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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-Continued 

1. San Diego's Calexico Off-Campus Center Enrollment Is Overbudgeted 
We recommend that FTE enrollment budgeted for San Diego $ 

Calexico center be reduced from 300 to 205, to be more consistent with 
historical enrollment patterns, for a General Fund savings of $243,000. 
(Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $243,000.) 

San Diego State University operates an off-campus center at .Calexico. 
The budget is based on a projected enrollment of 300 full time equivalent 
(FTE) students at the Calexico center in 1988-89, the same as budgeted 
enrollment for the center in the current year. A review of past year and 
estimated current year enrollment levels, however, reveals that Jhe 
budget projection is unrealistically high. In fact, enrollment at Calexico 
has consistently been overbudgeted in past years, as detailed in Table 7. 

Table 7 
Annual FTE Enrollment of Calexico Center 

1980-81 through 1987-88 

1980-81 ............................................. " .. . 
1981-82 ................................................. . 
1982-83 ................................................ . 
1983-84 ................................................ . 
1984-85 ................................................. . 
1985-86 ............................................ ; ... . 
1986-87 ..... ; .......................................... . 
1987-88 (est.) ...................................... , ... 

BUdgeted 
300 
300 
300 
300 
300 
300 
300 
300 

Enrollment ' 
Actual 

224 
220 
224 
192 
180 
201 
207 
203 

Difference 
-76 
-80 
-76 

..,.108 
-'120 

�~�9�9� 
-93 
-97 

These data indicate that actual enrollment at the Calexico center has 
been stable since 1985-86, ranging from 201 to 207 FTE. The CSU 
Chancellor's Office, moreover, has been unable to cite any factors which 
might lead to an unusual increase in enrollment at Calexico next year. 
Consequently, we estimate that FTE enrollment for the center will be 
205 in 1988-89, and recommend that the budget be adjusted accordingly. 
This would result in the elimination of 8.3 positions, for a General Fund 
savings of $243,000. 

2. Technical Error in Budgeted Level of Enrollment 
We recommend that· the budgeted level of enrollment for CSU 

Fullerton in 1988-89 be reduced by 100 FTE students in order to correct 
a technical budgeting error, for a net General Fund savings of$184,000. 
(Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $184,000 and reduce Item 6610-010-001 by 
$84,000.) . 

the CSU Trustees requested a General Fund augmentation of $587,000 
and 100 FTE student enrollment in 1988-89 to support an off-campus 
center at CSU Fullerton. This proposal was rejected and the budget does 
not include the $587,000 requested for operating expenses arid five 
support positions. The budget, however, inadvertently includes the 100 
FTE associated with the proposed �o�f�f�~�c�a�m�p�u�s� center and $268,000 I 

assoCiated with this enrollment. In order to correct this technical 
budgeting error, we recommend deletion of the $268,000 and eight new 
positions that would be supported by these funds. Because this would also 
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result in a General Fund revenue loss of $84,000 (in fee revenues) , our 
recommendation would result in a net General Fund savings of $184,000. 

3. Enrollment in Joint Doctoral Programs is Double-Counted 
We recommend that enrollment in CSU's joint doctoral programs be 

excluded from totalFTE enrollment, for purposes of calculating the 
'budgeted number of faculty positions, because the positions needed to 
support these programs are funded by a separate formula based 
specifically on joint doctoral program enrollment. This would result in 
a General Fund savings of $83,000. (Reduce Item 6610';'001·001 by 
$83,000.) . 

CSU operates seven joint doctoral programs in conjunction with other 
universities. Faculty positions reqUired to support these programs at csu 
are derived by a specific budget formula, under the Academic Support 
program element. This formula is based on headcount enrollment in the 
programs and specified student/faculty ratios applicable only to joint 
doctoral programs. The budget projects 208 joint doctoral students at 
CSU in 1988-89, and an average student/faculty ratio of approximately 8 
to 1. 

Joint Doctoral Students are Counted Twice. All regular instructional 
faculty positions at CSU are generated by another budget formula­
under the Instruction program element-based on FTE enrollment and 
the average student/faculty ratio at each campus. The Chancellor's 
Office, however, includes CSU's joint doctoral program enrollment in this 
calculation as well as the formula developed specifically for the joint 
doctoral program. Staff at the Chancellor's Office indicate that this is 
intentional, noting that it is "roughly equivalent to UC's weighting 
doctoral level students at twice that of undergraduates." 

Weare not persuaded by this argument. The formula devised specifi­
callyf()r joint doctoral programs, by itself, generates 10 times the number 
of faculty positions as do other programs. This occurs because (1) the 
joint doctoral formula is based on headcount enrollment, which differs 
significantly from the FTE enrollment used to generate faculty positions 
in the main instructional program at CSU, and (2) the 8 to 1 student/fa­
culty ratio assumed in the joint doctoral formula is less than half the ratio 
used for the regular instructional program (18 to 1, on the average). 
Doctoral programs at the University of California, moreover, are bud­
geted according to the same student/faculty ratio as all other programs. 

We find no justification, therefore, for including joint doctoral enroll­
ment in the total FTE enrollment in order to generate additional faculty 
positions beyond the number provided by the special formula: used for 
these programs. Consequently, we recommend deletion of $83,000 from 
the budget, and elimination of three positions, for a corresponding 
General Fund savings in 1988-89. Savings of approximately the same 
amount would be realized annually thereafter, depending on the level of 
enrollment in joint· doctoral programs at CSU. 

B. REGULAR INSTRUCTION 
1. Lottery.Funds (Item 6610-001-814) 

We recommend approval. 
The budget estimates that CSU will spend $22.5 million in lottery funds 

in the current year. Table 8 shows how the CSU intends to spend these 
funds, according to.a report submitted to the Legislature in November 
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1987. The budget estimate consists of $18.2 million for program support 
and $4.3 million for an endowment account. Funds allocated to the 
endowment will be retained in a special account for investment, from 
which the interest earnings will be expended for purposes determined by 
the CSU campuses, according to guidelines adopted by the trustees. As 
the table shows, CSU estimates that an additional $4.4 million will be 
available as a "reserve" in the current year. 

The budget proposes that CSU spend $22.5 million in lottery funds in 
1988-89, to be budgeted as an unallocated expenditure. The CSU Trustees 
will determine the manner in which these funds will be expended. 
Because this procedure is in accordance with current state policy, we 
recommend approval of this item. 

Table 8 
CSU Lottery Fund Expenditure Plan. 1987-88 

Programs 
Master teacher stipends and scholarships ........................................... . 
Teacher education clinical supervision .............................................. . 
Instructional computing-student access (ongoing) ................................ . 
Instructional equipment. ................................... : ......................... . 
Instructional program improvement. ................................................ . 
Forgivable Loan Program for minorities and women ............................... . 
Student internships-community service and outreach ............................. . 
Visiting scholars and artists ......................................................... .. 
Fine arts initiative .................................................................... . 
Educational equity (retention programs) ........................................... . 
Closure costs of 1986-87 programs ................................................... . 
Campus/Chancellor's Office discretionary funds .................................... . 
Administration ................. ; ...................................................... . 

Subtotal, Program Support .................................................... . 
Other: 
Endowment account ................................................................. . 
Reserve .............................................................................. .. 

Subtotal, Other ................................................................ . 

Totals ........................................................................... . 
Funding: 

1987-88 revenue .................................................................... . 
Interest income ................................................................... .. 
Carry-over from 1986-87 ........................................................... . 

Amount 
$1,200,000 

900,000 
1,578,759 
2,000,000 

800,000 
600,000 

1,001,000 
2,500,000 
1,000,000 

800,000 
321,241 

4,300,500 
1,200,000 

($18,201,500) 

$4,300,500 
4,373,249 

($8,673,749) 

$26,875,249 

$21,500,000 
1,211,648 
4,163,601 

2. Proposed Funding Level for Off-Campus Nursing Program Is Excessive 

We recommend that the proposed General Fund augmentation for 
state support of the off-campus Statewide Nursing Program be reduced 
by $673,000 in order to fund the program on the same basis as 
comparable on-campus nursing programs. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 
by $673,OOO.j 

The CSU Statewide Nursing Program (SNP) is a systemwide off­
campus program in which licensed registered nurses can earn B.s. and 
M.S. degrees in Nursing. The SNP formerly was operated as part of CSU's 
Consortium program, which CSU dissolved on June 30, 1987. It is 
characterized by a series of one-unit and two-unit courses, each lasting 
from six to eight weeks. Courses are offered at local sites such as hospitals, 
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medical centers, and community colleges. Students can also receive 
credit by passing standardized examinations. The program has been 
supported entirely by student fees. . 

General Fund Support Proposed. In resfonse to a request by the CSU 
Trustees, the budget proposes a Gener~ Fund. augmentation of $3.9 
million in order to initiate state support of the SNP in 1988-89. Under this 
proposal, the program (with an enrollment of 655 FTE students) would 
be supported in the same manner as existing state-funded CSU programs. 

Because the off-campus Statewide Nursing Program has the same 
objectives as CSU's on-campus nursing programs, we agree with the basic 
premise of providing state support for th~ SNP. We do not find adequate 
justification, however, for the proposed level of funding. The budget is 
based on an assumed student/faculty ratio of approximately 8 to 1. As is 
the case with other CSU programs, the student/faculty ratio was derived 
by adjusting the. projected enrollment for "mode and level" assump­
tions~the mode of course (laboratory, for example) and the level of 
student (lower division, upper division, or graduate). Our review, 
however, indicates that· the mode assumptions for the SNP are inappro­
priate. The budget assumes that the program combines seminar and 
"supervision" (such as independent study) modes, whereas the program 
administrators informed us that all courses are seminars. 

Legislative Analyst Compromise. Applying only the seminar mode to 
the SNP would yield a student/faculty ratio of approximately 14 to 1. The 
Chancellor's Office contends that this may not be adequate to support the 
program, because it operates differently from other programs. We do not 
have sufficient data on the cost and staffing of the SNP to validate this 
argument. In our field visits, however, the SNP administrators indicated 
that they should be able to operate the program at the same cost as 
comparable on-campus programs. As a compromise, therefore, we rec­
ommend that the program be funded on the basis of the average 
student/faculty ratio-approximately 10 to l-..,.-reported by the four 
on-campus CSU nursing programs which, like the SNP, are designed 
specifically for students who are licensed registered nurses. This would 
result in the elimination of 22.2 proposed, new positions and a General 
Fund reduction of $673;000 in the 1988-89 budget. ' 

3. Budget Proposes State Support for Research at CSU 
The budget proposes $2.5 million from the General Fund to establish a 

program of state support for faculty research at CSU in 1988-89. These 
funds would be used for. grants, summer scholarships, and leaves of 
absence for CSU faculty to conduct research. Funds would be allocated to 
campuses.in proportion to their reported number of full-time-equivalent 
faculty, and would be distributed within the campuses pursuant to a plan 
developed by a faculty-administration committee. The Chancellor's 
Office indicates that the campuses would submit a year-eDd report on 
research expenditures and a "fy.11 evaluation" after the second year. 

This budget proposal represents an important policy initiative in'that it 
would provide, for the first time, direct unrestricted state support for 
research at CSU. The state's policy has been to limit General Fund 
support for faculty research almost, exclusively to the University of 
California (UC). About $170 million was appropriated from the General 
Fund to DC specifically for research grants during the current year, and 
research comprises a, significant portion of the workload for full-time UC 
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faculty members. The state has provided a relatively minor amount of 
funding for faculty research at CSU-directly through a few selected 
programs such as the Agricultural Technology Institute at CSU Fresno, 
and indirectly by faculty workload assumptions whereby a limited 
amount of released time may be granted for research. 

CSU Research is a Policy Issue. We have no analytical basis for 
determining whether research should be funded at CSU; essentially, it is 
a policy issue. In order to assist the Legislature in its deliberations, 
however, we offer a brief summary of the historical background and raise 
some questions concerning the issue. 

Background. The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education-enacted as 
the Donahoe Higher Education Act-designates the University of Cali­
fornia (UC) as the primary academic institution for research, and further 
declares that CSU's primary function is the provision of instruction. 
Faculty research at CSU, according to the Master· Plan, is authoriied if 
consistent with the primary function of the institution. 

The Commission for the Review of the Master Plan for· Higher 
Education, in its 1987 report, noted that the Master Plan "left ambiguous 
the state's commitment to support research at CSU." The commission 
concluded its review by recommending specifically that the state provide 
support for research at CSU. . 

Pursuant to the Supplemental Report of the 1986 Budget Act; the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) contracted for 
an independent study of higher education faculty development in 1987. 
The consultant's final report, which includes research as one of the 
components of faculty development, was submitted to CPEC in January 
1988. The commission is scheduled to submit recommendations (devel­
oped by an advisory committee) to the Legislature in March. 

Related Factors. The provision of state support for research at CSU 
raises the following questions: 

• What will be the impact on teaching? This question has itself been 
the subject of considerable research. Two alternative hypotheses 
have been formulated: (1) Faculty research complements teaching 
by keeping faculty members aware of current developments in their 
field, and (2) faculty research is antagonistic to teaching because it 
detracts from the amount of time faculty members can devote to 
preparation for instruction. Support for both hypotheses can be 
fomid in the literature. 

• What will be the impact on faculty recruitment? Providing support 
for research may facilitate recruitment of prospective faculty mem­
bers who have an interest in research, including those who have 
gained recognition in their field through· research. Whether this will 
be beneficial to CSU depends primarily on the answer to the 
preceding question. We also note that the Chancellor's Office 
recently convened a task force to study faculty recruitment at CSU. 

• What is the role of research in CSU's faculty promotion policies? 
Although the significance of research in faculty promotion and 
tenure policies at CSU varies considerably among the campuses and 
the academic departments within campuses, it is apparent that 
research frequently constitutes an important factor in these deci­
sions. This may conflict with CSU's faculty workload assumptions, 
which do not provide time specifically for research. 
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• Is state support necessary to enable CSU faculty to conduct 
research? Although the level of activity is minor compared to UC, 
faculty at CSU conduct a significant amount.of research. The higher 
education faculty development study indicated that more than $20 
million (from all funding sources) was expended on faculty research 
at CSU in 1985~86. 

• Is state support for faculty research at CSU the most effective use of 
funds for the purpose of faculty development? The higher educa­
tion faculty development study found that CSU faculty gave research 
the highest priority among the various types of faculty development 
activities. The study concluded, however, by emphasizing the need 
for more instruction-related, rather than research-related, faculty 
development activities and programs. ' 

• What are the long-range cost implications? Once a precedent is 
established for providing support specifically for faculty research at 
CSU, requests for additional support in subsequent years can be 
anticipated. This could extend to the capital outlay budget, based on 
the state's policy of providing space specifically for research at Uc. 

Conclusion. As stated previously, we have ,no analytical basis for 
mea~~ring t?e. impact of providi~g state suPP?rt for research, at C~U. 
AddItional InSIght, however, mIght be prOVIded by CPEC s policy 
recommendations submitted in response to the higher education faculty 
development study. We will review these recommendations when they 
are submitted and will be prepared to comment during the budget 
hearings.' ' 
, " 

4. Continuing Education Concurrent Enrollment 
As part of its fee-supported Continuing Education program, CSU 

authorizes students to enroll in continuing education courses by attend­
ing "regular" campus courses, with the consent of the instructor. Fees 
paid by these "concurrently enrolled" students are deposited in the 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund, and subsequently shared between 
the Continuing Education program and the regular education program. 
The current sharing arrangement calls for the Continuing Education 
program to allocate 55 percent of the concurrent enrollment revenues to 
the academic departments that provide the courses. These funds are used 
to support a variety of departmental activities--such as the purchase of 
supplies and services and faculty travel-which are outside the normal 
budgetary process. ' 

Policy of Revenue Sharing. Because the General Fund supports CSU's 
regular education courses, the cost of the concurrent enrollment program 
is funded primarily by the state. Recognizing this, the Governor pro­
posed, in the 1985-86 budget, that the state share in the revenues 
generated by concurrent enrollment. Based on estimated revenues of $4 
million and assuming that a 50 percent sharing arrangement would be 
reasonable, the budget proposed a reimbursement of $2 million from the 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund to the Genenil F~d. The Legis­
lature adopted the $2 million reimbursement, but added Budget Act 
language permitting CSU to expend funds reappropriated from prior­
year unexpended General Fund, balances in order to support the 
concurrent enrollment program, if such support were necessary. This $2 
million reimbursement policy has been continued in subsequent annual 
budgets. 
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We recommend that the budgeted level of reimbursements from the 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund to the General Fund,. for con­
tinuing education students concurrently enrolled in regular (General 
Fund) courses, be increased by $2.5 million to reflect the increase in 
revenues from concurrent enrollment. This would result .in a state 
General Fund savings of $2.5 million. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by 
$2,497,000.) 

