and noncredit courses in a large number 
of fields iucluding accounting, education, engineeriug, the natural, 
physical and social sciences and the humanities. In addition to regular· 
coursework, the state college extension also offers workshops, institutes, 
conferences and consultant services. Enrollments are shown in Table 2, 
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The 1967 Legislature enacted Chapter 1543, creating the State Col­
lege Extension Programs Revenue Fund, whic\l became effective as of 
January 1, 1968. This is a revolving fund to which all extension pro­
gram funds are appropriated "'ithout regard to fiscal years. The ad~ 
vantage of this type of fund for the colleges is that it will enable them 
to carry balances or surpluses forward from one fiscal year to the next 
eliminating the need to revert any existing reserves to the General 
F~. ' 

We recommend approval as budgeted. 

x, C,HANCELLOR'S OFFdCE 
Functional Description 

. The chancellor is the chief executive officer of the State College Board 
of Trustees and is responsible for the implementation of all policy de­
terminations enacted by the board. The chancellor's office, located in 
Los Angeles, carries out this overall responsibility in several ways. It 
conducts research into college operations for the purpose of providing 
the trustees with information needed to allow the board to make de_ 
cisions on the system's general welfare. It compiles the annual budget 
based on the individual requests of the colleges, formulates justifica­
tions for expansion of programs, reviews position classifications, formu­
lates salary requests and performs a fiscal management function which 
,consists of administering the annual budget within the limits of certaill 
/lontrols specified by the Legislature and coordinating its activities with 
the Departments of Finance and General Services which are required 
by law to approve certain contracts and expenditures. The office has 

. principal divisions concerned with student affairs, academic affairs and 
faculty and staff affairs which enable it to carry out its coordinative 
responsibilities. 
proposed Budget 

Actual Estimated Proposed Ohange 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 Amount Percent 

Expenditures ___ $5,433,000 $6,376,452 $6,661,320 $284,868 4.5% 
Msn-years ______ 271.7 290.7 287.3 -3.4 -1.1 

The 1971-72 budget for the chancellor',s office maintains the current 
level of service with a $100,000 decrease in the facilities planning office 
which has experienced a decreased workload. We recommend approval, 
as budgeted. 

XI. STATEWIDE PROGRAMS 
Functional De.scription 

, Statewide programs include international program, disciplinary pro­
cedures, security, trustee's audit program, Academic Senate, work; 
men's compensation aild initial compleinent to expendable equipment. 
proposed Budget 

A.ottta~ 
1969-70 

Expenditures ___ $1,169,884 
l\Ian~years ______ 23.5 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$2,048,578 
30.4 
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Proposed 
1971-72 

$i,494,271 
30 . 

Ohange 
Amount Percent 

. $-554,307 -27.1% 
-0.4 
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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 meetmgs of the board 
of trustees and are often asked for opinions on various matters affect­
ing academic policy. Proposed expenditure in 1971-72 is $157,457 which 
,maintains the current year level of service. We recommend approval. 
Internationa.l Program 

The purpose of the international program is to afford selected stu· 
dents the ollPortunity for one year of study in a foreign country. The 
program was established in 1963 and at that time provided opportuni: 
ties for study in six foreign universities for 108 students. Since then, 
the program has grown to its 1970-71 level of 505 FTE students with 
the addition of four other institutions. Conntries currently participating 
in the program include Formosa, France, Germany (two institutions), 
Italy, Japan, Spain (two institutions) alld Sweden (two institutions). 
The program is divided into two parts including two months of inten­
sive language training prior to attendance followed by 9 or 10 months 
(two semesters) at the participating institutions as a regular student. 
Performance 

Program enrollment is shown in Table 25. 
Tabla 25 

International Program Enrollment 

Year 1964-65 _____________________________________ _ 
1965-66 _____________________________________ _ 
1966-67 _____________________________________ _ 
1967-68 _____________________________________ _ 
1966-69 _____________________________________ _ 
1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 
1970-71 (estimated) __________________________ _ 
1971-72 (proposed) __________________________ _ 

FTE 
budgeted 

enrollment 
238 
290 
230 
270 
liiiO 
425 
505 
300 

FTE 
actual 

enrollment 
212 
201 
265 
257 
366 
379 

Admission to the international program is limited to upper division 
and graduate students who can demonstrate a minimum comprehension 
,of the language of the country to which they will be sent. Faculty com­
mittees conduct interviews with applicants to determine eligibility. 

The costs of the prqgram are shared by the students and the state 
with the students being responsible for transportation, living expenses 
and any 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 FTE enrollment. 

The 1971-72 budget anticipates a program level of 300 FTE. We 
recommend approvai. 
'Trustee's Audit Staff 

Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1969, provided for the establishment of al1 
audit staff reporting directly to the Trustees of the California State 
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Colleges: The present audit staff consists of three auditors and 0.5 
plerical 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 

,prOcedures throughout the state college system. The 1971-72 budget 
,maintains the current level of service. We recommend approval .W! 
budgeted. 

Sec~rity Augmentation 
The 1971-72 budget proposes a 7.5 position ($75,000) security force 

jlugmentation. These positions are unallocated to be held as a contiij­
gency force and allocated only on specific justification. The current se­
curity staff force exceeds 200 positions throughout the 19 colleges. The 
augmentation represents less than 0.5 position per college. 

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 

Item 290 from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 610 Budget p. 299 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
llctual 1969~70 ____________________________________ _ 

Requested decrease $12,631 (1.5 percent) 
Total recommended reduction _______________________ _ 

$791,000 
803,631 
808,125 

$200,000 
I 

Analvsis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Termination of Academy. RedltCe $200,000. Recommend 1005 
phase out by not accepting new enrollees. 

2. Termination of llcademy. Recommend Coordinating Coun- 1005 
cil for Higher Education analyze alternative uses for facilities. 
GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The California Maritime llcademy, located at Morrow Cove, Vallejo, 
provides a three-year training program for men who seek to become 
licensed officers in the United States Merchant Marine. It was estab. 
lished in 1929 and'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, Massachusetts; and Galveston, 
Texas. 

Legal authorizations for the academy are found in Education Code 
Sections 25951 through 26157. The general mission of the academy, 
as stated in the State Education Code, is "to give instruction in the 
science and practice of navigation, seamanship, steam, diesel, and elec­
trical engineering to male students from the several counties of the 
state who have the qualifications of good moral character, education, 
lind physical fitness, required by the board of governors of the schooL" 

The academy is governed by a five-member board designated as being 
in the State Department of Education. This board consists of the 
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Superintendent of Public Instruction or his designee and four members 
. appointed by the Governor for a term of four years. The board (1) 
appoints a superintendent, who is the chief administrative officer of 
the academy, and (2) sets admission standards, which include an 
entrance examination. 