The Governor again proposes to continue the $2 million reimburse­
ment from concurrent enrollment revenues in 1988-89, along with the 
reappropriation provision. We recommend that this reimbursement 
amount be increased by $2:5 milliori (to a total of $4.5 million) for the 
following reasons: . . 

• Because concurrent enrollment reyenues are projected to increase to 
$9.0 million in 1988-89, the original assumption of a 50 percent 
sharing arrangemerit between the General Fund and the Contin.emg 
Education Revenue Fund calls for a rE;imbursement of $4:5. million. 

• CSU's prediction (made during hearings on the 1985-8Q budget) that 
the imposition of a General Fund assessment would lead to the 
demise of the concurrent enrollment program has proven to be 
unfounded. As Table 9 shows, the number of students enrolled 
concurrently has been stable at approximately 4,100 FTE since the 
establishment of the reimbursement in 1985-86, and CSU projects an 
increase in enrollment and corresponding revenues in 1988-89. 

Table 9 
Continuing Education Concurrent Enrollment Program 

Enrollment and Revenues 
1981-82 through 1988-89 

Distribution of Revenues 

1981-82 ...................................... . 
1982-83 ....................................... . 
19&'3-84 ...................................... . 
1984-85 ...................................... . 
1985-86 ................. : .................... .' 
1986-87 .... ; ...... ; ............. · ............. . 
1987-88 ...................................... . 
1988-89 ...................................... . 

• Estimated. 

FTE 
Students 

2,705 
3,166 
3,454 
3,709 
4,106 
4,155 
4,065 
4,236 

Total 
Revenues 
$3,911,669 
. 4,908,246 

5,709,730 
6,317,744 
7,550,931 
8,000;000· 
8,012,000· 
8,994,038· 

General 
Fund 

Reimburse~ 
ment 

$2,000,000 
2,000,000 

.. 2,000,000· 
2,000,000 

Continuing 
Education' 

-, Programs 
$3;911,669 
4,908,246 
5,709,730 
6,317,744 
5,550,931 
6,000,000· 
6,012,000· 
6,994,038· 

• Under our proposal, CSU would retain' $4.5 million in re, ~nues, 
which exceeds the $4 million initially estimated for total concurrent 
enrollment revenues when the Governor's proposal was introduced 
'in 1985-86. Thi~. should be adequate incentive for the. academic 
departments to continue to adniitconcurrently enrolled 'students. 

• The Continuing Education program (of which concurrent enroll­
ment is one component) at CSU appears to be in good financial 
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condition. Year-end balances amounted to $10.3 million on June 30, 
1986 (24 percent of total expenditures) and increased to $11.8 million 
at the end of fiscal 1986-87 (27 percent of total expenditures). These 
fund balances are far in excess of normal requirements for contin­
gencies and reserves. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the proposed reimbursement 
from the Continuing Education Revenue Fund to the General Fund be 
increased by $2,497,000, resulting in a state savings of the same amount. 

II. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 
The Academic Support program is composed of those functions which 

directly aid and support the CSU's primary program of instruction. The 
budget identifies four elements in this program: (1) libraries, (2) 
audiovisual services and television services, (3) computing (EDP) sup-
port, and (4) ancillary support. . 

Table 10 shows expenditures for the Academic Support program in the 
prior, current, and budget years. The budget proposes an increase of $3.4 
million, or 1.8 percent, in General Fund expenditures for academic 
sUFPort in 1988-89. This is due primarily to baseline and workload 
adjustments. . 

Table 10 
The California State University 

Academic Support Program Expenditures 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Actual Est. Prop. 
Programs 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 
Libraries .................................... f[9,ffJl $87,848 $89,404 
Audiovisual services ........................ 17,026 18,958 19,231 
Computing support. ........................ 61,921 55,948 54,791 
Ancillary support ........................... 22,659 25,182 26,082 

Totals, Expenditures ................... $181,213 $187,936 $189,508 
. Funding Sources 

General Fund . ............................... $169,011 $185,867 $189,279 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ..... 259 190 229 
Lottery Fund ............................... 11,943 1,879 
Personnel-Years: 

Libraries .................................. 1,524 1,575 1,615 
Computing support ...................... 701 688 729 
Other ..................................... 815 ~ 836 

Totals, Personnel-years ................ 3,040 3,084 3,180 

Change/rom 
1987-88 

Amount Percent 
$1,556 1.8% 

273 1.4 
-1,157 -2.1 

900 3·6 
$1,572 0.8% 

$3,412 1.8% 
39 20.5 

a -1,879 -100.0 

40.6 2.6 
40.8 -0.1 
14.4 1.8 
95.8 3.1% 

• Lottery expenditures in 1988-89 are shown as an unallocated expenditure in a separate program. We 
.' estimate that lottery expenditures in the Academic Support program in 1988-89 will be approxi­

mately the same as in the current year. 

A. COMPUTING SUPPORT 
1. Instructional Computing 

Pursuant to the Supplemental Report of the 1984 Budget Act, the, CSU 
developed a new methodology for determining its needs for computing 
support. According. to this methodology, CSU requires a total of 20,127 
computer "workstations" (microcomputers or computer terminals). This 
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represents an increase of 9,888 workstations over the current-year level. 
As part of a phased approach to fund the additional workstations, CSU 
requested $9.6 million to acquire 1,236 student workstations in 1988-89. 

The budget proposes to continue the current-year level of support for 
instructional computiI:lg. This includes $18.9 million for general campus 
instructional computing. Because the current-year level of spending 
includes $4.3 million allocated for the purchase of computers, this amount 
will be available for the procurement of new computers in the budget 
year. This will be sufficient to purchase an additional 555 computer 
workstations, including related op~rating expenses. 

We also note that lottery revenues serve as a potential source of 
'revenue for instructional computing support. The CSU Trustees allocated 
$5.9 million in lottery funds for the acquisition of 1,110 computer 
workstations in 1986-87. As mentioned previously, the budgt:)t projects 
that CSU will spend $22.5 million in lottery revenues in 1988,89. At this 
time, however, we do not know how the Trustees will use the lottery 
funds in the budget year. . 

B. ANCILLARY SUPPORT 

1. New Joint Doctoral Program Is Not Needed 
We recommend that the $186,000 General Fund augmentation re­

quested for a new CSU-UCjoint doctoral program be deleted, because 
the program's objectives can be achieved at less cost by expanding 
existing doctoral programs.' (Reduce ,tem 6610-001-001 by $186,000.) 

The Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960 assigns to the University of 
California (UC) the sole authority among the three public segments of 
higher education to award doctoral degrees, except that UC and CSU 
may award joint doctoral degrees in selected fields. Currently, there are 
seven joint doctoral programs in operation. . . 

The budget proposes $186,000 from the General Fund to establish a 
new joint doctoral program in engilleering (specifically "Engineering 
Sciences/ Applied Mechanics") in 1988-89. The prograni would be oper­
ated by San Diego State University's College of Engineering and UC San 
Diego's Department of Applied Mechanics and Engineerillg Sciences .. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed new program is not justified, 
for two reasons: (1) the cost of the program is excessive, and (2) 
comparable programs currently are available at UC campuses. 

Cost Too High. The proposed augmentation of $186,000 would'be 
alloc~ted to s.~ Diego State University for 4.7 new positions, in order to 
support a projected first-year enrollment of seven students. These funds 
would be supplemented by regular enrollment-generated funds, pro­
vided in accordance with 'FTE reported by both UC and CSU for 
enrollment growth in the new program. (UC indicates that the system 
will not budget any enrollment for this program until 1989-90. This 
enrollment would be supported within UC's regular budget allocation.) 

This funding arrangement illustrates the relatively high cost of joint 
doctoral programs. When UC expands or establishes a: new Ph.D. 
program, the state does not provide any funding beyond the regular 
marginal cost per FTE-$4,903 in 1988-89, In contrast, the budget 
proposal would result in a first-year expenditure of approximately $27,000 
per swdrmt for the enrollment projected at CSU's San Diego campus. 
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No Uniqueness Shown. Presumably, the rationale for providing CSU 
with a budget allocation beyond the regular enrollment-generated funds 
is that CSU's ongoing . level of funding is not· based on the need to 
accommodate the relatively high instructional costs associated with the 
education of doctoral students. It is, therefore, incumbent upon CSU, 
when proposing the establislUnent of a joint doctoral program, to j1.lstify 
the high cost of the program by showing that the proposed joint 
arrangement would be more effective than the less expensive alternative 
of establishing or expandiIig a comparable program solely within the Uc. 
In the case of the proposed new joiIit doctoral program iIi engineering, 
however, the system has not justified these additional costs. 

In our review of the proposed San Diego State University IUC San 
Diego program, we find nothing to indicate why a comparable program 
could not be established by the less costly method of expanding the 
existing engiIieering programs at Uc. Six campuses of the University of 
California (Berkeley, Los Angeles, San Diego, S~ta Barbara, Davis, and 
Irvine) operate doctoral programs in engiIieering. Each of these cam­
puses,moreover, offers a specific degree iIi the fields of Mechanical 
EngiIieering or Applied Mechanics, with related specializations in the 
saine areas that would be emphasized in the proposed joint doctoral 
program. The UC could expand enrollment iIi its engineering programs 
if a need for additional Ph.Ds in this program area, relative to others, 
were demonstrated. This could be accomplished either through a reallo­
cation of UC's budgeted enrollment-at no additional state cost-or by 
augmenting UC's blldget at the regular margiIial rate for graduate 
students. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the request for funds to support 
a new joiIit doctoral program be denied, for a General Fund savings of 
$186,000. . 

2. Student Writing Skills Program is Overbudgeted 
We recommend that the Student Writing Skills program be budgeted 

on the basis of program eligibility criteria (English Placement Test 
scores) actually used by the campuses, thereby eliminating overbudget­
ing, for a General Fund savings 0/$238,000. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 
by $238,000.) . 

We further recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental 
report language directing the CSU to submit a report on the desirabil­
ity of implementing uniform program eligibility criteria for the 
Student Writing Skills program. 

The budget proposes $3 million from the General Fund iIi 1988~89 to 
support the Student Writing Skills program at the CSU campuses. This 
represents a decrease of $189,000, or 5.9 percent, from the current year, 
due primarily to programmatic changes implemented by the Chancel-

. lor's Office. 
The Student Writing Skills Program. CSU students must complete a 

course iIi English composition as part of the system's General Education 
, requirements. Under the Student Writing Skills program, students who­
according to CSU's criteria-are not likely to be able to complete a 
baccalaureate English .course must take a remedial English course. 
Students do not earn baccalaureate degree credit for this course. Funding 
for the remedial English courses consists of regular enrollment-generated 
funds, supplemented by funds from the Student Writing Skills program in 
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order to provide a relatively low student/faculty ratio (12:1). 

Item 66lO 

According to the program standards promulgated by the Chancellor's 
Office, freshman students and sophomore transfer students qualify for 
placement directly into a baccalaureate English course either by (1) 
achieving a specified minimum score on one of two standardized 
achievement tests (SAT or ACT) normally taken prior to admission to 
CSU or (2) achieving a score of 151 OIl CSU:s English Placement Test 
(EPT). In effect, then, all lower division students who do not meet the 
required score on either the SAT or ACT test, and who score below 151 
on the EPT, must take at least one remedial English course. Based on the 
existing criteria, over one-third of all incoming lower division students at 
CSU are required to take remedial English. 

Evaluation Committee Report. In December 1986, CSU published a 
report on the English Placement Test, written by the EPT Evaluation 
Commi,ttee (an internal CSU committee) . The report includes the results 
of a statistical analysis of the EPT at three campuses, conducted by CSU 
in order to determine the effect of different "passing" scores. According 
to this analysis,· the number of students incorrectly placed in English 
courses would be reduced by lowering the cut-score from 151 to 146. The 
report also noted that passing scores varied considerably among the 
campuses, in spite of the systemwide standard of 151. In order to provide 
a certain amount of flexibility to the campuses due to their "unique" 
circumstances, the EPT Evaluation Committee recommended that the 
campuses be given discretion to set their own passing scores :within a 
range of 146-151. 

. The Chancellor's Office indicates that it will permit campuses to 
continue to set their own passing scores in 1988-89, within the 146-151 
range. Nine campuses, according to the Chancellor's Office, use passing 
scores below 151. The budget proposal, however, is based on a·uniform 
requirement of 151, resulting in overbudgeting at these campuses in the 
amount of $238,000. We recommend, therefore, that the budget for the 
Student Writing Skills program be reduced by this amount (eliminating 
7 positions), for a corresponding General, Fund savings. 

Study of Eligibility Criteria Needed. Our recommendation is de­
signed· to eliminate overbudgeting by makjng the budget assumptions 
consistent with actual program practices. We are concerned, however, 
about the implications of permitting campuses to use different passing 
scores on the EPT. In doing so, a student's choice of campus could bl:') the 
determining factor in whether he or she is placed in a remedial or 
baccalaureate course. 

This problem could be resolved by conforming to the evidence 
providedhy the statistical an.alysis in the EPT committee report, which 
supports a uniform score of 146. The program administrators that we 
contacted, however, believe that the study is not based on a representa­
tive sample of campuses and does not adequately reflect the conditions 
that prevail on their campuses. , 

In order to explore potential solutions to this problem, we recoIllmend 
that the Chancellor's Office study the desirability of implementing 
uniform eligibility criteria for the Student Writing Skills prograni. We 
suggest that the Chancellor's Office consider at least two alternatives: ,(1) 
a cut-score of 146 statewide, and (2) a score of 151, or 146-150 plus a i 

specified score on the essay portion of the EPT. 
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Our recommendation could be implemented by adoption of the 
following supplemental report . language: 

The CSU shall submit a report to the Legislature, by March 1, 1989 on 
the desirability of implementing uniform "passing" scores on the 
English Placement Test for the Student Writing Skills program. The 
report shall consider at least the following alternatives: (1) a uniform 
score of 146 on the test, and (2) a score of 151, or 146-150 plus a 
specified score on the essay portion of the test. 

III. STUDENT SERVICES 
The Student Services program includes social and cultural develop­

ment, supplementary educational services, counseling and career guid­
ance, financial aid, and student support. Table H shows Student Services 
program expenditures and personnel for the prior, current, and budget 
years. 

The budget proposes an increase of $7.1 million, or 5.4 percent, in 
General Fund expenditures for student services in 1988-89. This includes 
$3 million to augment the State University Grant and EOP financial aid 
programs. 

Table 11 
The California State University 

Student Services Program Expenditures 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Change/rom 
Actual Est. Prop. 1987-88 

Programs ·1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 Amount Percent 
Social and cultural development ........... $7,853 $6,982 $7,218 $236 3.4% 
Supplemental services-EOP .............. 19,844 21,137 .. 22,654 1,517 7.2 
Counseling and career guidance ........... 28,014 30,575 31,634 1,059 3.5 
Financial aid ................................ 111,440 122,532 124,554 . 2,022 1.7 
Student support ............................ 39,476 48,261 49,968 1,707 3.5 

Totals, Expenditures ................... $206,627 $229,487 $236,028 $6,541 2.9% 
Funding Sources 

$138,544 General Fund ............................... $120,089 $131,477 $7,067 5.4% 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ..... 75 12 13 1 8.3 
Dormitory Revenue Fund .. ................ 5,279 6,707 7,288 581 8.7 
Federal Trust Fund .. ........... ; ........... 71,085 81,420 79,974 -1,446 -1.8 
Reimbursements ............................ 10,099 9,871 10,209 338 3.4 
Personnel-Years: 
Social and cultural development. .......... 179 153 159 5.8 3.8% 
Supplemental services-EOP .............. 355 384 408 23.4 6.1 
Counseling and career guidance ........... 661 680 698 18.4 2;7 
Financial aid ................................ 414 448 461 13.0 2.9 
Student support .............. ~ ............. 962 1,065 1,098 33.2 3.1 

Totals, Personnel-years ................ $2,569 $2,730 $2,824 93.8 3.4% 

A. TUITION AND FEES 
. The budget proposes an increase in revenues to correspond with an 8.6 

percent increase in full-time resident student fees and an 8.2 percent fee 
increase for part-time students at the CSU in .1988-89. This would increase 
the State University Fee by $54 (from $630 to $684) for full-time students, 
and by $30 (from $366 to $396) for part-time students. The proposed fee 
increase is consistent with the statutory fee policy enacted by Chapter 
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1523, Statutes of 1985. (The policy calls for an 8.6 percent increa.se. The 
proposed increase for part-time students is somewhat lower, fottechnical 
reasons.) , 

The higher fees would increase General Fund revenues in 1988-89 by 
$16.7 million. In order to offset the effect of the increase in fees on 
students having demonstrated fmancial need, the budget also proposes to 
increase the amount budgeted for CSU's State University Grant program 
by $2 million. , 

Table 12 shows the resident student fee levels at CSU for the past and 
current years, and the proposed fees for the budget year. 

Table 12 
The California State University 

Student Fees 
1986-87 through 19118-89 

State University Fee 1986-87 
Full-time ... '" .. '" .... '" .. '" '" ... '" . . . . . . . . $573 
Part-time .. '" .... '" ... '" .... '" .. '"........ 333 

B. PROGRAM SERVICES 

1987-88 
$630 
366 

1988-89 
$684 
396 

Changefrom 
1987-88 

Amount Percent 
$54 8.6% 
30 8.2 

1. Financial Aid Funds for Cal Grant Recipients Should be Transferred to 
the Student Aid Commission 
We recommend that $4,479,000 be transferred from the amount 

budgetedfor CSU's State University Grant program to the Student Aid 
Commission s Cal Grant program, because the programs serve the same 
purpose. Our recommendation would fully fund the Cal Grant pro­
gram to offset systemwide student fees for CSU students who would 
otherwise receive both Cal Grants and State University Grants. (Re­
duce Item 6610-001-001 by $4,479,000 and increase Item 7980-101-001 by 
$4,479,000.) 

As discussed in our analysis of the Student Aid Commission (SAC), the 
state provides General Fund support for a statewide Cal Grant program, 
under which financial aid grants are a.warded to students in public and 
private postsecondary education institutions. The Cal Grant "A" program 
provides funds to offset student fees, and the Cal Grant "B"program 
covers fees as well as other expenses. These awards were originally 
intended to cover the entire systemwide mandatory fees at UC and CSU. 
The commission indicates that approximately 20,000 Cal Grants will be 
allocated to CSU students in the budget year. 

Bifurcated Program. The state also funds the State University Grant 
program, which provides student financial aid directly to CSU students. 
This program was established in 1982-83 in order to provide student aid 
specifically to offset the significant increase in the systemwide mandatory 
fee implemented in that year. The Legislature, in other words, created a 
new campus-based program for student aid needed to offset the increase 
in fees. It did not augment the Cal Grant awards, however, to keep pace 
with the fee. increase. This has led to a bifurcated system in which Cal 
Grants now cover only a portion of CSU fees-about 50 percent of the 
$630 fee in 1987-88. ' 
" Since 1982-83, the State University Grant program has been augmented 

to cover all fee increases, and the budget proposes an augmentation 
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sufficient to offset the proposed fee increase in 1988-89 for financially 
needy students. Specifically, the budget proposes $17.8 million from the 
General Fund to support the State University Grantprogram in 1988-89. 
This is an increase of $2.4 million-$2 million related to the fee increase, 
and $0.4 million related to additional students-over estimated current­
year expenditures. 

Because the Cal Grant program is not funded at a level sufficient to 
fully offset student fees, a large number of students at CSU-estimated at 
12,539 in 1988-89-will receive both Cal Grants and State University 
Grants. Given that both programs are designed to achieve the same 
objective, we find no policy basis for. continuing this bifurcated system. 
We believe that it would be more cost effective to transfer to the Cal 
Grant program that portion of the State University Grant program 
associated with awards to CSU students who also receive Cal Grants. 
These funds would be designated for allocation to Cal Grant recipients 
attending CSU, and should be sufficient, when combined with budgeted 
Cal Grant awards, to fully offset systemwide mandatory fees at CSU. This 
would be beneficial to students receiving these grants because the 
students would not have to wait until a decision is made on the 
campus-based State University Grant program in order to determine the 
amount of aid that will be provided to offset fees. 

Accordingly, we recommend that $4.5 million be transferred from 
CSU's budget to the Student Aid Commission's budget. This would not 
change the total level of funding allocated for student aid. 

We make a similar recommendation in our analysis of the University of 
California. Both recommendations are discussed in greater depth in our 
analysis of the Student Aid· Commission. 

2. State University Grant Program Is Overbudgeted 
We recommend that $184,000 in General Fund support proposed for 

increasing the State University Grant be deleted, in order to eliminate 
double-budgeting. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $184,000.) 

As noted in the preceding recommendation, the budget proposes an 
increase of $2.4 million for the State University Grant program in 1988-89. 
This increase would provide for a projected increase in student partici­
pation in the program and would fully offset the proposed increase of $54 
in student fees at CSU for all students receiving grants. Because the 
Governor also proposes in the Student Aid Commission's budget a 4.5 
percent increase in Cal Grants to offset CSU student fee increases, there 
is double-budgeting associated with those CSU students who will receive 
both a Cal Grant and a State University Grant. We estimate that this 
amounts to $184,000. 

In order to correct this technical error in the budget, we recommend 
deletion of the $184,000 from the amount proposed to support the State 
University Grant program, for a corresponding General Fund savings. 

IV. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
The Institutional Support program provides systemwide services to the 

other programs at CSU. The activities carried out under this program 
include executive management, financial operations, general administra­
tive services, logistical services, physical plant operations, faculty and staff 
services, and community relations. 

Table 13 shows estimated personnel and expenditures for institutional 
support in the prior; current, and budget years. The budget proposes an 
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mcrease of $8.2 million, or 2.2 percent, in General Fund expenditures for 
institutional support in 1988-89. This is due to various baseline and 
workload adjustments, and the following budget change proposals: 
$750,000 for the intersegmental program to address student underrepre­
sentation and teacher improvement, $500,000 for faculty recruitment, 
and $250,000 to augment the Minority Engineering' Program. 

Table 13 
The California State University 

Institutional Support Program Expenditures 
1981j;.87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Changefrom 
Actual Est. Prop. 1987-88 

Programs . 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 Amount Percent 
Executive management .................... $46,785 $45;191 $46,054 $863 1.9% 
Financial operations ............ ; ........... 37,262 37,905 37,633 -272 -0.7 
General administrative services ............ 65,998 70,636 78,425 7,789 11.0 
Logistical services .......................... 74,932 74,648 77,605 2,957 4.0 
Physical plant operations ................. , . 165,662 186,868 197,027 10,159 M 
Faculty and staff services .................. 9,820 194 194 
Community relations ....................... 9,662 7,618 8,276 658 8.6 

Totals, Expenditures ................... $410,121 $423,060 $445,214 $22,154 5.2% 
Funding Sources 
General Fund . .............................. $354,576 $373,730 $381,990 $8,260 2.2% 
Special Account for Capital Outloy ....... 5,824 
Lottery Fund ................................ 941 1,200 -1,200 -100.0 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ..... 18,706 15,607 17,250 1,643 10.5 
Dormitory Revenue Fund . ................. 20,289 22,808 24,925 2,117 9.3 
Parking Account Dormitory Fund ........ 8,777 8,563 9,411 848 9.9 
Special Projects Fund .. .................... 80 34 10 -24 -70.6 
Capital Outloy Bond Fund . ............... 10,600 10,600 b 

Reimbursements ............. '.' ............. 928 1,118 1,028 -90 -8.1 
Personnel-Years: 

Executive management .................. 806 727 751 24.4 3.4% 
Financial operations ..................... 928 869 901 31.8 3.7 
General administrative services ......... 1,590 1,491 1,675 184.2 12.4 
Logistical services .............. ; ......... 1,226 1,094 1,147 52.8 4.8 
Physical plant operations ................ 3,169 3,315 3,483 167.8 5.1 
Community relations ..................... 158 97 97 

Totals, Personnel-years ................ 7,876 7,593 8,054 461.0 6.1% 

a Lottery expenditures·in 1988-89 are shown as an unallocated expenditure in a separate program. We 
estimate that lottery expenditures in the Institutional Support program in 1988-89 will be 
approximately the same as in the current year. 

b Not a meaningful figure. 

A. THE CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE 
The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSU Board of 

Trustees and is responsible for the implementation of all policies enacted 
by the board. Table 14 shows the major divisions in the Chancellor's 
Office, and the expenditures for these divisions in the current and budget 
years. The budget includes $40.7 million for. the office in 1988-89,an 
increase of $1.3 million, or 3.3 percent, over estimated current-year 
expenditures. The increase is due primarily to baseline adjustments, 
miscellaneous increases in operating expenses, and an accounting change 
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involving the transfer of 6.5 existing positions from "systemwide provi­
sions" to the Chancellor's Office. 

Table 14 
The California State University 

Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
1987-88 and 1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 
Estimated Proposed 

1987-88 1988-89 Change 
Posi- Posi- Posi-

Chancellor's Office tions Amount tions Amount tions Amount Percent 
Executive office ........... ," .... 5.0 $335 5.0 $358 $23 6.9% 
Administration .................. 55.1 2,250 55.1 2,331 81 3.6 
Academic affairs ................ 90.4 4,598 91.4 4,852 1.0 254 5.5 
Business affairs .................. 98.4 4,789 104.9 5,148 6.5 359 7.5 
Faculty and staff relations ...... 41.4 2,190 40.4 2,199 -1.0 9 0.4 
Legal services ................... 21.5 1,274 21.5 1,326 52 4.1 
Faculty and staff services ....... 956 1,088 132 13.8 
Salary savings ................... -9.1 -317 -9.1 -568 -231 -72.9 
Operating expense and equip-

ment .......................... 8,348 0.0 8,802 454 5.4 
Subtotals, Chancellor's Office. (302.7) ($24,419) (309.2) ($25,552) (6.5) ($1,133) (4.6%) 

Trustees Audit 
Personal services ........... : .... 9.6 $619 10.6 $658 1.0 $39 6.3% 
Operating expense and equip-

ment .......................... 153 168 15 9.8 
Subtotals, Trustees Audit ..... (9.6) ($772) (10.6) ($826) (1.0) ($54) (7.0%) 

Computing and Communication 
Resources 

Personal services ................ 131.6 $6,584 131.6 $6,712 $128 1.9% 
Operating expense and equip-

ment .......................... 7,564 7,564 
Subtotals, Computing and 
Communications .............. (131.6) ($14,148) (131.6) ($14,276) ($128) (0.9%) 

Special Funds 
Personal services. ; .............. 
Operating expense and equip-

ment .......................... ~ ~ ~ 5.3% 
Subtotals, Special Funds ...... ' ($19) ($20) ($1) (5.3%) 

Grand Totals .................. 443.9 $39,358 451.4 $40,674 7.5 $1,316 3.3% 

B. SYSTEMWIDE OPERATIONS 
1. Intersegmental Program Proposal 

We recommend that the amount proposed for expansion of the New 
Teacher Retention program ($200,000 for CSU and $140,000 for the State 
Department of Education) be deleted, for a net General Fund savings 
of $340,000, because the program should not be expanded prior to 
completion of an evaluation. (Reduce Item 6110-191-001 by $140,000 
and reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $200,000.) , 

We recommend that the amount proposed for expansion of' the 
Comprehensive Teacher Institutes be deleted, for a General Fund 
savings of $350,000, because the program should not be expanded prior 
to completion of an evaluation. We recommend approval of the 
amount proposed for an evaluation of the program. (Reduce Item 
6610-001-001 by $350,000.) 
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As part of a joint intersegmental program proposal from the public 

education segments, the budget requests a General Fund augmentation 
of $750,000 for CSU, to be allocated as follows: 

• $200,000 to CSU (with an additional $200,000 to UC) to expand the 
California Articulation Number (CAN) project, which assists stu­
dents and counselors in identifying transferable courses common to 
the community colleges, CSU, and UC; 

• $200,000 to CSU (with an additional $140,000 to the Department of 
Education) to expand the New Teacher Retention program, in 
which first-year teachers in selected urban schools receive a reduced 
teaching load and additional support services from CSU faculty and 
school district mentor teachers; and 

• $350,000 to CSU (with an additional $40,000 to the State Department 
of Education) to expand the Comprehensive Teacher Institutes, in 
which CSU and school district personnel develop and implement 
plans to integrate academic and professional teacher preparation 
with classroom experience. 

CANand Retention Programs. Our analysis indicates that expansion of 
the CAN project is justified, and we recommend approval' of this 
component of the intersegmental program proposal. Elsewhere in this 
Analysis (Item 6110), we recommend deletion of the proposed augmen­
tation for the New Teacher Retention program because the program has 
not been evaluated. This is discussed in detail in the K-12 Education 
section of the Analysis. 

No Evaluation of Teacher Institutes. With respect to the Comprehen­
sive Teacher Institutes, we recommend approval of the $40,000 requested 
for the Department of Education, and deletion of the $350,000 proposed 
for the CSU. 

The Comprehensive Teacher Institutes were established in 1986-87, at 
a General Fund cost of $500,000, as part of an intersegmental program 
administered by CSU and the State Department of Education. As stated 
above, this program is designed to integrate academic and professional 
teacher preparation with classroom experience. Two teacher institutes 
were established on a pilot basis in 1986-87-one administered by San 
Diego State University ,and the other by Cal Poly San Luis Obispo-and 
support was continued in the current year at the same level of funding. 

The budgetjroposes $350,000 to establish three new institutes, and 
$40,000 to fun the first year of a two-year evaluation of the. program. 
Because the baseline level of funding does not include furids for a 
program evaluation, we recommend approval of the $40,000 proposed for 
this purpose. We recommend deletion of the amount proposed for 
expansion, however,because it is not prudent to expand a pilot program 
prior to completion of an evaluation of the program's effectiveness. 

We note that our recommeq,daiion, if adopted, would not necessarily 
preclude CSU from expanding the Teacher Institutes. The Chancellor has 
the authority to allocate additional funds to the existing or new institutes 
by awarding grants from either of the following two programs: 

• The California Academic Partnership Program. This program is 
designed specifically to support intersegmental projects jointly con­
ducted by postsecondary institutions and secondary schools. Grants 
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are awarded annually by the Chancellor. The budget proposes $1.6 
million from the General Fund to support the program in 1988-89. 

• The Academic Improvement Program. Under this program, the 
Chancellor allocates grants for a variety of activities, primarily in the 
areas of curriculum development, teacher education, and education 
of students having special needs. The budget proposes $1.1 million 
from the General Fund to support the program in 1988-89. 

While we believe that expansion of the Teacher Institutes in 1988-89 
would be premature, the CSU could accomplish this-at no additional 
state cost-if the Chancellor determines that the institutes warrant 
funding when rated against other proposals competing for grants in 
either of these two programs. . 

2. Budget Proposal for "Expendabie Items" Exceeds the Amount Required 
We recomml!nd that the budget proposal for an initial complement 

of expendable items (supplies for new and remodeled buildings) be 
reduced by $716,000 because the budget inappropriately includes funds 
for remodeling or renovation projects where no new function was 
added. (Reduce Item 6610-001-001 by $716,000.) 

The budget proposes $1.7 million from the General Fund to provide an 
initial complement of expendable items (laboratory supplies, for exam­
pIe) needed for new or remodeled buildings. According to the Chancel­
lor's Office, expendable items allocated for remodeling projects are 
required only in those cases where the existing spaces have· been 
remodeled or renovated so as to add a new function or activity. Our 
analysis of the budget proposal, however, indicates that $716,000 of this 
request is associated with project'renovations where no new fllllction or 
activity has been added. These projects are located at the following 
campuses: San Diego ($313,000), Los Angeles ($209,000), and Chico 
($194,000). New supplies will not be required in these cases, and we 
therefore recommend deletion of $716,000 from the budget proposal, for 
a corresponding General Fund savings. 

3. Overbudgeting for Telephone Installation 
We recommend that the budget proposal for telephone installation at 

CSU campuses in 1988-89 be reduced by $238,000, for a corresponding 
General Fund savings, due to (1) double-budgeting of$168,000 and (2) 
a premature budget request for $70,000. (Reduce Item 6610-001-:001 by 
$238,000.) 

The budget proposes $1.8 million from the General Food for telephone 
installation and wiring at CSU campuses in 1988-89. Our analysis indicates 
that $238,000 should be deleted from the budget proposal, for the 
following reasons: 

• $168,000 is associated with two capital outlay projects which already 
received funding for telephone installation in the 1987-88 capital 
outlay budget.' Thus, the budget proposal represents 
double~budgeting, and should be eliminated. 