The academy program consists of both an academic program and 
specialized programs in either deck officer or engineering officer train­
ing. The annual program is three terms, two of which are devoted to 
shore-based instruction with three months training at sea on a merchant­
type ship loaned to the academy by the Federal Maritime Administra­
tion. Upon· completion of the three-year program and successful passage 
of the United States Coast Guard license examination, the students 
are awarded the bachelor of science degree. 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The academy's General Fund budget contains four elements shown 
in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Maritime Academy Program Elements 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Elements 
Classroom instruction __________ _ 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 
$315,782 $318,613 $299,212 

Ohange 
-$19,401 

Sen training ___________________ _ 298,913 329,162 321,108 -8,054 
7,436 

22,262 
Residential ____________________ _ 196,144 207,814 215,250 
Administration and services _____ _ 402,291 405,213 427,475 

Gross Total ____________________ $1,213,130 $1,260,802 $1,263,045 
Reimbursements ________________ -192,676 -240,571 -256,645 

$2,243 
-16,074 

Federal funds __________________ -212,329 -216,600 -215,400 -1,200 

Net Generaj Fund _____________ $808,125 $803,631 $791,000 -$12,631 
Enrollment _____________________ 230 215 268 

General Fund cost per studenL_ $3,513 $3,737 $2,951 -$786 

Total funding for the program showing the relationships between 
state, federal and stndent fees is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Sources of Support California Maritime Academy 

1960-61 to 1971-72 Stud""t 
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 
1981-62 ------------ 778,724 415,488 53.3 205,436 26.4 157,800 20.3 
1962-63 ____________ 801,804 435,422 54,3 203,642 25.4 162,740 20.3 1963-64 ____________ 848,322 491,425 57.9 206,619 24.4 150,278 17.7 1964-65 ____________ 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 
1967-68 ____________ 1,014,329 622,830 61.4 187,525 18.5 203,974 20.1 
1968-69 __ c _________ 1,111,687 699,845 62.9 213,752 19.2 198,090 17.9 
1969-70 ____________ 1,213,130 808,125 66.6 212,329 17.5 192,676 15.9 
1970-71 (est.) ______ 1,260,802 803,631 63.7 216,600 17.1 240,571 19.~ 
1971-72 (proposed) __ 1,263,045 791,000 62.6 215,400 17.1 256,645 20.3 
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ACA,OEMIC OPERATIONS PROGRAMS 
Actual Estimated 

1969-70 1970-71 
Classroom instruction, _-.,. $315,782 $318,613 
Sea training __________ 298,913 329,162 

Pt:opo8~4 
1971-72 

$299,212 
321,108 

Change 
Amount Percent 

-$19,401 6.5% 
-8,054 2.4 

Instruction at the Maritime Academy is based on a trimester progralll 
wherein two trimesters are in classrooms at the institution and one is at 
sea. The classroom in.struction program elemeI\t covel'S the two trimes, 
tel'S at the institution. Enrollments at the institution have been at a 
level of approximately 250 students primarily due to limitations on 
housing and classroom facilities. There is no proposed change in the 
level of service for 1970-71. 

One trilliester per year is spent at sea in order to gain on-line 
experience in ship operation. During the past two years the crew has 
traveled an average of 15,000 miles and has visited 13 ports throughout 
the world. 

In the 1970-71 Aualysis of the Budget Bill we recommended that 
funds for the sea traiJ,ling program be authol'ized subject to an in­
dependent inspection of the training ship GoldeI\ Bear to determine 
if it meets the standards of safety and seaworthiness of merchant 
marine vessels. It came to our attention that the Maritime Academy's 
training ship Golden Bear was in poor physical condition. Problems 
were reported involving the loading of ballast, cracks, exterior damage 
and general safety features. The Legislature considered the matter and 
decided to have the ship fully reviewed in order to insure proper stand­
ards of safety for the Academy's students and personnel who spend 
three months aboard at sea. The 1970-71 Budget Bill contains language 
for the inspection by a qualified review team to determine if the Golden 
Bear meets merchant marine standards. The findings of the inspection 
were to be made public and all deficiencies rectified prior to funds being 
authorized for the sea training excursion in 1970-71. 

Concurrent with this action, the Legislature passed AJR 34 re­
questing the federal government to release the Crescent City which 
had been suggested as a replacement by the Academy stafl'. In Septem­
ber of 1970 the release was granted providing a new training ship for 
the 1970-71 training cruise. 
Termination of Academy Program 

1. We recommend that the Maritime Academy program be phnsed 
. out over the next two· years by not accepting new enroliees for an esti­
mated General Fund savings of approximately $200,000 in 1971-72. 

2. We. recommend that the Coordinating Council fm' Higher Edu­
cation analyze alternative uses for the academy's facilities. Among the 
alternatives particular' attention should be placed on possible use in 
the marine sciences. 

On November 13, 1970, the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Edu­
cation held a hearing at the California Maritime Academy facility. 
The hearing was conducted for the purpose of familiarizing the legis­
lative committee with the operation and problems of the Maritime 
Academy. Some of the major findiugs resulting from the hearing are 
as follows: 
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California Maritime Academy-Continued 
1. The Problem of Employment for Maritime Graduates. There is 

an over supply of both deck officers and engineers in the Merchant 
Marine. Consequently, it has been difficult for the last graduating class 
of the academy to find merchant marine jobs other than summer re­
placement help. Compounding this problem is the fact that the mari­
time industry is dominated by two unions, which are implementing 
unfavorable employment practices towards Maritime Academy gradu­
ates. The unions, the International Organization of Masters, Mates and 
Pilots, and the Marine Engineers Benevolence Association are cur­
rently in the process of running their own training facilities. These 
facilities are being paid for by the maritim" industry and graduates 
of such facilities are given preferential employment status over gradu­
ates of the state maritime academies. 

In addition, a February 1970 Report to the Subcommittee on Mari­
time Education and Training of the House of Representatives Com­
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, disclosed that over the next 
five years there will be an oversupply of licensed officers by as much 
as 44 percent in relation to the. jobs available. The academy staff 
responded to this situation by explaining that they are trying to find 
employment for their graduates in many areas other than the licensed 
Merchant Marine category. However, the original function is being 
diluted. 

2. Governance of the California Maritime Academy. The Califor­
nia Maritime Academy is located in the Department of Education by 
statute. However, it is operated by its own board of governors prac­
tically autonomous of the Department of Education. The cOlnmittee 
was interested in the fact that perhaps the academy could achieve 
accreditation status and better use of laboratory facilities if it were 
part of the four-year segments of higher education in California. One 
example is the Texas A. & M.-Corpus Christi method of operation. 
Students in Texas spend their first two years at a community college 
or regular state college before attending the Maritime Academy. In 
this way, they achieve their liberal arts category of work in the first 
two years and spend the last two years in specialized training at the 
Maritime Academy to gain their license in the Merchant Marine. 

3. The Operating Condition of the Training Ship Crescent City. 
The new training ship Crescent City which is to replace the Golden 
Bear is in extremely poor physical condition and may not be ready 

. for the training cruise in January 1971. In attempting to get the 
Crescent City operational for the training voyage, the academy dis­
missed classes for two weeks of the fall trimester and utilized the 
cadets on a full-time basis in cleaning the ship. This led to morale 
problems at the academy in that the students were utilized for very 
basic maintenance work while paying tuition for the purpose of in­
struction leading towards a Merchant Marine license. 

4. Articulation Between the Maritime Academy and the Californm 
State Colleges and the University of CaUfornia. There is a lack of 
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uniform articulation between the academy and the other segments of 
higher education. Thus, the University of California does not recognize 
the maritime degree. However, some of the state colleges recognize 
part or all of the academic program towards degree credits at the 
four-year colleges. It was explained that Long Beach State College 
will accept the degree from the academy at face value if a student 
applies for graduate school. Other state colleges apply only 50 percent 
to 75 percent of the units taken at the academy creating a problem m 

.' which a student must retrain in undergraduate work before he will 
. be allowed into graduate school. 

5. Nonaccredited Status of the Maritime Academy. The academy 
is not accredited by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges. 
This creates difficulty to the academy graduates seeking to upgrade 
their degrees at a future time and. to the academy in seeking federal 
aid for programs. Currently, the academy is on a correspondence statiI& 
with the Western Association of Schools and Colleges and is attempt­
ing to gain accreditation. 

6. The Need for Better Laboratory Equipment. The academy does 
not have a physics or chemistry lab which cim be operated by the 
students. In addition, information concerning computerized instruc­
tion and nuclear acceleration must be gained by field trips to other 
facilities in the bay area. 