• $70,000 is associated with a' capital outlay project (Founder'S Hall at 
the Humboldt campus) which is scheduled for construction in 
1989-90. The request for telephone installation in 1988-89, therefore, 
is premature. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the amount proposed for telephone 
I installation be reduced by $238,000. 
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V. SALARY INCREASE 
(Item 6610-031-001) 

A. 1987-88 EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION 
1. Collective Bargaining Agreements for the 1987-88 Fiscal Year 

Item 6610 

The 1987-88 Memoranda of UIlderstanding (MOU) between the CSU 
and bargaining units that represent CSU employees, together with the 
employee compensation increases provided to managerial, supervisory, 
and other personnel not covered by collective bargaining, resulted in an 
allocation of $42,032,896 for salary and benefit increases in the current 
year. Because the 1987 Budget Act appropriated $42,309,000 for this 
purpose, $276,104 was not required and will revert to the General Fund 
at the end of the current year. Table 15 shows the compensation program 
for 1987-88. . 

Faculty. CSU and its faculty signed an agreement which provides all 
faculty with a 6.9 percent salary increase for 1987-88, subject to the 
availability of funding. (The amount appropriated in the Budget Act was 
sufficient to provide a 6.9 percent increase, effective January 1, 1988.) 
Faculty also receive (1) stipends for department chairpersons, (2) awards 
for exceptional merit service, and (3) a salary supplement for faculty in 
"designated market disciplines" where recruitment and retention prob­
lems exist. 

The MOU also: 
• Agrees to use the results of the comparison institution methodology 

as the basis for annual salary increases for each year covered by the 
MOU (through 1990-91), subject to the availability of funds; 

• Revises the salary schedule by expanding the ranges for newly-hired 
assistant and associate professors; 

• Agrees to add no new disciplines to the "designated market disci­
pline" salary schedule during the term of the agreement; and 

• Provides that CSU and the faculty bargaining agent shall jointly study 
the issue of faculty workload. . 

Executive, Management, and Supervisory Employees. The IlonreJ>re­
sen ted executive, management, and supervisory personnel received a 4 
percent salary increase, effective January 1, 1988, based on the average 
increase granted to represented staff employees. 

B. 1988-89 CSU SALARY INCREASE PROPOSAL 

1. Governor's Budget Proposal 
. The budget requests $41.4 million for CSU employee compensation 
increases in 1988-89. Of this amount, $7.3 million would be used to fund 
employee benefits, while the balance of $34.1 million would be used to 
provide the following salary increases, effective January 1, 1989: 4.7 
percent for faculty, 4 percent for nonfaculty, and an additional 1 percent 
for "special salary and other adjustments" for nonfaculty employees. 
Table 16 summarizes the budget proposal for salary increases. 



Unit 1 
Physi-
dans 

A. MOU Agreements 
Number of Positions .................... 140.6 
1. Salary Increase.. .. .. .. .. . .. • .. .. .. ... $197,363 

Percent (1/1/88) ..................... 4% 
2. Health Insurance ..................... $35,342 
3. Other Protective Clothing ............ 

B. Nonrepresented Employees 
Number of Positions .................. .. 
1. Salary Increase: ..................... . 

Percent (1/1/88) .................... . 
2. Health Insurarice .................... . 

Table 15 
The California State University 

1987-88 Employee Compensation Program 

Unit 2 
Health 

Care 

317.4 
$210,706 

4% 
$37,626 

Executive, 
Management 

and Supervisory 
2,389.7 

$2,835,090 
4% 

$522,418 

Unit 3 
Faculty 

1,496.3 
$26,751,349 

6.9% 
$2,421,812 

Unit 4 
Academic 
Support 

1,848.1 
$1,049,168 

4% 
$189,314 

Confidential 
Classes 

5.5 
$3,348 

4% 
$482 

Unit 5 
Operations 
Support 

827.4 
$857,561 

4% 
$195,352 

Unit 8" 
Unit 6 Unit 7 Public 
Crafts Clericals Safety 

5,599.2 263.4 263.4 
$527,065 $2,805,791 $200,231 

3.8% 4% 4% 
$125,764 $503,298 $45,724 
$25,655 

Excluded and Unclassified 
and Miscellaneous 

490.7 
$210,100 

4% 
$37,593 

Unit 9 
Technical Subtotals, 
Support All Units 

2,752.1 28,685.5 
$1,927,809 $34,527,043 

4% 
$316,935 $3,871,167 

$25,655 

Subtotols, 
Nonrepresented 

2,885.9 
$3,048,538 

C. Total Allocated ............................ ~ '" .... , ............. , ............................................... '" ......................................... '" 
$560,493 

$42,032,896 
$42,309,000 D. Total Appropriated ............................................................................................................................................ . 

E. Unallocated Balance ........................................................................................................................................... . $276,104 

" Estimated. 

-
m 
~ ..... 
o 

~ 
(j 
o 

~ 
t:I:J 

~ 
~ 
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Table 16 

The California State University 
Proposed Salary Increases 

1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Faculty ............................................................ . 
Staff ............................................................... . 
Staff-Special Adjustments ....................................... . 

Amount 
$19,868 
11,438 
2,859 

" Effective January 1, 1989. 1 percent increase would cost $8,454,000 (annualized). 
b Effective January 1, 1989. 1 percent increase would cost $5,719,000 (annualized). 

2. Comparison Institution Methodology for CSU Faculty Salaries 

Item 6610 

Percent 
4.7%" 
4.0b 
l.Ob 

Pursuant to SCR 51 of 1965; each year CPEC submits an analysis of 
faculty salaries and fringe benefits at those higher education institutions 
that UC and CSU have agreed to use as a basis for comparing the 
adequacy of faculty salaries. The CPEC changed the composition of 
CSU's list of comparison institutions in 1985-86. Four of the institutions on 
that list, however, did not agree to provide the necessary data. Conse­
quently, the comparison group was revised in 1986-87. The current group 
is listed in Table 17: 

Table 17 
The California State University 

Comparison Institutions for Faculty Salaries, 
1988-89 

Arizona State University 
University of Bridgeport 
Bucknell University 
Cleveland State University 
University of Colorado (Denver) 
Georgia State University 
Loyola University of Chicago 
Mankato State University 
University of Maryland (Baltimore) 
University of Nevada (Reno) 

North Carolina State University 
Reed College 
Rutgers University (Newark) 
SUNY·Albany 
University of Southern California 
University of Texas (Arlington) 
Tufts University 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
Wayne State University 
University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee) 

3. Faculty Salary Proposal Would Not Achieve Parity 

We withhold recommendation on the proposed CSU faculty salary 
increase until the May Revision is available, in order to evaluate 
whether it is financially feasible to provide faculty salary increases 
which are at parity with CSU's comparison institutions. 

As summarized in Table 18, the comparison institution methodology 
(as reported by CPEC) indicates that a full-year increase of 4.7 percent 
would be needed in 1988-89 to achieve faculty salary parity with CSU's list 
of comparison colleges and universities. As mentioned, however, the 
budget proposes $19.9 million for a January 1989 increase of 4.7 percent­
one-half of the amount required to achieve parity for the full year. 
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Table 18 
The California State University 

Faculty Salary Increase Required to Achieve Parity 
With Comparison Institutions 

Academic Rank 
Professor ................................... . 
Associate Professor ........................ . 
AssistaIlt Professor. ........................ . 
Instructor .................................. . 
All Ranks Averages: 

Weighted by CSU Staffing Pattern b ••.. 

Weighted by Comparison Institution 
Staffing Pattern ....................... . 

Mean All-Ranks Average .................. . 
Adjustments 

Turnover and Promotions .............. . 
Effect of Law School Faculty ........... . 
Merit Award Adjustment ............... . 

Net Parity Salary and Percentage ........ . 

a Excluding merit awards. 

1988-89 

CSU 
Average 
Salaries 
1987-88 D 

$52,573 
40,782 
32,888 

.28,324 

$47,140 

42,536 

$44,838 

Comparison 
Group Salaries 

Actual Projected 
1987-88 1988-89. 
$53,294 $56,533 
39,431 41,737 
32,737 34,874 
25,087 26,585 

$47,245 $50,116. 

42,154 44,719 

$44,699 $47,417 

-$90 
-90 

-305 

$46,932 

. Percentage 
Increase Required 
In CSU Salaries . 

Actual Projected 
1987-88 1988-89 

1.37%' 7.53% 
-3.31"2.34 
-0.46 6.04 

-11.43 -6.14 

0.22% 6.31% 

-0.90 5.13 
-0.31% 5.75% 

-0.20% 
-0.20 
-0.68 

4.67% 

b CSU staffing pattern (1987-88)': Professor 64% (7,409); Associate Professor 21% (2,468); Assistant 
Professor 13% (1,491); Instructor 2% (176). 

In the past, we have consistently recommended that the Legislature 
appropriate sufficient funds to provide' a salary increase which would 
achieve parity with CSU's comparison institutions .. We continue to 
believe that salary parity is the appropriate method to determine faculty 
salaries. Because of the state's fiscal situation, however, this may not be 
possible. Consequently, we withhold recommendation until the "May 
Revision" when updated information on revenues and expenditures will 
be available. At that time, we will advise the Legislature on the feasibility 
of augmenting the CSU's budget to provide salary parity for faculty. We 
are also withholding recommeridation on the proposed salary increase for 
UC faculty,for the same reason. 

4. Comparison Colleges' Law School Faculty Should Not Be Used in CSU's .. 
Salary Parity Ccilculation 
We recommend that. the amount budgeted for cs,u faculty salaru 

increases be redJJced by $2,960,000, for a corresponding General Fund 
savings, in order to eliminate the effect of law school faculty in 
determining salary parity with CSU's comparison institutions. {Re­
duce Item 6610-031-001 by $2,960,000.) 

As discussed above, CPEC's faculty salary.report is based on a 
methodology designed to determine the salary increase needed to 

i achieve parity with CSU's comparison institutions. Unlike CSU, eight of 
the 20 comparison institutions have law schools. Because law school 
faculty generally are paid higher salaries than other faculty members,and 
recognizing that CSU has no need to recruit law faculty, CPEC revised 

I the salary methodology in 1985-86 in order to eliminate the effect df law 
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faculty on the comparison group salaries. In that year, CPEC adjusted the 
projected average salaries of the comparison group downward by 1 
percent-based on a rough estimate of the total impact of all law school 
faculty-and requested CSU to collect and analyze the data in order to 
obtain a better estimate in subsequent years. 

Effect of Law Faculty Distorts Comparison. In its response, CSU 
estimated that law school faculty had the effect of increasing the average 
salary level of the comparison group by 0.87 percent. TheCSU also 
estimated that the impact of law faculty on the former group of 
comparison institutions (as discussed above, a new group was selected in 
1985-86) was 0.67 percent. Mter reviewing the data, CPEC concluded 
that, rather than account for the full impact of law faculty~.87 
percent-the adjustment should be only the difference between the two 
group~.2 percent. The CPEC incorporated-this latter figure in the 
1987-88 and 1988-89 reports (see Table 18). . 

According to staff at CSU and CPEC, this decision was based on the 
rationale that no adjustment for law school faculty was made when using 
the former comparison group, and therefore only the marginal impact of 
the change in comparison institutions should be considered. We find this 
argument to be without merit. It is based on the faulty premise that the 
methodology used prior to 1985-86 (no adjustment for law faculty) was 
valid, even though the comparison institutions included law schools. If it 
makes sense to control for the impact of law faculty-and there seems to 
be common agreement on this point-then the full effect of this factor 
should be eliminated. Only in this way will the comparison group be 
comparable. 

We recommend, therefore, that the adjustment for law faculty be 
revised from 0.2 percent to 0.87 percent, which would reduce the CSU 
faculty salary parity figure from 4.7 to 4.0 percent. Because we view this 
as a technical adjustment, we recommend that the amount budgeted for 
theGovemor's proposed half-year salary increase in 1988-89 be adjusted 
accordingly, for a General Fund savings of $2,960,000. Annual savings for 
the full-year cost of faculty salary increases in subsequent years would be 
approximately $6 million. 

5. Bargaining Agreement Commits CSU to Fund Future Benefit Increases 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 

language expressing the intent that collective bargaining agreements 
not require CSU to fund salary and benefit increases irrespective of 
legislative action to provide funding for such purposes. 

The CSU's 1987 collective bargaining agreement (memorandum of 
understanding) with the faculty bargaining unit includes a provision for 
supplemental life· insurarice benefits to CSU faculty, effective 1990-91. 
Under the terms of the agreement, this new benefit~osting an esti­
mated $2.5 million annually-must be paid by CSU regardless of whether 
the Legislature provides funding for the program. If the Legislature does 
not appropriate funds for this purpose, in other words, CSU would be 
obligated to redirect funds from existing resources .. 
.. Intent of HEERA Circumvented. We are not aware of any such 

"funding guarantee" provisions in previous collective bargaining agree­
ments at CSU or any other state agencies. In our judgment, this 
provision-which could obligate CSU to reallocate funds appropriated for 
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specific purposes-undermines the authority of the Legislature to estab­
lish budgetary priorities. More specifically, it appears to be counter to the 
Legislature's intent in enacting the Higher Education 
Employer-Employee Relations Act (HEERA), which provides: 

No written memoranda reached pursuant to the provisions of this 
chapter which require budgetary or curative action by the Legislature 
or other funding agencies shall be effective unless and until such an 
action has been taken. 
We believe that the intent of this statutory provision is to prevent new 

benefits from being implemented unless the Legislature provides fund­
ing for such purposes. The bargaining agreement providing supplemental 
life insurance benefits, however, circumvents this provision by creating a 
new benefit which would be funded in the absence of specific action by 
the Legislature. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the following 
supplemental report language to indicate its intent that funding guaran­
tee mechanisms of this nature shall not be used in collective bargaining 
agreements: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that CSU collective bargaining 
agreements not require CSU to fund salary and benefit increases 
irrespective of legislative action to provide funding for such purposes. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 6610-301 from the 1988 
Higher Education .Capital 
Outlay· Bond Fund Budget p. E. 119 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ $124,000,000 
Recommended approval ............ , .................. ~................................ 10,439,000 
Recommended reduction............................................................... 9,728,000 
Recommended augmentation....................................................... 17,000 
Recommendation pending.;........................................................... 103,833,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Information Needed on Equipment Projects. Withhold rec­

ommendation on $1,849,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for three 
equipni~nt procurement projects, pending the receipt of 
detailed, equipment listings for these projects. 

2. Equipment Projects Are Premature. Reduce Item 6610-301-
785 by $7,26~()()(). Recommend deletion of six equipment 
procurement projects because these equipment projects will 
not be needed until 1989-90. 

I 3. Fullerton-Science Building Addition. Withhold recommen­
dation on $592,000 in Item 6610-301-785 (15) for working 
drawings, pending the completion of preliminary plans and 
updated cost estimates. 

Analysis 
page 

1049 

1050 

1051 



1046 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6610 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY---CAPIT AL OUT LA Y ---Continued 
4. Preliminary Plans Needed on Projects to Upgrade Instruc- 1051 

tional Space. Withhold recommendation on $14,614,000 in 
Item 6610-301-785 for two projects-San Diego, Chemistry/ 
Biology Building renovation ($11.2 million) and San Jose 
Dwight Bental Hall renovation ($3.4 million)--to upgrade 
instructional space, pending the receipt of preliminary plans 
and updated cost estimates for these projects. 

5. Humboldt-Founders Hall. Increase Item 6610-301-785(17) 1052 
by $17,000. Recommend an augmentation of $17,000 to 
provide preliminary plans, working drawings, a,nd construc-
tion for seismic structural corrections, rather than planning 
for total rehabilitation of the building, because the substan-
tial increase in the cost of the rehabilitation work has not 
been justified. (Future savings: $8 million.) 

6. Long Beach-Library Addition. Reduce Item 6610-301- 1053 
785 (19) by $137,000. Recommend reduction in preliminary 
plans to reflect construction of library space based on 
projected enrollment. (Future savings: $5.5 million.) 

7. Preliminary Plans Needed on New Support Projects. With- 105~ 
hold recommendation on $81,567,000 in Item 6610-301-785 
for 14 projects on 10 campuses for new support projects, 
pending receipt of preliminary plans and revised cost esti­
mates. (Please see Table 6, page 1054.) 

8. Fresno-Music Building Remodel and Addition and Long 1055 
Beach-Dance Facility/Auditorium. Withhold recommen­
dation on $723,000 in Item 6610-301-785(11) and (21) for 
preliminary planning for new facilities on the Fresno and " 
Long Beach campuses, pending the Legislature's review of 
and decisions on the policy implications of funding audito­
rium/theater facilities. 

9. San Francisco-Faculty Office Addition to Science Build- 1056 
ing. Reduce Item 6610-301-785(45) by $324~000. Recommend 

, deletion of requested augmentation of construction cost for 
the San Francisco-Faculty Office Addition to the Science 
Building because the Legislature has previously set a cap on 
funding for this project and CSU has provided no justifica-
tion for the proposed increase. ,< 

10. San Francisco-Remodel Arts/Industry and Addition. Re- 1057 
duce Item 6610-301-785(46) by $386,000. Recoinmend dele~ 
tion of additional working drawing funds to remodel and, 
provide an addition for Arts and Industry, on" the San. 
Francisco campus because the estimated construction cost is 
$6.4 million (56 percent) higher than previously recognized 
by the Legislature and CSU has provided no justification for 
this excess cost. Working drawing funds are available in the 
current year to design the facility as approved. by the 
Legislature. (Future savings: $6.4 million.) 

11. San Luis Obispo-Physical Education Addition. Withhold 1058 
recommendation on $240,000 in Item 6610-301-785(50) for 
working drawings, pending clarification of existing physical 
education space and justification for proposed addition. 
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12. Preliminary Plans Needed on Projects to Upgrade Support 1059 
Facilities.· Withhold recommendation on $2,423,000 in Item 
6610-301-785 for two projects at the Fresno campus to 
upgrade support facilities, pending the receipt of prelimi-
nary plans and updated cost estimates for these projects. 

13. Statewide Preliminary Planning-1989-90 Projects. Reduce 1060 
Item 6610-301-785(1) by $150,000. Recommend reduction in 
statewide preliminary planning because CSU has not justi-
fied an increase above the amount provided in the current 
year for this activity. We also recommend adoption of 
Budget Bill language restricting the expenditure of state-
wide preliminary planning funds on only those capital outlay 
projects for which preliminary plans and cost estimates can 

. be developed. prior to budget hearings on the 1989-90 
Governor's Budget. 

14. Statewide Energy Retrofit Projects. Reduce Item 6610-301- 1061 
785(4) by $960,000. Recommend deletion, without prejudice 
to the projects, because such projects would be more 
appropriately financed under the Energy Efficiency Reve-
nue Bond program. 

15. Contra Costa Off-Campus Center, InitialFacility. Reduce 1062 
Item 6610-301-785(16) by $505,000. Recommend deletion of 
preliminary plans and working drawing funds for the Contra 
Costa Off-Campus Center, Initial Facility because the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) has 
requested that the Legislature not approve funding for 
initial facilities until CPEC has received and approved a 
transportation access plan and environmental impact report 
for the project. Recommend further that CSU advise the 
Legislature, at the time of budget hearings, how it intends to 
finance the transportation plan and environmental impact 
report for this project. 

16. Off-Campus Centers-Ventura County and North San Diego 1063 
County. Withhold recommendation on $1,825,000 for devel­
opment of the Ventura County Off-Campus Center and the 
North San Diego Campus pending (1) decisions on the 
acquisition of both sites and (2) receipt of the approved 
master plan and environmental impact report for the North 
San Diego Campus. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget includes $124 million from the 1988 Higher Education 

Capital Outlay Bond Fund for capital outlay for the California State 
University (CSU) in 1988-89. At the time this analysis was prepared, the 
1988 bond program proposed in SB 703, in the amount of $600 million, had 
not been enacted by the Legislature. Assuming that the Bond Act is 
approved by the voters in November 1988, work on the projects will not 
be started until loans are arranged from the Pooled Money Investment 
Account. We estimate that this will not occur before January 1989. Thus, 
no work coUld commence on CSU's 1988-89 capital outlay program until 

, the last half of the fiscal year. 
I 34-77312 
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Report on Capital Outlay Planning Process, Computer Space Planning and 
Faculty Offices 

The Supplemental Report of the 1987 Budget Act directed the CSU to 
submit to the Legislature (1) a report on its capital outlay planning 
process, (2) a space plan for accommodating computers at each campus, 
and (3) a plan for addressing single-station offices for faculty at each 
campus. A brief discus~ion of the basis for the request for this information 
and the status for each follows. 

• Report on the Capital Outlay Process. This report was requested 
because of the Legislature's concern that CSU improve its capital 
outlay planning process. The report was due prior to October 1, 1988, 
and had not been received at the time this analysis was prepared. 
According to CSU, it will be submitted to the Legislature in February 
1988. 

• Computer Space Plan. This report will assess the physical facilities 
requirements related to CSU's Systemwide Campus Information 
Resource Plan. The space plan was received in February 1988,' too 
late to review for this analysis. We will review the document and 
provide the Legislature with comments and recommendations prior 
to budget hearings. 

• Faculty Offices. This report is to address the trustees' policy on 
providing single-station offices for full-time faculty. The plan was due 
by November 1, 1987. CSU indicates it will be submitted to the 
Legislature by March 1, 1988. 

Mter we have received and reviewed these documents, we will report 
to the Legislature, as appropriate. 

PROJECTS REQUESTED IN THE 1988-89 BUDGET 

For discussion purposes, we have divided the CSU capital outlay 
program into eight descriptive categories as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
California State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
Funding Summary by Project Category 

Item 6610-301-785 (General Obligation Bonds) 
(dollars in thousands) 

Project Category: 
A. Complete Newly Constructed Facilities .................... . 
B. Additional Instructional Space .............................. . 
C. Upgrade Instructional Space ............................... .. 
D. Library Space ................................................ . 
E. New Support Facilities ...................................... . 
F. Upgrade Support Facilities .................................. . 
G. Other Projects ............................................... . 
H. Permanent Off-Campus Centers ............................ . 

Totals ......................................................... . 

a CSU estimates. 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 
$12,099 

1,088 
14,998 

386 
83,341 

2,423 
7,335 
2,330 

$124,000 

Est. 
Future. 
Costa 

$47,902 
15,237 
14,588 

136,348 
8,161 

569 
37,693 

$260,498 
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A. PROJECTS TO COMPLETE NEWLY CONSTRUCTED FACILITIES 
The budget includes $12.1 million to purchase equipment for various 

capital outlay projects. Table 2 summarizes our findings and recommen­
dations. We recommend approval of $2,984,000 for five projects because 
the proposed equipment is justified to make the new/remodeled facilities 
fully operable. Our recommendations on the remaining projects follow. 

Table 2 
California State University 

19~9 Capital Outlay Program 
A. Complete Newly Constructed Facilities 

Item 6610-301-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Budget 
Sub- Bill 
Item Location/Project Title Phase" Amount 
(6) Bakersfield-Gymnasium ....... ; .................. . e . $184 
(18) Long Beach-North Campus, library addition ... . e 575 
(22) Long Beach-chemistry laboratories, renovate .. . 
(25) Northridge-Library II ... : ....................... . 
(26) Northridge-science addition and remodel ...... . 

e 550 
e 933 
e 1,299 

(30) Pomona-library addition ........... : ............ . e 889 
(31) Pomona-music building/office addition ......... . e 341 
(33) Sacramento-Library II ........................... . e 1,907 
(33.1) Sacramento-Engineering/Computer Science 

addition .......................................... . e 2,190 
(36) San Diego-classroom/faculty office/student ser-

vices building ..................................... . e 756 
(37) San Diego-Women's Gymnasium rehabilitation. e 314 
(47) San Jose-old science building ................... . e 564 
(55) Sonoma Theatre Arts Building ................... . e 692 
(56) Stanislaus-,..Library II ............................. . e 905 

Total ................................................. . $12,099 

,. Phase symbol indicates: e = equipment. 

Information Needed on Equipment Projects 

Analyst'S 
Recommen­

dation 
$184 

pending 

pending. 

889 
pending 

314 

692 
905 

$2,984 

We withhold recommendation .on $1,849,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for 
(18) Long Beach-North Campus Library; addition, equipment 
($575,000), (25) Northridge-Library II, equipment ($933,000), and 
(31) Pomona-Music Building/Office addition, equipment ($341,000), 
pending the receipt of detailed equipment listings for these projects by 
the Legislature. 

The budget includes $1.8 million for three equipment procurement 
projects for the following facilities: 

• Long Beach-North Campus Library, 
• Northridge-Library II, and 
• Pomona-music building/ office addition. 
At the time this analysis was prepared, detailed listings of equipment 

items to be procured had not been received. For that reason, we withhold 
recommendation on $1,849,000 for the three proposals, pending receipt of 
the equipment lists. 
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Equipment Projects Are Premature 

Item 6610 

We recommend deletion of $7,266,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for six 
equipment procurement projects-(22} Long Beach-Chemistry Labo-
ratories, renovate ($550,000); (26) Northridge-Science addition and 
remodel ($1,299,000); (33) Sacramento-Library II ($1,907,000); (33.1) 
Sacramento-Engineering/Computer Science addition ($2,190,000); 
(36) San Diego-classroom/faculty office/student services building 
($756,000); and (47) San Jose-Old Science Building ($564,000) because 
the equipment will not be needed until 1989-90. 

The budget includes $7.3 million for six equipment procurement 
projects for new facilities. 

According to the California State University, December 1987 Quarterly 
Reporton Capital Outlay Projects, these projects would not be completed 
until late fall 1989, several months after the conclusion of the budget year. 
Moreover, under Government Code Section 15792, CSU may, with 
Department of Finance approval, order long-lead-time equipment for 
these projects in 1988-89 without a specific appropriation. Consequently, 
we recommend deletion of $7,266,000 for the procurement of equipment 
for these projects because the equipment will not be needed until 
1989-90. 

B. NEW INSTRUCTIONAL SPACE 

The budget includes $1.1 million for two projects that provide primar­
ily new instructional capacity space. Table 3 summarizes our findings and 
recommendations. We recommend approval of $496,000 for preliminary 
plans for the 120,000 asf Business Administration/Economics and Educa­
tion Building at Northridge. This facility will consolidate the School of 
Business and Economics and the School of Education into one facility. 
The project provides lecture space with a capacity of 3,894 FTE students 
and laboratory capacity of 94 FTE. Based on CSU's facilities plans, this 
building is justified and we recommend approval. 

Sub-

Table 3 
California State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
B. New Instructional Space 

Item 6610-301-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Budget 

Item . Location/Project Title Phase" 
Bill 

Amount 
(15) Fullerton-science building addition reno· 

vation phase I ............................. . 
(27) Northridge-business administration! eco-

nomics and education building ........... . 
Totals ........................................... . 

w 

p 

$592 

496 

$1,088 

" Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings and p = preliminary plans. 
b CSU· estimates. 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 

dation eost b 

pending $20,lO2 

$496 27,800 

$496 $47,902 
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Fullerton-Science Building Addition 

We withhold recommendation on $592,000 in Item 6610-301-785(15) 
for working drawings for the Fullerton-Science Building Addition, 
pending the completion of preliminary plans and updated cost esti­
mates. 

The budget includes $592,000 for working drawings for the Science 
Building Addition at Fullerton. Preliminary plans and. updated cost 
estimates have not been completed for this project. For that reason, we 
withhold recommendation on $592,000 for the project, pending receipt 
and evaluation of the preliminary plans and the cost estimates. 

C. Upgrade Instructional Space 
The budget iricludes $15 million for four projects that are primarily to 

upgrade instructional space. The. projects in this category and our 
recommendations on each are summarized in Table 4 .. 

Sub-
Item 
(17) 
(20) 

(38) 

(48) 

Table 4 
California State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
B.Upgrade Instructional Space 

Item 6610-301'785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Budget 
Bill 

Location/Project Title Phase" Amount 
Hwnboldt-Founders Hal-rehabilitation. p $199 
Long Beach-Engineering buildings, ren-

. ovate .......................................... p 185 
San Diego-Chemistry/Geology Build-
ing-renovation and addition-chilled 
water system expansion .................... wc 11,256 

. San Jose-Dwight Bentel Hall, renovate .. c 3,358 
. Totals ............................................ $14,998 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 
. dation Cost b 

$216 $7,926 

185 6,710 

pending 601 
pending 

$401 $15,237 

• Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; and c = construction. 
b CSU estimates. . 

Plans Needed on Projects to Upgrade Instructional Space 
We withhold recommendation on $14,614,000 in Item 6610-301-785for 

two projects to upgrade instructional space-(38) San Diego-Chem­
istry/Biology Building-renovation and addition-chilled water sys­
tem expansion ($11,256,000) and (48) San Jose-Dwight Bental Hall­
renovate ($3,358,000), pending receipt of preliminary plans and up­
dated cost estimates. 

The budget includes $14.6 million for two projects to upgrade instruc­
tional space-Dwight Bental Hall renovation at San Jose and Chemistry / 
Biology Building renovation and addition at San Diego. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, preliminary plans and updated 
cost estimates had not been received. Thus, we withhold recommenda­
tion on $14,614,000 for both projects, pending receipt of the preliminary 

I plans and updated cost estimates. 
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Humboldt--Founders Hall 

Item 6610 

We recommend an augmentation of $1 7,000 in Item 6610-301-785(17) 
for preliminary plans, working drawings and construction for seismic 
structural corrections for Humboldt-Founders Hall in lieu of funds 
requested for preliminary plans for rehabilitation because (1) the 
substantial increase in the cost of the rehabilitation project has not 
been justified and (2) funds are justified to make seismic structural 
corrections to this building. (Future Savings: at least $8 million;). 

The budget includes $199,000 to augment preliminary plans for·reha­
bilitation (31,300 asf) of Founders Hall on the Humboldt Campus. The 
augmentation is requested to allow an increase in total project cost from 
$3.2 million (1986 cost estimate) to $8.4 million. Only 2 percent of this' 163 
percent increase is related to inflation. 

Founders Hall, completed· in 1922, was the initial building on the 
Humboldt Campus. The building currently houses six instructional 
departments and includes 35perceJ;lt of the campus's lecture space. The 
proposed project would upgrade instructional and office space, make 
structural changes and improve building systems, such as plumbing, 
electrical, and heating, ventilation and· air conditioning (HV AC). The 
1986 Budget Act previously appropriated $72,000 for preliminary plans 
for this project. 

Our analysis indicates that, when this project was ,first authorized for 
preliminary plans in the 1986 Budget Act, . the proposed renovations 
justified the estimated $3.1 million ($80 per asf) cost of the project. The 
revised cost of $8.4 million ($179 per asf) to complete the project, 
however, is more than double the original estimate and now exceeds the 
cost of constructing a new building ($159 asf) having the same mix of 
classrooms, office and laboratory space as the proposed project. More­
over, CSU has failed to provide a thorough explanation of the reasons for 
the dramatic increased cost beyond the project amount originally 
authorized by the Legislature. 

Our analysis indicates that, although the CSU has not justified the high 
cost of the major rehabilitation of this building, there is sufficient 
justification, consistent with legislative intent, to fund preliminary plans, 
working drawings and construction of seismic structural· corrections as 
soon as possible to strengthen the building against an earthquake. 
Consequently, we recommend that the $199,000 requested in this sub 
item be augmented by $17,000, providing Ii total of $216,000 for prelimi­
nary plans, working drawings and construction of seismic corrections to 
Founders Hall. 

D. LIBRARY SPACE 

The budget includes $386,000 for two projects to provide additional 
library space. We recommend approval of the Dominguez Hills­
Educational Resources Center project because the library space is 
needed and the cost reasonable. Table 5 summarizes the requests and our 
recommendations. 
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Table 5 
California State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
D. Library Space 
Item 6610-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Sub-
Item Location/Project Title 
(10) Dominguez Hills-Educational resource 

center ...................................... . 
(19) Long Beach-Library addition ........... . 

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

Phase" 

pw 
p 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$51 
335 

$386 

" Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans and w = working drawings. 
b CSU estimates. 

Long Beach-Library Addition 

Analyst's 
Recommen­

dation 

$51 
198 

$249 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost b 

$823 
13,765 

$14,588 

We recommend a reduction of $137,000 in Item 6610-301-785{19} for 
preliminary plans for construction and renovation of the Long Beach 
-Library Addition to reflect construction of library space based on 
project enrollment. (Future savings: $5.5 million.) 

The budget includes $335,000 for preliminary plans for remodeling of 
and addition to the main library at Long Beach. This project would 
remodel 10,000 asf and construct 66,000 asf of new space for additional 
reader stations, book stacks, and high-density storage for books and other 
materials. 