The foregoing problems of unemployment, deficiencies in the aca­
demic program, the high cost per student and the reduction in federal 
funding lead us to the conclusion that the academy program should be 
terminated. It appears to be a poor investment of scarce tax resources 
to continue such a specialized training program which has output of 
questionable utility. In fairness to currently enrolled students the 
second and third year program should be allowed in 1971-72 with 
no first year class authorized. 

The approximate residential and instructional cost of the first year 
enrollees is $200,000. 
. RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM Ohange 
Actual 1969-70 E.timated 1970-71 Propo.ed 1971-72 Amount Percent 

$196,144 $207,814 $215,250 $7.436 3.4% 

The Maritime Academy is exclusively a residential program. The 
residential program element reflects the costs of feeding and maintain­
ing residence facilities for the students. 

The Federal Maritime Academy Act of 1958 permits an outright 
grant of $25,000 to academies operating in accordance with prescribed 
standards, and an additional $50,000 for academies that agree to ac­
cept students from other states. The act also provides payments of not 
more than $600 per student per academic year to assist in defraying 
the cost of uniforms, books, and subsistence. For each student the state 
receives $400 of this, and the student $200. 
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Cali(ornia Maritime Academy-Continued 
ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES PROGRAM 

Aotual 1969-70 
$402,291 

Estimated 1970-71 
$405,213 

. Proposed 1971-72 
$427,475 

ahanue 
A.mount Percent 
$22,262 5.5% 

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. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
Items 291 and 292 

from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 617 Budget p. 301 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested decrease $1,047,355 (19.4 percent) 
Total recommended increase _________________________ _ 

$4,329,574 
5,376,929 
3,614,513 

$1,150,000 

AnalY8i8 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATioNS page 

1. Extended Opport1tnity Program. A,1tgment $1,150,000. Rec· 1019 
ommend restoration of program based oil demonstrated need and 
satisfactory past performance. 
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 Cali­
fornia. The functions of this board are specifically designed to preserve 
local autonomy and control in· the relationship between the board and 

··tbe 68 governing boards of the local community colleges and the duties 
each is to perform. The board is composed of 15 members appointed by 
the Governor. 
Financing Community Colleges 

State P1tnding. In 1969-70, approximately 32 percent ($126 mil­
lion) of the total snpport budget costs ($400 million) for community 
colleges is provided by the State of California. The percentage of state 
support by college varies from a low of 7 percent to a high of 50 per­
cent depending primarily on the results of an apportionment com-
putation formula. . . 

State apportionments are determined by first providing a bask aid 
grant of $125 per ADA to all districts maintaining community colleges 
regardless of local wealth. Using the following formula, additional state 
support is then provided to less wealthy districts through a foundation 
program designed to provide equalization (E) per student. 
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1970-71 
E + Foundation 

amount ($643) [

Basic 
aid + 

_ '($125) 

Higher Education. 

(

Standard District aid Local )] 

computational assessed 
tax rate X valuation 

($0.25)' per ADA 

As an example, a district with $50,000 of assessed valuation per ADA 
receives the basic aid of $125 per student ',with $393 in equalization­
aid for a total of $518 per ADA. Using the above formnla the equaliza-, 
tio1' aid (E) per student wonld be the product. ' 
. E = $643 - ($125 + (.25 X $50,000)) 

E = $643 - ($125 + $125) 
E = $393 

A wealthier district which conld afford a higher district aid contribu, 
tion receives less equalization aid due to the formnla with the very 
wealthiest districts receiving no equalization aid. As mentioned pre­
viously, these districts still receive the $125 basic aid per ADA regard­
less of their level of equalization aid. 

The theory behind the equalization aid formula recognizes that there 
shonld 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. service which is feasible. District resources 
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' 
permissible overrides. ' 

Problems With Current ·Financing System 
The chief problem with th'e current financing procedure is that a 

great variance occurs in expenditures per student throughout the 68, 
'college districts largely due to the fact that districts with a large 
assessed valuation per ADA can raise more revenue with a tax rate 
equal or lower than that of a low value district. 

Thus, in 1968-69 the average current expense spent per regnlar 
resident student ranged from a low of $626 to a high of $1,288 with 
an average expense of $776. ' ' 

A related factor is that the wide range of ability among districts 
allows for variations of. tax burden on local taxpayers with those in 
low value districts'having to bear a greater t,ax rate in order to support 
students at levels comparable to wealthier districts. In 1968-69 district 
tax rates for community college, purposes range, from 35 cents to 90 
cents. This disparity is further aggravated by th~ constitutional and 
statutory requirement for the $125 basic aid program which is allocated 
regilrdless of need or local ability to pay. , 
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
ieges have presented additional information. From these sources we will 
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discuss the major alternatives for changes in the levels of funding and 
systems of funding. 
Levels of Funding 

pun State PunrJ;ing. The State of California could assume full re­
sponsibility for funding community colleges support costs. This ar­
rangement would relieve local property taxes of approximately $274 
million in obligations and allow for more uniform distribution of funds 
per student. 

,This approach would constitute a major change in 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 lead to more central review and control presumably by the 
board of governors. 

50-50 PunrJ;ing. In accordance with the Master Plan guideline and 
the increasing responsibility of the Mmmunity colleges, the state could 
simply increase its share of support from its current approximate level 
of 32 percent to 50 percent. 

The major drawbacks to this proposal are (1) that while seeking 
more funding from statewide revenue, it does not propose to reform the 
current inequities of expenditure per student and tax efforts'discussed 
previously, and (2) the additional state cost would be approximately 
$74 million. 
Changes in Systems of Funding 

Dwide State School Pund into Two Punds. It has been proposed 
that the existing school fund could be separated into two separate funds, 
one for K-12 education grades and one for grades' 13 and 14. This 
would follow the concept of Senate Bill No. 1481 of, the 1967 session. 

The advantages of this proposal would be related to 1.) gaining 
increases in the foundation level and correspondingly in the state fund­
ing share, 2.) gaining separate identification in comparing community 
Mllege support to state colIege and University support inste'ad of com­
'paring it to K-12 support, and 3.) gaining increased fiscal administra­
tion by the board. Additional advantages would be the retention of 
"school fund" identification which has the constitutional aSSUrance of 
top priority for state funds, has procedures for emergency situations 
and could be modified by law without including considerations which 
affect K-12 districts. 

The disadvantages of this approach relate to the fact that current 
inequities would eontmue and an unidentified degree of state control 
would result. 

Appropriations Through the Budget Act. Arguments for aban­
donment of the State School Fund, in favor of receiving state funds 
through budgetary appropriations, include the following: 

1. The community, colleges are a segment of public higher educa­
tion in California. As long as state funds are allocated from a single 
State School Fund, financial need of community colleges will be 
weighed against the, financial need of elementary and high schools 

"rather than the University and state colleges. 

1010 



Items 291-292 Higher Education 

2. Community colleges would gain visibility by appearing as a sepa· 
rate segment of higher .education in the Governor's Budget. 

3. The budgetary appropriation procedure lends itself to better con· 
sideration of the varied program support needs (enrollment size, type 
of curriculum, student services) of community colleges, similar to con­
siderations given to state colleges and the University budgetary needs. 

4. The budgetary appropriation procedure could allow development 
of a simpler and more equitable formula for allocating state funds by. 
the Legislature .. 

Uniform Statewide Property Tax. Under a system of uniform 
property tax all assessed valuation in· the state would be taxed at, for 
exal'lple, 25 cents per $100 to provide the local share of the foundation 
pr<lgram. Provision could be made to allow locally determined overrides 
and the paY1D,ent of additional costs by nondistrict territory for equip-. 
ment and capital outlay .. Funds 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 varying indi­
vidual district financial abilities, continue a foundation program ap­
proach and provide a financial incentive for non district territory to 
annex to a district. In addition, it would not affect local control and . 
under current law it would result in a 10-cent general purpose tax 
usage (the difference between the 35-cent statutory limit and the 25-cent 
statewide tax). 