The Long Beach campus has a significant shortage of library space 
based on state space guidelines. Consequently, a proposal to construct 
additional space is justified. The proposed project, however, is based on 
the need to accommodate 25,000 FTE students while CSU's projected 
enrollment for the Long Beach Campus is for 23,600 FTE students. Based 
on this enrollment level and providing for the same number of volumes 
in open stacks (as contained in CSU's proposal), the proposed library 
space should be reduced by 26,800 asf. This will provide for alterations of 
the 10,000 asf and construction of a 39,200 asf addition. This revision would 
meet 100 percent of library space needs for the Long Beach campus for 
the foreseeable future. Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of 
$137,000 in preliminary plans to effect a reduction in future project costs 
of $5.5 million. 

E. NEW SUPPORT FACILITIES 
The budget includes $83.3 million for 19 projects that primarily provide 

new support facilities at various CSU campuses. We have divided this 
category into two parts: (1) 16 projects that primarily provide instruc­
tional support facilities and (2) three projects that primarily provide 
administrative support facilities. The requests and our recommendations 
on each are summarized in Table 6. 

We recommend approval of the South Library conversion project in 
Item 6610-301-785 (28). This building will be vacated when the new 
library addition is completed in late 1989. Thus, planning for conversion 
to other proposed uSeS should begin in the budget year. The proposed 
conversions will provide space for student/faculty computers and the 
campus computer center. A discussion of the remaining projects follows. 
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Table 6 

California .state University 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

E. New Support Facilities 
Item 6610-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 
Budget Analyst's Estimated 

Sub- Bill Recommen- Future 
Item Project Title Phase" Amount dation Cost b . 

1. Primarily Instructional Support: 
(8) Chico-Plumas Hall addition ............. c $9,799 pending $416 
(9) Chico-O'Connell Technology Center ... w 'lJ37 pending 9,663 
(11) Fresno-Music Building remodel and 

addition .................................. p 190 pending 10,342 
(12) Fresno-Engineering East addition ..... w 246 pending 8~7 
(21) Long Beach-Dance Facility/ Audito-

rium ...................................... p 533 pending 27,775 
(23) Long Beach-School of Business ........ wc 12,517 pending 1,243 
(24) Los Angeles-Arts Complex ............. c 12,380 pending 564 
('lJ3) Northridge-

South Library conversion ........... , .... p 101 $101 4,333 
(34) Sacramento-Classroom Building ....... c 10,466 pending 1,093 
(35) San Bemardino-Classroom/Faculty-

office / student services building ..... : ... c 16,364 pending. 896 
(45) San Francisco-Faculty office additio.n 

to science building ....................... c 324 
(46) San Francisco-Remodel Arts and In-

dustry Building and addition ............ w 386 16,423 
(50) San Luis Obispo-Physical education ad· 

dition ...................................... w 240 pending 7,168 
(51) San Luis Obispo-Dairy Science I,In-

structional· Center ....................... w 150 pending 6;508. 
(53) San Luis Obispo-Business Administra-

tion and Education, remodel and addi-
tion ....................................... c 13,086 pending • 990 

(54) San Luis Obispo-Faculty/Offices I. .... wc 2,995 pending. 25 
2. Primarily Administrative Support: 

(32) Pomona-Classrooms/laboratories/ ad-
ministration building, phase I ........... w 695 pending 26,064 

. (39) San Diego-Classroom/ student services 
building .................................. w 440 pending 14,438 

(52) San Luis Obispo-Student services 
building .................................. c 2,142 pending 150 

Totals ......................................... $83,341 $101 $136,348 

• Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; and c = construction. 
b CSU estimates. 

New Support Facilities for Which We Withhold Recommendations 
We withhold recommendation on $81,567,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for 

14 projects at 10 campuses, pending receipt of preliminary plans and 
cost estimates. . 

As summarized in Table 6, we have withheld recommendation on the 
total amount requested for 14 projects. Theseprojects were approved 
previously by the Legislature, but preliminary plans and associated cost 
estimates have not been completed. In most cases, the projects are on 
schedule as approved by the Legislature: This necessary information, 
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which substantiates the size and cost of each project, should be available 
prior to budget hearings. Pending receipt of this information, we 
withhold recommendation on $81,567,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for 14 new 
support projects. 
Balance Between . Instructional Space and Ancillary Support­

. Policy Choice· for the Legislature 
We withhold recommendation on $723,000 in Item 6610-301-785 (11) 

and (21) for preliminary plans for new facilities on the Fresno and 
Long Beach campuses, pending the Legislature's review of anddeci­
sions on the policy implications of funding auditorium/tlieater facil­
ities. 

Fresno-Music Building Remodel/Addition. The budget includes 
$190,000 for preliminary plans for remodeling of and addition to the 
Music Building at Fresno which was built in 1954. The project consists of 
the construction of a 37,500 asf addition ($184 per as£) and remodeling of 
an urtdefined amount of space in the existing building at a total project 
cost of about $10.5 million. . 

The CSU indicates that the new music addition is needed to provide 
additional and improved space for the music program. The CSU proposal 
indicates that the 37,500 asf addition will provide 7,300 asf laboratory 
space and 4,000 asf for faculty offices. The remaining 26,200 asf will be for 
uses ancillary to the instruction space, and include a choral/opera theatre 
( 17,600 as£) and practice studios (8,600 as£). 

Long Beach-Dance Facility/Auditorium. The budget includes 
$533,000 for preliminary plans for a dance facility and auditorium at Long 
Beach. The total cost of this project is estimated to be about $28.3 million. 
The project consists of 101,800 asf of space. Of that amount, 32,600 asf 
would be allocated to the dance program and the balance to a new 
1,200-seat auditorium (69,200 as£), stage and lobby. Moreover, of the 
32,600 asf for dance, only 4,500asf is for instructional purposes and 3,200 
asf for faculty offices. The remaining 24,900 asf is space ancillary to the 
instruction program. Thus, 92 percent of the building consists of an 
auditorium and ancillary space. 

Policy Issue Assoc~ated With Space Ancillary to Instructional Pro­
gram. As indicated above, the projects at Fresno and Long Beach place 
a significant emphasis on the construction of space dedicated to functions, 
which are ancillary to the instruction program. This raises a significant 
policy issue for the. Legislature to address. Current and projected 
enrollments are increasing at most campuses. As a result, there is a need 
to provide additional instructional space throughout the CSU system. The 
policy question then is what balance the Legislature wants. to achieve 
between instructional space and ancillary support space when allocating 
'limited capital outlay fu,nds. In deciding this question the Legislature is 
faced with several policy implications. For example, if ancillary space has 
priority over. instructional space, should each campus have a 1,200 seat 
auditoriUm/ theater? If the answer is yes,· then when should such a facility 
be provided? In addition, how many small theaters should be constructed 
on a campus? These policy decisions have major cost implications because 
these facilities and other ancillary elements are expensive to construct. 

Most campuses have a little theater of approximately 400 seats. 
Currently, two campuses also have a large auditorium/theater. These are 
located at Chico (about 1,400 seats) and San Jose (about 1,000 seats). 
These facilities were constructed over 50 years ago. A new theater 
complex With a 1,200-seat auditorium on the Los Angeles campus was 
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approved by theLegislature in the 1986 Budget Act and construction 
funds are included in the Budget Bill in Item 6610-301-785 (24). This 
latter project is funded with state and nons tate funds. Thus, for the 
second time in two years, a new 1,200 seat auditorium for one CSU 
campus is requested in the budget. The Legislature may wish to establish 
a policy for considering such requests including the two factors noted 
below. 

First, should ancillary space be constructed on a campus, if there are 
instructional space needs on the campus or elsewhere in the system? If so, 
what criteria, including campus enrollment level, should be used to make 
such an allocation? 

Second, if all campuses should have a 1,200 seat theater, and multiple 
small theaters, the Legislature will be faced with major expenditures in 
the future. These types of facilities serve.a broad purpose. They are used 
for student performances and provide a close tie with the community 
through various cultural events. Should the community share in the costs 
of such facilities? This community impact was recognized in the case of 
the Los Angeles project where nonstate funds provide about 30 percent 
of the project cost. We recommend that, if the Legislature adopts a policy 
to provide these large facilities on each campus, part of this policy include 
a requirement that nonstate funds be available to share in the cost of the 
project. 

Pending further discussion of this policy issue with CSU and the 
Legislature's review and decisions concerning this matter, we withhold 
recommendation on the Fresno music and Long Beach dance projects 
under Item 6610-301-785 (11) and (21), respectively. 
San Francisco-Faculty Office Addition to Science Building 

We recommend deletion of $324,000 in Item 6610-301-785(45) for 
augmentation of construction cost for the San Francisco--Faculty 
Office Addition to the Science Building because the Legislature has set 
a cap on funding for this project. 

The budget includes $324,000 for augmentation of the construction cost 
for the faculty office addition to the Science Building at San Francisco. 
The project will construct 71 faculty offices on the east wing roof of the 
science building, an area of 12,770 gross square feet; 

The total project cost has increased from $1,228,000 (approved by the 
Legislature in the 1985 Budget Act) to $1,637,000 (approved in the 1986 
Budget Act). In order to limit further increases in the project cost, the 
Legislature placed Budget Bill language in the 1986 Budget Act stipulat­
ing that "any augmentation authorized by the State Public Works Board 
for the Faculty Office Addition project at San Francisco shall be limited 
to inflation cost increases based on the Engineering News Record 
Construction Cost Index." 

In November 1987, CSU indicated that an augmentation was needed 
immediately to permit award of the construction contract for this project. 
No basis for the 20 percent increase in project cost was given other than 
"the bids came in high." The construction contract award date has passed 
and CSU indicates that the augmentation is still needed. The CSU has not 
provided any explanation as to why the cost of the project has increased 
above what the Legislature authorized or what steps were taken to keep 
the project within the approved cost. 

Our review of the 1986 proposal for this project indicates that the CSU 
should be able to control project cost to the level approved by the 
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Legislature. Consequently, we recommend deletion of the $324,000 
., proposed for augmentation of this project. 

San Francisco-Remod~1 Artsllndustry and Addition 
We recommend deletion of $386,000 in Item 6610;'301-785 (46) for 

additional working drawing funds to remodel and provide an addition 
for Arts and Industry on the San Francisco campus because the 
estimated construction cost is $6.4 million (56 percent) higher than 
previously recognized by. the Legislature and CSU has provided no 
justification for this excess. cost. Working drawing funds are available 
jn the current Yl(fJr to design the facility as approved by the Legislature. 
(Future savings: $6.4 million.) . 

The budget includes $386,000 to augment the $391,000 included in the 
1987 Budget Act to prepare working drawings to, (1) remodel the 51,412 
asf Arts/Industry Building, (2) add 7,050 asf to the building, (3) add 3,800 
asf to the gymnasium for dance studios, and (4) construct a 40,000 asf 
four-story annex to the Arts'/IndustryBuilding for film, art and faculty 
offices. The project, as approved by the Legislature, will provide a limited 
amount of instruction space to accommodate the student enrollment-84 
FfE laboratory capacity. According to CSU data, this would bring the San 
Francisco campus to 85 percent of state space guidelines for laboratories 

. based on projected enrollment for 1991. 
The proposed 100 percent increase in the cost of working drawings is 

the result of CSU's current estimate of $17.2 million for the ,total cost of 
this project. This is $6.4 million (56 percent) higher' than the cost 
previously estimated by CSU and approved by the Legislatur~ in the 1987 
Budget Act. Inflation would account for less than 3 percent of the 
increase. . 

ProjecfCost I'fI,crease Not Ju,stified. The CSU has not provided any 
information to substantiate the reasons for this significant cost overrun. In 
response to our questions regarding .the increase, CSU indicated that, 
based on the architect's estimate, the initial project budget was signifi­
cantly understated. No other explanation has been presented for this $6.4 
million cost overrun. The CSUhas undertaken a limitedyalue engineer­
ing review of the project. The report on this effort indicates that the 
construction cost could, be reduced by about, $2 million. The report, 
however, also indicates that the evaluation team was unable to evaluate 
many important scope / cost elements because of insufficient information 
such as the lack of (I) specific program requireme:qts, (2) principal 
design features, (3) seismic studies, and (4) mechanical requirements. It 
is our understanding . the CSU is reviewing this report for potential 
modifications to reduce the cost .overrun by the $2 million. 

In any case, the project as approved by the Legislature is consistent 
with CSU cost guidelines for these instruction facilities. This was the case 
when the Legislature approved preliminary planning funcls in the 1986 
Budget Act and again when funds were appropriated for working 
drawings in the 1987 Budget Act. To our knowledge, the programs to be 
housed in the remodeled and new space have remained the same since 
the original appropriation. Based on available information, there is no 
basis to provide a 100 Percent augmentation to the working drawing 
funds that were appropriated in the 1987 Budget Act. Consequently, we 
recommend deletion of the $386,000 in Item 6610-301-785(46) for addi­
tional working drawing funds for this project. Funds would remain 
available for preliminary plans and working drawings, assuming CSU 
proceeds with the project as approved by the Legislature and has the 
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corresponding preliminary plans approved by the State Public Works 
Board prior to the end of the current year. If CSU cannot eXpedite the 
project, the prior funds would have to be reappropriated if the project is 
to proceed. . ' . 
San Luis Obispo-Physical Education Addition 

We withhold recommendation on $240,OOOproposed in Item 6610-301-
785 (50) for working drawings for a physical education addition at the 
San Luis Obispo campus, pending clarification of existing. physical 
education space and justification for proposed physical education 
space on this campus. 

The budget includes $240,000 to develop working drawings for a 48,290 
asf addition to the physical education facilities at the San Luis Obispo 
campus. The addition would include rooms for activities such as gymnas­
tics, wrestling and huinan performance, additional shower /locker rooms, 
and an additional gymnasium (split-funded with nons tate funds). Accord­
ing to CSU, the estimated future cost of the state-funde<l project is $7.2 
million. -

The proposed' project would be combined with. a student-funded 
physical education addition containing 30,135 asf. The student-funded 
addition is to be fmanced through fees approved by the student body in 
February 1986 and implemented in the fall quarter 1986 .. The two 
projects,however, are independent and either could' proceed without 
constructing the other. . 

. System priorities rearranged by use of statewide preliminary plan­
ning funds. The budget includes· a request for working drawing funds 
only, even though this project has never been presented to or approved 
by the Legislature. The Chancellor's Office staffindicates that previously 
appropriated statewide preliminary planning funds will be used to 
develop preliminary plans for this project. The use of these statewide 
funds for this purpose is, in our opinion, not consistent with legislative 
intent and does not represent an appropriate use of the lump~sum 
appropriation for statewide planning. In establishing this long-standing 
appropriation, the Legislature expected the funds to be used for those 
projects to be included in the then-current Budget Bill and for which the 
CSU could develop preliminary plans and cost estimates for legislative 
consideration during budget hearirigs. Clearly, however, given the size of 
this project, preliminary plans would not be able to be completed before 
budget hearings. -

Moreover, apparently because of the use of these funds, the Chancel­
lor's Office staff considers this a "previously approved project" and 
therefore placed it at a higher priority than would otherwise have been 
the case.-In fact, based on the information provided by the Chancellor's 
Office staff concerning the methods for determining priorities, it appears 
that, if this project were not considered as "previously approve<l", it 
would be belbw the requests for additional physical education facilities at 
Sacramento and Northridge (neither of which are included in the Budget 
Bill) . 

Unclear justification for additional state-funded phY$ical education 
space . . The CSU has provided limited information to substantiate the 
proposed physical education facility. We asked the Chancellor's Office 
staff to provide a detailed list of the physical education space at San. Luis 
Obispo; This list was to include basic information such as the type and 
amount of space available (i.e., gymnasia, weight rooms, locker/shower, 
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etc.) the amount of space needed, and the analytical basis for determin-
. ing the need for additional space. The CSU response indicated that based 

on undelineated 1956 space guidelines,·the San Luis Obispo campus had 
64 percent of physical education space needs, The CSU, however, was 
unable to provide information on what space is available, how existing 
space is used, and what basis CSU has used to request the various 
elements of the proposed project. Thus, it is unclear what is included in 
the 1956 space guidelines and what types of space are needed (such as 
gymnasium, weight rooms, handball courts, etc.) on the San Luis Obispo 
Campus. Pending receipt of clarifying information, we cannot advise the 
Legislature of the need for additional space. Consequently, we withhold 
recommendation on the $240,000 in Item 6610-301-785 (50) for working 
drawings for additional physical education space at the San Luis Obispo 
campus. 
F. UPGRADE SUPPORT FACILITIES 

The budget includes $2.4 million for two projects that are primarily 
intended to upgrade existing support facilities~ Table 7 summarizes the 
requests under this category and our recommendations. 

Sub­
Item 
(13) 

(14) 

Table 7 
California State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
E. Upgrade Support Facilities 

Item 6610-301-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Project Title Phase' 
Fresno-Speech Arts Building, re-
model....................................... we 
Fresno-University Farm Laboratory. ..... w 

Totals ................................................. .. 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$2,173 
250 

$2,423 

• Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings and c = construction. 
b CSU estimates. 

Plans Needed on Projects to Upgrade Support Facilities 

Analysts 
Recommend­

dation 

pending 
pending 
pending 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost b 

$8,161 
$8,161 

We withhold recommendation on $2,423,000 in Item 6610-301-785 for 
two projects to upgrade support facilities: (13) Fresno-Speech Arts 
Building, remodel ($2,173,000) and (14) Fresno University Farm 
Laboratory. ($250,000), pending the receipt of preliminary plans .and 
updated cost estimates for these projects. 

The budget includes $2.4 million for two projects. to upgrade support 
facilities-Speech Arts Building, remodel and University Farm Labora-
tory at Fresno. . . 

At the time this analysis was prepared, preliminary plans and updated 
cost estimates had not been received for these projects. We withhold 
recommendation, pending receipt of the preliminary plans and updated 
cost estimates. . 
G. OTHER PROJECTS 

The budget includes $5.7 million for six projects in the "other" 
category. For discussion purposes, we have divided these projects into (1) 
statewide projects and (2) campus development projects. Table 8 
summarizes the requests and our recommendations in this category. 
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We recommend approval of $4,378,000 for four projects: (2) statewide 

architectural services, (3) statewide minor capital outlay ($4,000,000), (5) 
statewide feasibility studies for energy retrofit projects ($120,000), and 
(7) Bakersfield campus entry site development ($58,000). These projects 
and the associated costs are reasonable and we recommend approval. A 
discussion of the remaining projects and our recommendations follow. 

Table 8 
California State University 

1Sa8:8S Capital Outlay Program 
'G. Other Projects 

Item 6610-301-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Sub-
Item Project ritle Phf!Se a 

1. Statewide Projects: 
(1) Statewide Preliminary Planning.. .......... P 
(2) Statewide Architectural Services ...... ; . . .. P 
(3) Statewide Minor Capital Outlay............ pwce 
(4) Statewide Minor Capital Outlay, Energy 

Conservation Retrofits ...................... pwce 
(5) Statewide-Feasibility Studies for Energy 

Retrofits ............................ ;'. .. .. .. . P 
2. Campus Projects: 
(7) Bakersfield-Campus Entry Development. p 
(49) San Jose-Central Plant Expansion........ c 

Totals .......................................... , .. ' 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$400 
200 

4,000 

960 

120 

58 
1,597 

$7,335 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommim- Future 

dation Costb 

$250 
200 

4,000 

120 

58 $569 
1,597 

$6,225 $569 

a Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; c = construction; and e = 
equipment. 

b CSU estimates. 

Statewide Preliminary Planning-1989-90 Projects 
We recommend a reduction of $150,000 in Item 6610-301-785 (1) for 

statewide preliminary planning because CSU has not justified an 
increase above the amount provided in the current year. 

We also recommend adoption of Budget Bill language restricting the 
expenditure of statewide preliminary planning funds to only those 
capital outlay projects for which preliminary plans and cost estimates 
can be developed prior to budget hearings on the 1989-90 Governor's 
Budget. 

The budget includes $400,000 for preliminary plans for "selected" 
major 1989-90 projects. Previously, funds for this purpose have been 
appropriated to CSU with Budget Act language restricting expenditures 
to projects expected to be in the next budget and for utility, site 
development and cost/benefit analysis for future budgets. The limiting 
language is not proposed in the Budget Bill., ' " , 

These funds have traditionally been provided to enable CSU to develop 
adequate budget information for the Legislature and the administration. 
Thus, the funds would be spent on projects that are of the size and nature 
to allow completion of the preliminary plans and cost estimates prior to 
legislative hearings on the Budget Bill., This, in turn, gives the Legislature 
the information it needs to assess CSU's proposals. 
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The $400,000 requested for preliminary planning represents a signifi­
cant increase over the $250,000 provided in the 1986 and 1987 Budget 
Acts.The CSU has not provided a basis for this increase, but indicates that 
the fund would be used for "selected" projects for which working 
drawing funds will be requested in 1989-90. Based on CSU's five-year 
capital outlay program, we estimate that a total of $250,000 would provide 
the system with sufficient funds to develop preliminary plans and cost 
estimates for those projects traditionally initiated with these funds. 
Consequently, we recommend a reduction of $150,000 in Item 6610-301-
785 (1) for statewide planning. 

We further recommend that the Legislature reinstate the prior Budget 
Act language, modified to assure that the funds will be spent to provide 
the Legislature the necessary budget information. Accordingly, we 
recommend the following budget language in Item 6610-301-785: 

Funds appropriated in category (1) shall be available only for those 
major capital outlay projects for which working drawing funds or 
working drawings and construction funds are expected to be included 
in the 1989-90 Governor's Budget and for which preliminary plans and 
cost estimates can be developed prior to legislative hearings on the 
1989-90 Budget Bill, except that a maximum of $120,000 shall be 
available for expenditure on July 1, 1988 for utility and site develop­
ment for major capital outlay projects and for development of bene­
fit/ cost analyses of planning alternatives for proposed 1990-91 capital 
outlay projects. 

Statewide Energy Conservation Retrofit Projects 
We recommend deletion of $960,000 in Item 6610-301-785 (4) for 

statewide minor capital out(ay energy conservation retrofit projects 
because these projects would be more appropriately financed under the 
Energy Efficiency Revenue Bond program. 

The budget includes $960,000 for energy conservation retrofit projects 
at several state university campuses. The projects include lighting 
modifications, improvements to heating, ventilation and air conditioning 
systems, replacement of boilers and chiller units and installation of 
computerized energy management systems. The CSU estimates that 
energy savings will return the initial investment in an average of 2.8 
years. 

In 1982, the Legislature authorized the Energy Efficiency Revenue 
Bond program to fund cost-effective state energy projects. Under this 
program, which is administered by the Department of General Services 
(Office of Energy Assessment), the State Public Works Board (PWB) is 
authorized to issue, over a lO-year period, up to $500 million in revenue 
bonds to finance energy conservation projects. The bond debt is paid 
from the savings generated by the individual projects. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed energy conservation retrofit 
projects would be more appropriately financed with Energy Efficiency 
Revenue Bond funds than with 1988 Higher Education Capital Outlay 
Bond funds. On this basis, and without prejudice to the projects, we 
recommend deletion of the $960,000 requested for these projects, Accord­
ingly, we suggest the CSU consider applying immediately to the Office of 
Energy Assessment for funding under the energy bond fund program. 
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H. PERMANENT OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS 

Item 6610 

The budget includes $2.3 million for seven projects related to estab­
lishment of new permanent off-campus centers. Table 9 summarizes the 
requests and our recommendations. 

Table 9 
CalifQrnia State University 

1988-89 Capital Outlay PrQgram 
H. Permanent Off-Campus Centers 

Item 6610-301-782 
(dQllars in thQusands) 

Budget 
Sub- Bill 
Item Project Title 
(16) Contra Costa Off-Campus Center, initial 

facility ..................................... . 
(29) Ventura Site-Master Plan, phase! and II. 
(40) North San Diego Campus, master plan-

ning ........................................ . 
(41) North San Diego Campus, infrastructure! 

site development ...................... : ... . 
(42) North San Diego Campus, initial facility .. 
(43) North San Diego Campus, academic build-

ing! ...................................... .. 
(44) North San Diego Campus, physical plant! 

corporation yard .......................... . 
Totals .......................................... .. 

Phase" Amount 

pw $505 
p 200 

p 100 

w 320 
pw 844 

p 266 

pw 95 
$2,330 

" Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; and w = working drawings. 
b CSU estimates. 

Contra Costa Off-Campus Center, Initial Facility 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 

dation Cost b 

$14,957 
periding 3,311 

pending 

pending 9,460 
pending 19,686 

pending 19,425 

~ 1,550 
$37,693 

We recommend deletion of $505,000 in Item 6610-301-785(16) for 
preliminary plans and working drawings of the Contra Costa Off­
Campus Center, Initial Facility because the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) has requested that the Legislature not 
approve funding for development of the center until CPEC has received 
and approved a transportation access plan and environmental impact 
report for the project. We also recommend that CSU advise the 
Legislature, at the time of budget hearings, how it intends to finance 
the transportation plan and environmental impact report for this 
project. 

The budget includes $505,000 for preliminary plans and working 
drawings for construction of initial facilities for a permanent off-campus 
center on 380 acres of state-owned property in the City of Concord in 
Contra Costa County to replace the existing temporary center in Pleasant 
Hill. The initial multipurpose facilities would have capacity for 1,000 FTE 
students, and would include lecture space, laboratories, faculty offices, 
library space, and administrative and support space. The estimated future 
cost to construct this project is $15 million. 

Ba,:kground. The CSU Hayward campus currently operates a leased 
off-campus center in Pleasant Hill. Established in 1981, the center serves 
an enrollment of approximately 500 FTE students. Chapter 744, Statutes 
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of 1985, called for CSU to study the needs for higher education services in 
this area. In March 1986, CSU's consultant reported on the educational 
needs of the Contra Costa area. The consultant recommended establish­
ment of a center to accommodate up to 3,000 students, but indicated that 
the population base of the county could support a full-service campus of 
3,500 to 7,400 (headcount) students. The report was approved by the 
trustees in September 1986; The Legislature has authorized $385,000 for 
preliminary plans and working drawings for site and utility· improve­
ments and $106,000 for preliminary plans of this initial multipurpose 
facility. 

Conditional Approval by CPEe. In December 1987, CPEC gave its 
approval to establish the permanent Contra Costa Center, but limited 
initial enrollment to 1;064 FTE rather than 3,000 (headcount) enroll­
ment, as previously approved by the trustees. The CPEC approval 
included three conditions. First, the CSU is to· submit to the commission 
a transportation plan to ensure "reasonable access" for students to the 
center and an environmental impact report to assess the transportation 
impact of phased growth of the center. Second, that the Governor and 
the Legislature approve no funding for development of the permanent 
center until CSU has submitted, and the commission has reviewed and 
approved the transportation plan and environmental impact report 
(EIR). Third, that, if CSU considers it appropriate to convert the Contra 
Costa Center into a comprehensive four-year campus, it must submit a 
complete justification for such conversion to the commission at least two 
yearsin advance of the proposed conversion date. 

Recommendation. Recognizing that the site for the new permanent 
center has a serious transportation problem (the main access route­
Ygnacio Valley Road-is currently heavily congested at peak travel 
hours) and that it will probably take a year or more to develop the 
reqUired transportation plan and complete the EIR, we recommend 
deletion of the $505,000 for augmentation of preliminary planning for the 
initial multi-use facility. 

As an added concern, it is not clear how the CSU will finance the 
transportation plan and the environmental impact report. An appropri­
ation of $200,000 was made in the 1987 Budget Act and an additional 
$200,000 is proposed in the budget for statewide architectural services. It 
is not clear whether the CSU intends to use such funds to prepare the 
plan and EIR. Thus, we recommend that CSU advise the Legislature, at 
the time of budget hearings, how it intends to finance the plan and the 
report. 

Off.Campus Centers-Ventura County arid North San Diego County 
We withhold recommendation on $1,825,000 for (29) Ventura Siie­

Master Plan: Phase I and II ($200,000); (40) North San Diego Campus, 
master planning ($100,000); (41) North San Diego Campus, infrastruc­
ture/site development ($320,000); (42) North San Diego Campus, initial 
facility ($844,000); (43) North San Diego Campus, academic building 1 
($266,000); (44) North San Diego Campus, physical plant/corporation 
yard ($95,000), pending decisions on the acquisition of both sites and 
approval by the trustees of the master plan and environmental impact 
report for the North San Diego Campus. 

The budget includes $1.8 million for preparation of the master plan for 
the proposed Ventura Off-Campus Center and the master plan, prelim-
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inary plans, and working drawings for development of academic and 

. support facilities for the proposed North San Diego Campus. ' 
. Background. The 1987 Budget Act appropriated. $19 million for 

acquisition of sites for the Ventura and North San Diego Centers. In 
addition, the 1987 Budget Act appropriated $200,000 for preparation of a 
master plan for the North San Diego Center. 

Ventura. According to CSU, an unspecified portion of the $19 million 
previously appropriated for land acquisition will be used to acquire 
property for the Ventura County Center near either the City of Oxnard 
or the City of Ventura. Chapter 561, Statutes of 1985, directed the CSU to 
prepare a study for establishment of a permanent off-campus center in 
Ventura County. The Northridge campus has operated an off-campus 
center in Ventura in leased facilities since 1974. Recent enrollment 
increases have resulted in overcrowding of the leased facilities. The state 
university is currently evaluating several potential sites for the Ventura 
off-campus center, but no final site selection has been made. 

North San Diego. In addition, an unspecified portion of the' $19 million 
appropriated for land acquisition will be used to acquire a site for the 
North San Diego Center. Negotiations are in process for acquisition of a 
304-acre parcel in the City of San Marcos. In conjunction with this 
acquisition, the CSU has also entered into an agreement with the City of 
San Marcos to construct off-site infrastructure improvements, including 
roads for development of a full campus having an enrollment of 25,000 
FTE. The CSU estimates that site develppment, campus utilities and 
initial facilities will"cost about $50 million. 

Although the final site has been selected for the North San Diego 
Campus, negotiations with the owner have been complicated and 
difficult. As a consequence, the acquisition has not been consummated. 
As an added concern, the master plan and environmental impact report 
for development of the campus have not been completed. According to 
CSU, both the plan and report will be presented to the trustees for 
approval in March 1988. . 

Recommendation. Given that the Ventura site has not been selected 
and the North San Diego site acquisition has encountered troubles and 
the master plan and EIR are not completed, we withhold recommenda­
tion on $1.8 million for master planning, preliminary plans and working 
drawings for the Ventura and North San Diego off-campus centers, 
pending decisions on the acquisitions and completion of the North San 
Diego master plan and EIR. 

Supplemental Report Language 

For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 
fiscal committees adopt supplemental report language which describes 
the scope of each ofthe capital outlay projects approved under this item. 
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEtvtY 

Item 6860 from the General 
Fund and various other fUnds Budget p. E 128 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... .. 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ........ ~ ............................ ; ............................................ . 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $296,000 (+3.2 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ............. ; ........................... ' ........... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
6860-001-OO1-Support 
6860-001-S19--Support 
6860-001~14-Support 
6860-001~~upport 
6860-490--Reappropriation 
Reimbursements ' 
Transfer to CMA Trust Fund 

Total 

Food 
General 
Continuing Education 
CMA Trust (Lottery) 
Federal Trust 
General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$9,442,000 
9,146,000 
8,431,000 

150,000 

Amount 
$6,776,000 

55,000 
30,000 

401,000 

2,180,000 
(11,000) 

$9,442,000 

Analysis 
page 

1. Faculty Merit Salary Adjustments. (Reduce Item 6860-001-
001 by $150,000.) Recommend that the General· Fund 
amount proposed to fund CMA faculty merit salary a:djust-

1067 

ments be reduced by $150,000, due to overbudgeting. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The California Maritime Academy (CMA) was established in 1929, and 
is one of six institutions in the United States providing a program' for 
students who seek to become licensed officers in the U.S. Merchant 
Marine~ Students major in either Marine Transportation, Marine Engi-
neering Technology, or Mechanical Engineering. . 

The CMA is governed by an independent seven-member board 
appomted by the Governor for four-year terms. The academy has 356 
students and 135.5 personnel-years in the current year. . 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes expenditures of $9,442,000 for support of the CMA 
in 1988-89. This consists of $6.8 million from the General Fund, $401,000 
in federal funds, $30,000 in lottery funds;' $2.2 million in reimbursements, 
and $55,000 from . a special, fund. The total proposed expenditure is 
$296,000, or 3.2 percent, more than is estimated to be expended in ,the 
current year. . 

Table 1 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for the academy 
in the prior; current, and budget years. ' 
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Table 1 

California Maritime Academy 
Budget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Program 
Instruction ................................. . 
Academic Support ......................... . 
Student Services ................... : ....... . 
Administration (distributed) .............. . 

Totals, Expenditures .. , ............... . 
Funding Sources 
General Fund . ............................. . 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .... . 
CMA Trust Fund (Lottery) ............... . 
Federal. Trust Fund . ....................... . 
Reimbursements ........................... . 
Personnel-years ............................. . 