Arguments for the Status Quo. Arguments favoring continuation of 
the present procedure whereby community college districts receive state· 
funds from a single State School Fund, include the following: . 

1. Once a foundation program has been established by statute, that 
level of funding is generally assured from year to year. Community 
colleges may then seek, when necessary, additional funding. 

2. Abandonment of the State School Fund might require statutory 
changes deleting reference to community colleges as secondary schools, 
a type of statutory language that could result in the loss of federal 
funds ($3.1 million for 1969-70) under Public Laws 815 and 874 unless 
federal legislation can be changed. 

3. Utilization of the State School Fund procedure is more effective 
than the budget appropriation procedure in preventing the level of 
state funding for community colleges from being determined on a politi­
cal basis. 

4. The community colleges, in receiving state aid from the School 
Fund, continue to be considered as a part of the public school system 
and have first call on available revenue in the State General Fund. 
1970-71 L.egislative Action 

The board's 1970-71 Finance Program was contained in SB 250 
(Burgener) and a companion bill AB 412 (Crandall). The program 
would have: 

(1) Increased the regular foundation program from $643 to $718, 
(2) Increased the adult foundation program from $520 to $600, and 
(3) Changed the definition of an adult from a person (over 21 years 

of age) taking "less than 10 class hours" to "less than seven class 
hours. " 
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This package would have required an additional $32 million in state 
general funds. Neither bill passed the Legislature. However, the final 
version of the state budget did contain approximately $19 per unit of 
ADA over the present foundation levels for those students in districta 
receiving state equalization funds. (All but eight of the 68 community 
college districts received state equalization aid during 1969-70). This 
provision amounts to an estimated $9 million for the community col­
lege system. 

Other finance bills adopted by the 1970 Legislature related to raising 
the legal level of nonresident tuition (to the full current cost of educa­
tion less state basic aid) and revising the fee structure for parking. 
1971-72 Board of Governors' Finance Proposal 

The board's proposed program for 1971-72 contains three major 
components: (1) provision for the annual increase in the prices of 
those resources which commUllitycolieges require to conduct their pro­
grams, (2) maintenance of the funding base for community college 
districts, and (3) the establishment of two special purpose permissive 
override taxes for development of college programs dealing with dis­
advantaged students and instruction in vocational and occupational 
areas. Each of these proposals calls for an explicit increase in either 
state or local funding of community colleges. 

The estimated proposed increases for 1971-72 over the current year 
are as follows: 

Per student 
State Local 

1. Price increase _____________ _ $39 
2. Maintenance of funding base __ 12 
3. Program development ______ _ (up to) $100' 

Tbtal proposed change ____ $51 (up to) $100 

Total 
(i1~ millions) 

State Local 
$19.9 

6.1 

$26 

(up to) $55' 

(up to) $55 
1 The local estimate lor program. development is based upon all districts utilizing -tile rull amount of each five 

cents permIssive. 

Components (1) and (2) of the proposal are intended to halt the 
downward trend in expenditures for items affected by infiation, as 
exhibited by community college districts over the last two decades. 

Component (3) suggests a provision for needed program development 
to be funded locally. This latter proposal would provide resources in 
two program areas which heretofore have received no explicit local 
funding provision despite indications of need for annual funding 
changes. For 1971-72 the proposal would cost the state $26 million over 
the current year level which includes the $9 million ($19 per ADA) 
in funding provided by the 1970 Budget Act. 

Issues with Board of Governor's Funding Proposal. The first com­
ponent of the plan proposes that the state shouid fund the full cost-of­
living increase. As mentioned previonsly the total cost to the districts 
and the state of operating commnnity colleges statewide is shared 

. approximately 70 percent and 30 percent respectively. Maintaining 
the same relationship, it would be reasonable to expect that price in­
creases be shared accordingly. 
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In rebuttal to the above point, the community·· colleges argue that 
the state share of support is eroding from the Master Plan proposal. 
'rhe Master Plan for Highel'Edncation established the community 
colleges as a major element in California's system of higher education. 
By promoting the 60-40 program in four-year colleges wherein only 
40 percent of undergraduates should be freshmen and sophomores, it 
placed a bnrden on community colleges to handle students diverted 
from the four-year schools due to the policy. The Master Plan recom; 
mended that the State of California should fund 45 percent of com; 
munity college costs in consideration of the above program. 

The second component of the funding proposal is an attempt to 
recover revenue lost due to the condition wherein assessed valuatioll 
per ADA is decreasing. Sillce incremental emollment increases have 
been greater than increases in assessed valuations, there results Ii loss 
of district revenue. This condition is rectified by either (1) raising 
the local tax rate or (2) seeking additional state funding. The com-
munity colleges have proposed the latter. . 

Considerations of the second component should include (1) the fact 
that the state already funds through the equalization program half 
the revenue lost and (2) the fact that the proposal is estimated to 
cost $6.1 million. 
'Legislativ& Analyst Proposal 

We have developed proposals for basic reform in all public school 
flnance which should be addressed (see page 723) before flnal deci­
sions are made on the issue of community college finance. Major points 
in our proposal include that: 

1. A statewide property tax be established for public school sup­
port to promote equalization of property tax support among school 
districts. 

2. The foundation program be defined to reflect" basic instructional 
support" costs. 

3. A system of school district revenue and expenditure limitations 
be established which will permit local governing boards to impose 
property taxes at their own discretion to support "basic general sup­
port" and "basic pupil services stlPport" at the levels established by 
the Legislature and permit the local electorate by vote to exceed the 
amounts prescribed for basic instructional support, basic general sup­
port and basic pupil services support. 

4. Legislation be adopted authorizing an annual adjustment in the 
total funds designated for program support, composed of instructional, 
general and pupil services support, which will reflect the impact of 
inflation on school costs including a national index factor which repre­
sents increased prodUctivity. 
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 vocational training and to provide gen· 

.'eral education. There are currently 93 community colleges in California 
governed by 68 separate boards of trustees. In the fall of 1969 these 
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institutions enrolled a total of 688,220 full-time and part-time students 
as shown in Table 1. . 

, Table 1 

Student 
Community College Enrollment, Fall 1969 

. classification. , Full-time Part-time Grand tota', 
Freshmen _____________________ _ 185,660 236,283 421,943 
Sophomores ___________________ _ 
1Jngraded ............................................................... ... 

70,709 76,056 146,765 
6,552 112,960 119,512 

Total ......... _ ...................................................... ... 262,921 425,299 688,220 

Proposed Budget 
The board of governor's program budget is composed of eight pro­

·grams as shown in .Table 2. 

Table 2 
Board of Governor'. Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated. Proposed 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-7~ 

$129,260 $153,986 ·$158,811 

182,127 329,389 

462,034 563,248 
217,989 501,920 

169,025 

128,170 869,193 

853,970 

617,403 
412,080 
198,769 

267,557 

Change 
A.mount Percent 

$4,825 8.1% 

24,581 

54,155 
-89,840 

29,744 

7.4 

9.6 
-17.9 

17.6 

-121,686 --81.2 

2,940,373 4,505,347 8,850,000 -1,155,347 -25.6 

100,000 100,000 
--'---

Totals .................. $4,059,953 $6,712,108 $5,458,590 -$1,253,518 -18.6% 
Funding 

General Fund .................. $3,614,513' $5,376,929 $4,329,574 -$1,047,855 -19.5% 
Reimbursements ____ 445,440 1,236,179 1,029,016 -206,163 -16.7 
Vocational Nurses 
and Psychiatric 
TechIiician Fund ~...... 100,000 100,000 

As .indicated in the foregoing table, the proposed 1971-72 budget 
maintains the current-year level of service except in the extended 
opportunity program. Our analysis will follow the sequence shown in 
Table 2, 

I. Executive 
Actual Elstimated 

Programs 1969-70 1970-71 
Expenditures _______ _ $129,260 $153,986 
Man-years __________ _ 6.3 8.8 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$158,811 

7.3 

Okange 
Amount Percent 

$4,825 3.1% 
-1 

The executive function encompasses the operation of the 'chancellor's 
immediate staff. It is responsible for implementing the board of gov­
ernor's policy decisions and managing the established decisions. On:e 

.. position has been eliminated in 1971-72. We recommend approval. 
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II. Academic.and StLJ.Cient Affairs 
Actual 

1969-70 
Expenditures ___________ $182,127 
Man-years _____________ . . 9.4' 

Estimated 
19.70-71 

$329,389 
16.5· 

Proposed 
19·71-72 .. 
$353,970 

16.5 

Ohange 
Amount Percent '. 
$24,581 7.4% 

The academic· and student affairs program is primarily concerned 
with the aca!J.errlic activities of community colleges including planning, 
ailmissions, continuing education, student affairs and extended opporf 
tunity program administration. The budgeted elements of this pro­
gram .are: 

ActuaZ 
1969-70 

AcadeJ;Uic Affair.s. ________ $111,754 
Extended Opportunity ___ 70,373 

E.timatea 
1970-71 

$174,Q42 
155,347 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$203,661 

150,309 

Okanue 
Amount Percent 
$29,619 17.0%. 
-5,038 -3.3 

Educational planning is concerned with community college's long­
range vocational education plans and statements of programs and.' 
services. Review and coordination of academic plans with vocational. 
plans is designed to insure that changing student needs are appropri­
ately niet and that unnecessary duplication is avoided. Continuing:. 
education workload includes the evaluation of programs and the de­
velopment of standards, guidelines and policies to be adopted by the. 
board. 

The student affairs activity involves efforts to aid the colleges advise 
and serve students so that they may succeed in their academic work. 
Included in this activity is the admissions and articulation workload: 
which is designed to plan and implement policies which aid the flow 
of students into the four-year segments 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 3 presents the grade point 
data from the University of California's community college transfers. 
These data. show about a four-tenths decrease in grade point averages. 
when comparing the university average of the student to the aver-' 
age achieved in the community college. Of greater interest is the fact 
that the performance at the university between eligible and ineligible 
transfer students is nearly identical, varying only by one,tenth of a 
grade point. Since the total number of students in each group per year. 
(approximately 1,500) was equal, it appears that there is evidence to 
c.onclude that the community colleges are significantly upgrading those 
ineligible students who continue their higher education into the uni­
versity. 

No increased level of service is proposed for this program in 1971-
72. We recommend approval. 
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Table 3 0 g-< 
Grade Point Performance of Community College Transfers at the University of California • C> , 

~ Fall 1968 Fall 1969 4-year average 
~ 
0 ~. , 0 

Prevo Prevo Prevo 0 I:S 
Eligible !rpm high"BChool No. inst. U.O. Di!!. No. inS't. U.O. Di!!. No. inst. U.O. Di!!. 0 

~ 

~ 

Berkeley _____________________ 376 3.07 2.66 -{J.43 270 3.13 3.00 -{J.13 347 3.06 2.72 \-0.35 "" • Davis _______________________ 357 2.95 2.56 -{J.39 384 3.07 2.65 -{J.42 306 3.00 : 2.55 -{J.44 () 
Irvine _______________________ 92 3.03 2.65 -{J.38 119 3.00 2.59 ..,.<l.41 98 3.04 . 2.47 -{J.56 0 

3 Los Angeles __________________ 367 2.99 2.61 -{J.38 362 3.10 2.65 -{J.45 420 3.00 2.57 -{J.44 3 Riverside ____________________ 102 3.07 2.69 -{J.38 152 3.15 2.85 -{J.30 110 3.07 2.68 -{J.38 c 
San Diego ____________________ 38 3.07 2.46 -{J.61 71 3.18 2.68 -{J.50 47 3.04 2.53 -{J.57 ~ 

;;: 
J-I Santa Barbara ______________ 274 3.00 2.61 -{J.39 348 3.03 2.64 -{J.39 302 2.99 2.55 -{J.44 '< ".S: Total numb~r ---_____________ 1,576 1,706 1,630 () 

~ Average grade point ___________ 3.03 2.61 -{J.42 3.09 2.72 -{J.37 3.03 2.58 -{J.45 0 .. 
I neUgible from high Bchool '" 
Berkeley _____________________ 383 2.87 2.62 -{J.25 274 2.94 2.71 -{J.23 320 2.86 2.53 -{J.34 T JDavis ________________________ 144 2.70 2.36 -{J.34 241 2.83 2.66 -{J.17 168 2.75 2.42 -{J.34 () 

Irvine _______________________ 60 2.75 2.34 -{J.41 104 2.95 2.69 -{J.26 77 2.86 2.47 -{J.40 0 
~ 

Los Angeles __________________ 413 2.75 2.47 -{J:28 487 2.77 2.63 -{J.15 454 2.78 2.47 -{J.31 '" ~ Riverside _____________________ 74 2.91 2.57 -{J.34 128 2.87 2.73 -{J.15 90 2.87 2.55 '--0.34 c 
. San Diego ____________________ 33 2.83 2.29 -{J.54 56 2.90 2.30 -{J.60 32 2.94 2.31 -{J.63 • "-Santa Barbara _______________ 219 2.74 2.42 -{J.32 352 2.78 2.40 -{J.38 263 2.76 2.38 -{J.38 
'Total number _________________ 1,216 1,642 1,409 
·Average grade point __________ 2.79 2.44 --0:35 2.86 2.59 -{I.28 2.83 2.4. -{J.38 l;! 
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I~I. Vocational Ed.u~ation 
Actual Estimated Proposed Ohange 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 Amount Percent 
Expenditures ___ ----- $c462,03~. $563,248 $617,40.3 
Man-years __________ 23:6 25.9 27.9 

$54,155 9.6 
2 7.7 

The vocatioJ;\al education program proposes to expend $617,403 in 
1971-72 derived from federal funds. The primary activity of this. pro­
gram is to admiuister the allocation of federal funds and recommeud 
applicatiolls for fllllding. In addition, this program is involved in 
trailling institutes and the dissemination of information among the 
various community college deans. 

The budget for 1971-72 proposes a staff increase of two positions. 
fuoded from federal sources to aid in program evaluations. We reC-: 
ommend approval. 

Actual 
.1969-70 

Expenditures ____ ..: ___ $217,989 
Man-years __________ 11.2 

IV. Fiscal Affairs 
Estimated 
1970-71 
$501,920 

21.2 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$412,080 

21.2 

Ohange" 
Amount Percent 

-$89,840 -17.9 

The fiscal affairs program is designed to provide leadership to com­
muoity college districts in capital outlay planning, district organiza­
tion and fiscal planning. The program is composed of two elements as 
shown in Table 4. . 

Table 4 
Elements of Fiscal Affairs Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed Ohange 
lillements 1.969-'10 19"/0-71 1971-'12 Amount Percent 

Facilities planning ___ $135,485 $317,636 $233,356 -$84,230 26.5 
Financial services ____ 82,504 184,284 178,724 -5,560 3.0 

The facilities planning activity has the basic duty of establishing. 
10-year construction master plans for the 68 community college dis­
tricts and updating them annually. This element is also involved in 
implementing space utilization standards, capital outlay budgeting 
and approval of new sites. . 

Financial services is involved in district organization, program 
budgeting and community college finance. The district organization 
program element aids counties in preparing district organization 
plans. The objective of this element is to include all territory of .Cali­
fornia into a community college district by 1972. Under current law 
the expense of educating students from nondistrict territory is derived 
from a tax levied by each county upon the nondistrict 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 purpose. 

Under general fiscal services, approximately 50 percent of the total 
staff effort is spent in apportionment duties, the remainder in activities 
designed to improve both the efficiency of operations and the quality 
of decisionmaking in financial matters in the community colleges. 
Major program areas in which work is to be concentrated in 1971-72 
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are (1) implementation in legislation of the outcomes of the study of 
alternatives to foundation program funding,. (2) testing models for 
program budgeting in the community colleges, and (3) completion of 
a new study of the need for additional campuses for submission to 
the Coordinating Council in connection with its 1972 study. 

There is no increased level of service in this program for 1971-72. 
We recommend approval. . 

V. Speci.al Studies 
Aotual liJstimated Proposed 

1969-70 1910-11 1971-72 
Ohange 

Amount Percent 
Expenditures ________ $169,025 $198,769 
Man·years __________ 10 9 

$29,744 17.6 
-1 -10 

This program is fully funded from reimbursements to the Board of 
Govetnors. Specific studies have been made of facilities utilization and 
inventories. The. 1971-72 budget anticipates a federal reimbursement 
to develop a model state plan for extending community college services. 
We recommend approval. . 

VI. Administration and Public Affairs 
Aottla~ 

1969-70 
Proposed Ohange 
19'11-72 Amount Percent 

Expenditures _. _______ $128,170 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$389,193 $267,557' -$121,636 31.3 

Man-years __________ 6.8 21.8. 15.8 -6 27.5 

This program provides those administrative and staff services which 
are necessary for the operation of the Board of Governors and the 
.office of the chancellor. These include legal services, information sys­
tems services, a1Jcounting and personnel services, administrative serv­
ices, and those activities which are related to public affairs (legis­
lative, interagency and field relations). In addition, the division in­
cludes thestaJl' which issues community college credentials for the 
Board of Governors. 

The budget reilects a decrease of six temporary help positions related 
to a decreased workload in the credentials activity. We recommend 
approvaf· 

VII. Extended Opportunity Programs and Services 
A.otual E8timated Proposed Ohange 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-711 Amount Pe"ent 

Expenditures ______ $2,940,373 $4,505,347 $3,356,000 $-1,155,347 -25.6 

The extended opportunity program is designed to provide services 
necessary (1) to facilitate language, educational and social develop­
ment of students, thus raising their potential for succeeding in college, 
and (2) to' aid students with socioeconomic handicaps to enroll and 
take part in college educational opportunities .. 

. This prograin was initially funded by the 1969 Budget Con~erence 
Committee. The program design was thereafter established by Chapter 
1479, Statutes of 1969. It requires special community coI1ege 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 college~. 
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aud stimulating their interest in intellectual, educational and voca- . 
tional 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 Governor~ 
on the progress of this program. >/. 

The Board of Governors is responsible for program rules and regu, 
lations. The local district boards may establish, with the approval of 
the state board, programs and services which may include: 

a. Tutorial services 
b. The establishment of remedial courses 
c. The establishment of a program of multicultural studies 
d. Counseling services 
e. Recruitment services 
f. Loans or grants to meet living costs or a portion thereof 
g. Loans or grants to meet the cost of student fees 
h. Loans or grants to meet cost of transportation between home and 

college 
i. Scholarships 
j. Work-experience programs 
k. Job placement programs . 
The local boards make application to the state board for the ap,. 

portionment of funds appropriated for this program. Such funds are 
paid by the Controller to the county treasurer or jurisdiction in accord­
ance with a schedule established by the state board and approved by 
the Department of Finance. 

The total statewide program, including student performance data 
for educational opportunity in California, is discussed on page 870 of 
this analysis. 

Restoration of EOP 
We recommend the restoration of $1,150,000 for the Community Co/'" 

lege Extended Opportunity Program. The 1971-72 Board of Gov­
ernor's budget proposes a $1,150,000 reduction in the state Extended 
Opportunity Program in the community colleges. The budget rationale 
states that the total program will not be reduced due to the substitu­
tion of federal dollars for the state reduction. We have the following 
problems with this rationale: (1) there is no substantial basis on which 
additional federal funds can be anticipated, (2) the program has been 
established through state administration and planning and there is no 
federal program which could provide direct substitution funds for this 
program, (3) the budget does not show a scheduling' for expenditure 
of the anticipated federal funds, and (4) without a definite commitment 
for substitution funds the budget action is unreasonable since the only 
certainty it provides is that there will be a 25 percent program re­
duction in 1971-72 which will have a damaging impact at many col. 
leges. . 

As shown previously on page 877 the program has been effective in 
terms of student performance: Demand for this program 'from com. 
munity colleges is quite high as shown from the facts that (1) in 
1969-70 $10.4 million was requested while only $2.9 million was avail-
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able and (2) the program budget (page 632) acknowledges "it has 
been obvious from the start that the need for EOP in the community 
colleges (both programs and dollars) has far exceeded the resources 
which are available at the district and state levels." We believe that 
the program should be continued at the existing level of service and so 
recommend. 

VIII. Psychiatric Technician .. Training 
Actual Estimated Proposed. Ohange 
1969-70 197Q-71 ·1971-72 A.mount Percent 

Expenditures...... $100,000 $100,000 

Chapter 1324, Statutes of 1970, appropriates $200,000 from the Vo. 
cational Nurse lind Psychiatric Technicians Examiners Fund to the 
Board of Governors of the Community Colleges for use during 1970-71 
and 1971-72 to establish psychiatric technician training programs. The 
funds can be expended, but not limited to, scholarships, program plan. 
ning, supervision and instruction in the clinical experience of the pro­
gram, cost of books, uniforms, training materials and grants to cover 
the cost of necessary transportation for classroom instruction and clin­
ical experience. 

On October 21, 1970, the Board of Governors adopted criteria and 
guidelines for appro:val of programs pursuant to this legislation, and is 
now reviewing applications for funds. We recommend approval. 

STATE SOHOLARSHIP AND LOAN COMMISSION 

Items 293 and 294 from the General 
Fund and the State Guaranteed 
Loan Reserve Fund 'Vol. IV p. 646 Budget p. 304 

Requested 1971-72 _______________ c ___________________ $20,031,299 
Estimated 1970-71 _________ .__________________________ 17,045,672 
Actual 1969-70 ______________________________________ 13,061,442 

Requested increase $2,985,627 (17.5 percent) 
Total recommended augmentation _______________________ $2,853,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page. 

1. Scholarships. Augment $2,796,000. Recommend funds be 1023 
restored to maintain the average scholarshlp cost at the work-
load level., , 

2. Graduate 'Pelwwships. Augment $57,000. Recommend 1025 
funds be restored to maintain the average fellowship cost at 
the workload level. 
GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Statewide student financial assistance programs are provided through 
- the State Scholarship and Loan Commission which was created in 1955 

to administer the State Scholarship Program. Additional responsibilities 
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were added with the initiation of the Graduate Fellowship Program 
in 1965, the Guaranteed Loan Program in 1966 and the College Op­
portunity Grant Program in 1969. Legislation in 1969 authorized the 
Commission to administer the children of Deceased Peace Officers' Pro­
gram and a Public Service Internship Program was authorized in 
1970. This latter program is not funded in the budget. The commission 
consists of nine members appointed by the Governor to represent publi<> 
and private institutions of higher education as well as the general pub­
lic. The staff is headed by an executive director with a budgeted level 
of 64.2 man-years of personnel services. 
, For continuing operation of the commission $20,031,299 is budgeted 
in 1971-72. This represents an increase of $2,985,627 or 17.5 percent, 
over the amount authorized in 1970--71. The programs and funds are. 
summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Summary of Program Expenditures and Funding Sources 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
E.penditure, 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

Scholarship Program __ ~ _______ $11,325,229 $14,233,082 $16,631,754 
Graduate Fellowship Program___ 718,382 991,707 391,107 
College Opportunity Grant 

Program _________________ ...:_ 
Guaranteed Loan Program _____ _ 
Children of deceased peace officers 
Administration ______________ _ 

899,181 
59,747 

58,903 

1,772,271 
48,612 

(95,975) 

2,955,239 
31,299 
21,900 

(103,899) 

Increase 
.$2,398,672 
-1loo,600 

1,182,968 
-17,313 

21,900 

--
Program Totals _____________ $13,061,442 $17,045,672 $20,031,299 $2,985,627 

Funding 
State General Fund __________ ~_$13,001,695 $16,997,060 $20,000,000 $3,002,940 
Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund__ 59,747 48,612 31,299 -17,313 

Fund Totals ________________ $13,061,442 $17,045,672 $20,031,299$2,985,627 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1970-71 
$14,233,082 

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 
1971-72 

$16,631,754 
Ohange 

$2,398,672 
(16.9%) 

This program was established in 1955 when the Scholarship Com, 
mission was created. The legislative purpose or goal for approving this 
program as expressed in the statutes. was that "the development of the 
talents of its qualified citizen will bring tangible benefits to the' state 
in the future." ' 

The commission is authorized to grant new scholarship awards each 
year equal to 3 percent of the high school graduates of the previous 
year. This percentage was increased from 2 percent by Chapter 292, 
Statutes of 1970. Scholarships at independent colleges range from $300 
to $2,000 per year 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 average about $400 and for those attending 
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the state colleges approximately $150, 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 student 
may apply for annual ren~wal of his award if he maintains academic 
eligibility and continues to meet the financial need standards. 
Evaluation of Program Objectives 

The objectives of the program 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 financially needy students to attend 
any California college. . 

. An evaluation of the first two objectives has always been difficult 
because of lack of measurement data. The average award to students 
at independent colleges is about $1,450. Although there are no reliable 
unit cost data for undergraduate University and state college students, 
if we assume these costs are greater than the $1,450 average award, 
then there would be a net savings to the state for each student diverted. 

Offsetting these savings would be the additional state costs of adding 
students to the University and state colleges who would have attended 
community colleges at a lesser state cost or not attended college at all, 
were it not for the additional financial aid. At the present time this is 
not measureable but an increasing percentage of these scholarships is 
going to students at the University and state colleges. 

Table 2 shows that students in public institutions exceed 50 percent 
of all scholarships in 1970. This increasing percentage is largely the 
result of an expansion of the number of new scholarships and it is 
assumed that further expansion will continue this trend, thereby di­
verting additional students from the community. colleges to the state 
colleges and University. . .. 

For these reasons we cannot be certain that this program actually is 
ineeting the first objective of saving state funds. 

Table 2 
Number and Percentage of Total Awards at Public and Inde'pendent 

Institutions 1963 through 1970 
Publio institutions Independent institutions 

Number Percent Number Percent 
1963 _____________ c 
1964 _____________ _ 
1965 _____________ _ 
1966 _____________ _ 

1,572 35.0 
1,848 36.1 
1,935 37.7 
2,389 39.6 

2,908 65.0 
3,252 63.9 
3,185 62.3 
3,653 60.4 

1967 _____ ~ _______ _ 
1968 _____________ _ 
1969 _____________ _ 
1970 _____________ _ 

2,977 43.2 
5.095 48.7 
6,714 49.7 
8,174 51.5 

3,925 56.8 
5,372 51.3 
6,800 50.3 
7,706 48,5 
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Although spokesmen for the independen,t colleges feel that the 
program has contrit>uted to the expansion of indepep.dent college enroll­
ments, there is little tangible evidence either to support or take excep­
tjon to this conclusion. It is true that enrollments at ~he private insti­
tqtions have increased supstantiallY,since the beginning of this prqgram 
but these enrollment increases itre considerably less than those in the 
public sector of higher ed uca tion. " , . 

The third objective, to ,assist able and finllncially needy students to 
,attend college, can be measured by tangible data in the form of nUlll­
'bers of students assisted and expenditures made to these students, 
'This is shown in Table 3, 

Tabl.3 
State Scholarship Award Funda-1964-65 througf;l1971-72 

Number 
of G1»arcls 

1964-65 actual ______ ~_________ . 5,120 
1965--66 actual ________________ 5,120 
1966-67 actual ________________ 6,042 
1967-68 actual ________________ 6,902 
1968-69 actual ________________ 10,467 
1969-70 actual ____ "___________ 13,514 
"1970-71 estimated _____________ 15,914 
1971-72 proposed ______________ 211~01} 

Scholarship Awards 

Average 
awaJ'd amount 

$691 
101 
728 
704 
715 
816 
865 

• 745' 

Total award. 
empemUtures,. 
$3,538,807 
8,588,952 
4,897,437 
4,860,042 
7,486,385 

11,031,705, 
13,774,359 , 
16,024,205 

As shown in Table 3 scholarship costs are budgeted at $16,024,205, 
increasing $2,249,846 or 16.3 percent over 1970-71. The nu;rnber oI' 
scholarships are estimated to be 11j;,914 in 1970-71 and 21,509 :in 1971-
72 for an increase of 5,595. Of this increase, 3,116 are new scholar­
ships resulting from enactment of Chapter 292, Statutes of 1970 As­
'sembly Bill 31 ,which increased the number of new scholarships from 
2 percent of high school graduates to 3 percent. 

The remainder is primarily renewal grants for fourth year students 
and is a reflection of the expansion authorized in 1968-69 when new 
,awards were doubled from 1 to 2 percent of high school graduates . 
. Budget Cuts Scholarship Level 

, We recommend an augmentation of $2,796,000 to maintcdn scholar, 
,ships at the existing statutory program level. The 1971-72 budget in-, 
cludes a reduction in the average cost of a scholarship of $130 from the 
estimated workload level for 1971-72, The basis for this reduction as 
stated in the Governor's Budget is "that this student financial need 
can be met in 1971-72 by an expected expansion of the Federal Guar­
anteed Loan Program." This proposed 'shift from a grant program to 
a loan program represents a major policy change which has not re­
ceiv'ed legislative consideration. We do not concur with this proposed 
change. . 

Student aid is normally provided in a "package", combining grants, 
loans and work aid. This package is based on an assessment of the in­
dividual students needs and the resources available in accordance with 
which scholarships and grants are more likely to go to the most needy 
students while .loa))s and employment opportunities are more likely to 
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be used by less needy students. For this reason the various forms of 
students aid are not necessarily interchangeable. 

In determining the financial need of students applying for a grant, 
the commission already considers a factor for student self help which 
anticipates employment or loans. In addition, because the grant is 
limited to tuition and fees up to a maximum of $2,000, many students 
have additiohal college costs which are met by loans and/or employ­
ment. The budget contemplates adding to the loan burden of these 
students. 
. Finally, the budget reduction is unfair to those students already in 
the program and planning to renew their grants. These students made 
decisions to attend college and chose specific colleges under the assump­
tion that the state would continue to flllid the statutory level. Since the 
purpose of the program· is to encourage these students to make these 
decisions, once they are made, it does not appear appropriate for the 
state to withdraw from its responsibility. 

If the budget is not augmented the commission will reduce the awards 
at independent colleges and the University of California by $150 and 
at the state colleges by $50. We do not consider this to be an appro­
priate method of accomplishing the program objective of assisting able 
and needy students. Our recommended augmentation would provide for 

. an average grant of $875 which is the 1971-72 workload level thereby 
maintaining the existing program level. The increase of $10 over 
1970-71 is necessary to meet the increases in tuition and fees that have 
already been approved. 
Administrative Costs 

In addition to the scholarship costs the budget includes $607,549 for 
administrative costs of the program .. This is an increase of $148,826 or 
32.4 percent over the revised 1970-71 level. There were 7.5 positions for 
the first year workload increase associated with expansion of the schol­
arship program, and these are proposed for continuation in 1971-72 at 
a full year's costs. An additional 7.6 positions are proposed for 1971-72 
for workload associated with the continuing expansion of applicants 
and awards. 

1970-71 
$991,707 

GRADUATE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 
1971-72 
$391,107 

Ohange 
(-<l0.6%) 

Financial assistance to graduate students was started in 1965 with the 
establishment of the Graduate Fellowship Program. The goal of the 

. program as specified in the statutes is to increase the supply of college 
and University faculty, and priority is given to those fields where. there 
is a critical shortage of teachers. To accomplish this goal the prImary 
objective is to assist financially needy graduate students. The commis­
sion believes there are additional state benefits available that are similar 
to those in the scholarship program. These would be to assist in the di­
version of students from public to independent colleges thereby saving 
state funds and assistIng independent colleges to expand enrollment,; 
As in the scholarship program it is difficult to verify these benefits. 
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The number of awards authorized each yt'IH', illdudjl1g 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 limited to the full cost of tuition and fees at the institution he at­
tends. The number and;;aYerage ,costs of fellowships along with total 
expenditures are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Graduate Followship Award Funds, 1967-68 through 1971-72 

Number of Average Total awa'I'd 
fellowships u10ard amou.nt expenditures 

1967-68 ____________________ 282 $793 $223,629 
1968--69 ____________________ 785 829 651,231 
1969-70 ____________________ 797 880 701,111 
1910-71 estimated ____________ 938 1,013 950,000 
1970-72 proposed ____________ 380 950 361,000 

Fellowship Program to be Terminated 

In last year's Analysis we questioned the validity of the goal or 
objective to increase the supply of college teachers. We noted that the 
alleged "existing and predicted shortage of faculty" was inconsistent 
with the increasing evidence that the supply of Ph.D. 's was beginning 
to exceed demand. It is now more apparent that college and University 
recruiters are operating in a buyer's market. The budget notes that 
"emphasis on the objectiye of this program may actually aggravate 
the present surplus problem." 

For this reason the budget provides funds for renewal awards only 
and does not provide for the 960 new fellowships in 1971-72 that are 
authorized by the statutory formula. Assuming an average grant of 
$1,100 which was the commission's workload estimate for 1971-72, the 
decision to terminate the program and not fund these 960 new scholar­
ships resulted in a savings of $1,056,000 from the estimated workload 
level. 
Reduction in Average Grant 

We recommend an augmentation of $57,000 to maintain the average 
award at the existing wOI'kload level. For those 380 students currently 
in the program, and continued in 1971-72, the budget proposes a reduc­
tion to the average grant of $150. This corresponds to the decision in 
the scholarship program that makes a similar reduct.ion to the average 
grant. We recommend against this reduction for the same reasons as 
stated for the scholarship program. Our augmentation of $57,000 would 
provide for all. average grant of $1,100 which is the commission's esti-
mate of the existing workload level. . 

COLLEGE OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM 
1970-71 1971-72 Okange 

$1,772;271 $2,955,239 $1,182,968 
(66.7%) 

The College Opportuuity Grant Program authorized by Chapter 
1410, Statutes of 1968, has the goal of increasing access to higher 
education to disadvantaged students. To accomplish this goal the pro-
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gram was established as a four-year pilot demonstration 'to assist dis­
advantaged students who are selected by using experimental methods 
and subjective judgments as well as the conventional selection methods. 
A yearly progress report to the Legislature is required. 

The statutes authorize 1,000 grants per year to cover living expenses, 
transportation, supplies and, books, up to a maximum of $1;100 plus an 
additional amount for tuition and fees. ' Legislative intent specifies that 
primary emphasis be directed to the public community' colleges. 

Although it is relatively: early in the program's history to accurately 
assess the validity of the selection process established by the commis­
sion, there are indications that these will prove successful in the long 
run. Using grade point averages as a yardstick, the 196'9 winners had 
II high school average of 2.73' on a 4.00 scale. The mean college GP A 
earned by these students in their first year was 2.32. Inthe second 
year increased numbers of applicants resulted in keener competition 
for these awards. The mean high school GP A of second-year winners 
was 3.00 and, it is reasonable' to assume that they' will obtain, a higher 
average hi college than the first-year group. ' 
Proposed Budget , 

The budget increase for 1971-72 is $1,182,968 oi· 66.7 percent. Of 
this increase $1,165,299 is for grants and $17,669 is for administrative 
costs. Table 5 shows the number of students, ,the average grant and 
total, expenditures since the, beginning of the program. The substantial 
increase in the average grant each year occurs as students move from 
community colleges to four-year institutions with the additional tuition 
and fee cost. The increase for administration includes the addition of 
,one clerical position for workload. ' 

Tabl.5 
College Opportunity Grant Funds-1969-70 through 1~7.1-72 

N u'fl~ber of A. verage ' Total grant 
grants grant e41penaitures 

1969-70 _____________________ ' 1,000 833 $833,438 
1970-71 estimated ___________ 1,720 956 1,645,021 
1971-72 proposed ____________ 2,392 1,174 2,810,320 

1970-11 
$48,612 

GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM 
1911-7~ 

$31,299 
Ohange 

$-17,313 
(-1!5.6%) 

This program was authorized in 1966 to provide central state admin. 
istration of this federal loan program. The program is- designed to 
provide 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 federal llovernment has directly administered the program since 
that time. The present function of the state program is to provide 
necessary administratiion for the outstanding loans. 
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The budget request for this program is $31,299, representing a de­
crease of $17,313 01' 35.6 percent over 1970-71. The reduction results 
from reduced workload needs and includes the deletion of one clerical' 
position. , 

Funding is from a special appropriation in Item 294 from the State 
Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund. This represents iilterest earnings gen­
erated by federal funds deposited in the special' fnnd' as a reserve to 
guarantee payment of defaulted loans. There is no General Fund' 
support for this program. 

CHilDREN OF DECEASED PEACE OFFICERS PROGRAM 
1970-71 1971-72 Okanoe 

$21,900 $21,900 

This program was authorized by Chapter 1616, Statutes of 1969, 
Iiut was not funded in 1970-71. The program goal is to assure a college 
education for financially needy, dependent children of peace officers' 
who die in the line of duty. The budget includes $20,000 for stipends 
and $1,900 for operating expense. The stipend amount assumes there 
will be 20 grants averaging $1,000 each but there is no experience 
available to verify this estimate. 

PUBLIC SERVICE INTERNSHIP PROGRAM 
This program was authorized by Chapter 815, Statutes of 1970, with 

the goal of attracting high-quality students to public service careers 
and to provide college students with greater understanding of the tasks 
of government. The commission estimates about $190,000 would be 
required to fund this program including $120,000 for stipends to in­
terns. No funds were included in the original legislation and the 
1971-72 budget does not provide for this program which will remain' 
inactive. The statutory authorization for the program will terminate,. 
en June 30, 1973. 
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