Actual 
1986-87 
$4,364 
·1,144 
2,923 

(2,109) 

$8,431 

$5,696 
223 
25 

638 
1,849 
126.8 

Est. 
1987-88 
$4,818 
1,348 
2,980 

(3,023) 

$9,146 

$6,283 
40 
30 

401 
2,392 
135.5 

Prop. 
1988-89 
$4,867 
1,424 
3,151 

(3,100) 

$9,442 

$6,776 
55 
30 

401 
2,180 
135.5 

Item 6860 

Change/rom 
1987-88 

Amount Percent 
$49 1.0% 
76 5.6 

171 5.7 
--1!1) ~) 

$296 3.2% 

$493 7.8% 
15 37.5 

-212 -8.9 

Table 2 shows the factors accounting for the change in the CMA's 
planned expenditures between the current and budget years. 

Table 2 
California Maritime Academy 

Proposed 1988-89 General Fund Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) .... : ... : .. ;.-......................................... . 
Baseline Adjustments and Workload Changes 

Price increase ....................................................................... . 
Employee compensation-full-year funding ...................................... . 
Faculty merit salary adjustment .......................... , ........................ . 
Nonrecurring expenditures ........................................................ . 
Miscellaneous operating expense and equipment reductions .................... . 
PERS reduction .................................................................... . 
Salary savings increase .............................................................. . 

Subtotal .................................................... : ...................... . 
Program Changes 

Instr?ctional.Equipment .................. : ... , .................................... . 
SpeCial Reparrs ........................... ; .......................................... . 

SubtohiI .. ; ...... : ........................................................ .-........ . 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) .................................................... . 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount ............................................................................. . 
Percent ...........................•.................................................. 

ANALYSIS· AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$6,283 

$83 
130 
200 

-128 
-72 
-10 
-6 

($197) 

$146 
150 

($296) 

$6,776 

$493 
7.8% 

We recommend approval of the following General Fund augmenta-
tions: . 

• $146,000 for instructional equipment. Our analysis indicates that the 
proposed purchases-which wi1l re~ovate and upgrade classroom 
laboratory equipment-are justified. 
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• $150,000 for special repairs. Our analysis indicates that the proposed 
special repair project-resurfacing the main pier-is justified. . 

In addition, we recommend approval of the following Budget Bill items 
not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: 

• Continuing Education (Item 6860-001-519). The budget proposes 
$55,000 from the Continuing Education Revenue Fund, and $262,000 
in reimbursements, to support the academy's continuing education 
program in 1988-89. This program offers fee-funded courses for adult 
education in maritime vocational education and technical training. 
Our analysis indicates that the proposed expenditures are justified. 

• CMA Trust Fund-Lottery Revenues (Item 6860-001-814). The 
budget projects that CMA will receive $41,000 in lottery funds in 
1988-89. Of this amount, the budget proposes that the academy spend 
$30,000 during the budget year. The budget allocates these funds to 
the academy's instruction program. . 

• Federal Trust Fund (Item 6860-001-890). The budget proposes 
$401,000 from the Federal Trust Fund to provide financial aid to 
CMA students. Our analysis indicates that these expenditures are 
justified. . 

• Reappropriation (Item 6860 .. 490). The budget proposes language 
reappropriating any unexpended balances from CMA's 1987 Budget 
Act appropriation (main support item), to be used for instructional 
equipment replacement, deferred maintenance, and special repairs. 
Our analysis indicates that reallocation of funds for these purposes 
would be reasonable. 

Student Fees 
. Table 3 shows· the student fees at the California Maritime Academy 

from 1985-86 through 1988-89. 

Table 3 
California Maritime Academy 

Student Fees 
1985-86 through 1988-89 

1985-86 
$645 
162 

1,818 

1986-87 1987-88 
Education/ student services ............... . $710 $645 
Medical ................................... .. 178 162 
Nonresident tuition ........................ . 2,000 2,200 

Percent 
Change 

Proposed from 
1988-89 1987-88 

$706 9.5% 
179 10.5 

2,420 10.0 

The budget proposes a 9.5 percent increase in the education/ student 
services fee in 1988-89, based on the fee methodology proposed in 1985 by 
the California· Postsecondary Education Commission. The budget also 
proposes a 10 percent increase in nonresident tuition and a 10.5 percent 
increase in the medical fee. 

Faculty Merit Salary Adjustments are Overbudgeted 
We recommend that the budget proposal to fund merit salary 

adjustments fot: CMA faculty be reduced by $150,000, for a correspond­
ing General Fund savings, in order to correct a technical overbudget­
ing error. (Reduce Item 6860-001-001 by $150,000.) 

The budget proposes $200,000 from the General Fund for CMA faculty 
merit salary adjustments in 1988-89. Our analysis indicates that this was 
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calculated on an incorrect salary base. We estimate that only $50,000 will 
be required for this purpose. Consequently, we recommend that the 
budget be reduced by $150,000 to correct this technical error. 

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 6860-301 from the Higher 
. Education Capital Outlay 

Bond Fund Budget p. E 134 

"Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............. : ............ ~ ..................................... . 
Rec'ommended reduction .............................................................. . 

Minor Capital Outlay 

$390,000 
185,000 
205,000 

We recommend a reduction of $205,000 in Item. 6860-301-785 and 
approval in the reduced amount of $185,000 for minor capital outlay 
for the California Maritime Academy because: (1) the $95,000 residence 
hall relighting project would be more appropriately financed under 
the Energy Efficiency Revenue Bond program (2) the cost of installing 
fire doors in the residence halls should be reduced by $35,000 (3) the 
cost of constructing a 30-car parking lot should be reduced by $20,000, 
and (4) the cost of constructing two racketball courts should be 
reduced by $55,000. 

The budget includes $390,000 for five minor capital outlay projects for 
the California Maritime Academy .. We recommend approval of one 
project for two mooring buoys ($15,000). In regard to the other four 
projects, we recommend the following deletion and reductions. 

Relighting Project. Included in the academy's request is $95,000 for 
replacement of all interior and exterior incandescent lighting in resi­
dence halls A, B, and C with fluorescent lighting. This energy conserva­
tion project was recommended by the Pacific, Gas and Electric Compa­
ny. The academy indicates that the project will result in up to a 20 
percent reduction in its annual electrical energy costs for these buildirigs. 

In 1982, the Legislature authorized the Energy Efficiency Revenue 
Bond program to fund cost effective state energy projects. Under this 
program-which is administered by the Department of General Services 
(Office of Energy Assessment)-the State Public Works Board (PWB) is 
authorized to issue, over a lO-year period, up to $500 million in revenue 
bonds to finance energy projects. 

If the academy determines that this relighting proJect can achieve 
sufficient savings to establish a favorable payback period, it should 
consider applying to the Office of Energy Assessment for funding under 
the bond program. The use of the bond program will make available the 
$95,000 proposed in this item for other legislative priorities . .on this basis, 
and without prejudice to the project, we recommend deletion of $95,000. 

Fire Doors. The request includes $75,000 for the replacement· of 50 
steel doors in the "old" residence hall with fire rated wood doors. This 
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would be the last of a series of three projects to replace doors throughout 
the academy to meet recommendations made by the State Fire Marshal. 

In response to questions that we raised concerning the high· estimated 
cost of replacing the doors ($1,500 per door), the academy checked the 
actual costs of the recently completed door replacement project and 
informed us that the proposed project could be reduced to $40,000 ($800 
per door). Thus, we recommend a reduction of $35,000 in the proposed 
project. 

Parking Lot. The request also includes $35,000 ($4.66 per square foot) 
to construct a new surface parking lot for 30 cars on a level site. Based on 
available construction cost information for projects of this type, our 
analysis indicates that the cost should be reduced to $15,000 ($2 per 
square foot). This amount will construct 7,500 square feet of asphaltic 
pavement on crushed rock base. Consequently, we recommend a reduc­
tion of $20,000 in the project. 

Racketball Courts. In addition, the request includes $170,000 ($106per 
square foot) for construction.of a building enclosing two racketball 
courts. 

Based on available construction cost data, this. project should not 
exceed $115,000 ($72 per square foot). This amount will provide a tilt-up 
concrete slab building housing two courts with hardwood floor, resilient 
wall panels, and interior lighting and ventilation. Thus, we recommend a 
reduction of $55,000 in this project. 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Item 6870 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. E 134 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... $2,723,423,000 
Estimated 1987 -88 ............................................................................ 2,592,472,000 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................... 2,381,061,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount for 
salary increases) $130,951,000 (+5.1 percent) 

Total recommended reduction..................................................... 310,000 
Recommendation pending ............................................................ 11,000,000 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 

General 
Credentials 
General 
Bond 
Lottery 

Fund 

Budget Bill Items 
687()'()()1'()()I~upport 

6870'()()1·I65-Support 
6870·101'()()I-Local assistance 
6870·10l·785--Local assistance 
6870-10l-814-Local assistance 
6870-10l·909-Local assistance 
6870-102.()()I-Local assistance 
6870-106'()()I-Local assistance 
6870490--Reappropriation 

IIistructional Improvement 
General 
General 
General 

Amount 

$10,904,000 
711,000 

1,374,417,000 
33,138,000 
72,445,000 

720,000 
4,000,000 

11,862,000 
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6870-491-Reappropriation 
6870-495-Reversion 
Section 22 

Subtotal, Budget Bill Items 
NonBudgetBill Items 
Loan repayments 
Local revenues 
Federal funds 
Fee revenue 
Oilier revenues/reimbursements 

Subtotal, Non Budget Bill Items 

Total 

General 
General 
General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item 6870 

978,000 

. 10,000,000 
($1,519,175,000) 

-$1,100,000 
664,008,000 
116,000,000 
64,510,000 

360,830,000 
( $1,204,248,000) 

$2,723,423,000 

AnalysiS 
page 

1. Basic Skills. Withhold recommendation on $11 million re- 1077 
quested to fund basic skills ADA above the statutory growth 
limit, pending allocation of current-year funding in order to 
evaluate budget-year funding requirements. 

2. Adult Education. Adopt Budget Bill language requiring that 1078 
noncredit adult education ADA growth above the statutory 
cap be allocated for growth in priority areas. 

3. Equipment Replacement. Amend Budget Bill language in 1080 
Item 6870-490 to more accura.tely specify the limit on the 
amount that may be provided for equipment replacement 
and library materials. '. 

4. New Grants. Reduce Item 6870-101-()()1 by $220,000. Delete 1080 
funds for competitive grants for colleges demonstrating 
workable solutions for reducing underrepresentation be-
cause they are premature. . 

5. GAIN. Adopt Budget Bill language in Control Section 22 to 1082 
address a technical issue related to the Greater Avenues for 
Independence program. . 

6. Administrative Flexibility. Reduce Item 6870-()()1-()()1 by 1084 
$90,000. Delete proposed new Deputy Chancellor position 
because the establishment of this civil service position would 
greatly reduce the new Chancellor's administrative flexibil-
ity. . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
In 1988-89, the California Community Colleges will provide instruction 

to approximately 1.3 million students at 106 colleges operated by 70 
locally-governed districts throughout the state. The community colleges 
are authorized to provide associate degrees, occupational certificates and 
credentials, remedial and basic skills instruction, citizenship instruction, 
and fee-supported community service instruction. Any high school 
graduate or citizen over the age of 18 may attend a community college. 

Governance. The Board of Governors of the California Community 
Colleges serves primarily as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advising, 
and regulating agency for the 70 community college districts. The board 
is composed of 15 members appointed by the Governor for four-year 
terms. 
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The Chancellor's Office is the administrative arm of the Board of 
Governors, and assists the board in carrying out its statutory duties. The 
Chancellor's Office has 186.1 personnel-years in the current year. 

Headcount Enrollment and Average Daily Attendance. Table 1 shows 
headcount enrollment and average daily attendance (ADA) in the 
community colleges since 1979-80. (Headcount enrollment is a count of 
the number of students actually in attendance on a given day. An 
enrollment survey is usually taken each year in the fall for this purpose. 
One ADA is equal to one student under the immediate supervision of a 
certificated instructor for a total of 525 hours in an academic year.) 

Table 1 
California Community Colleges 

Headcount Enrollment 
And Average Daily Attendance 

197~ through 1988-89 
Credit Courses Noncredit Courses Totals 

Headcount ADA HeOdcount ADA Headcount ADA 
1979-80.............................. 1,100,681 615,209 147,778 55,414 1,248,459 670,623 
1980-81 .............................. 1,189,976 654,421 193,260 71,093 1,383,236 725,514 
1981-82.............................. 1,254,360 682,671 177,164 66,516 1,431,524 749,187 
1982-83 .............................. 1,192,920 667,riT2 162,062 60,233 1,354,982 727,305 
1983-84.............................. 1,090,857 612,042 158,059 53,074 1,248,916 665,116 
1984-85.... ...... .................... 1,008,995 584,368 167,226 61,086 1,176,221 645,454 
1985-86.............................. 1,005,143 573,289 171,569 66,357 1,176,712 639,646 
1986-87.............................. 1,009,662 585,409 190,097 68,661 1,199,759· 654,070 
1987-88 (est.) ....................... 1,076,280 610,179 191,998 71,585 1,268,278 681,764 
1988-89 (prop.) ..................... 1,lOB,569 626,566 193,918 73,488 1,302,487 700,054 

Headcount enrollment is estimated to increase 34,209 (2.7 percent) 
between the current and budget years for. a total of $1.3 million in 
1988-89. While enrollment is increasing, enrollment in the budget year is 
still estimated to be 129,000 lower than the peak enrollment period of 
1981-82. Headcount enrollment in credit courses is estimated to account 
for 85 percent of total enrollment. 

Average daily attendance (ADA) in both credit and noncredit courses 
is budgeted to increase 18,290 (2.7 percent) between the current and 
budget years, for a total of 700,054 in 1988-89. ADA in credit courses is 
estimated to account for 89 percent of total ADA. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

Total Support for Community Colleges 

As shown in Table 2, total funding for the community colleges, 
including support for the Chancellor's Office, is projected at $2.7 billion 
in 1988-89, an increase of $131 million (5.1 percent) over estimated 

I revenues in the current year. Of the total, $1.5 billion comes from state 
funding sources. The remainder comes from local revenues ($664 mil­
lion), federal funds which flow directly to community colleges ($116 
million), state lottery revenues ($72.4 million), the mandatory student 
fee ($64.5 million), and other sources ($323.7 million). 



1072 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-Continued 
Table 2 

California Community Colleges 
Total Support from All Sources 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in millions) 

Actual Est. Prop. 

Item 6870 

Change/rom 
1987-88 

1986-87 1987-88 1988"-89 Amount Percent 
State Support 

State operations ......................... . 
Categorical programs .................. .. 
Apportionments ......................... . 

Subtotals, State ........................ . 
Local Support 

Property taxes .......................... .. 
Local debt ............................... . 

Subtotals, Local ....................... . 
Other Support 

Federal .... : ............................. . 
Lottery revenues ........................ . 
Enrollment fee ......................... .. 
Other revenues ......................... . 

Subtotals, Other ....................... . 

$11.6 
124.0 

1,122.7 
($1,258.3) 

$544.9 
13.6 

($558.5) 

$116.2 
57.4 
67.0 

323.7 
($564.3) 

Totals................................... $2,381.1 
Funding Sources 
General Fund .............................. . 
Local ....................................... . 
Federal ..................................... . 
BondFunds ............................... .. 
Other State/Reimbursements ............. . 
Other/Fees/Lottery ........................ . 

Significant Program Changes 

$1,228.7 
558.5 
116.2 

29.6 
448.1 

$12.9 
219.1 

1,167.4 
($1,399.4) 

$604.8 
10.7 

($615.5) 

$116.0 
72.4 
65.4 

323.7 
($577.5) 

$2,592.5 

$1,326.4 
615.5 
116.0 
35.0 
38.0 

461.6 

$14.8 
217.2 

1,250.7 
($1,482.8) 

$653.3 
10.7 

($664.0) 

$116.0 
72.4 
64.5 

323.7 
($576.6) 

$2,723.4 

$1,411.1 
664.0 
116.0 
33.1 
38.6 

460.6 

$1.9 
-1.9 
83.3 

($83.3) 

$48.5 

($48.5) 

-$0.9 

(-$0.9) 

$130.9 

$84.7 
48.5 

-1.9 
0.6 

-1.0 

14.7% 
-0.9 

7.1 
(6.0%) 

8.0% 

(7.9%) 

-1.4% 

(':"0.2%) 

5.1% 

6.4% 
7.9 

-5.3 
1.6 

-0.2 

Table 3 displays, by funding source, the components of the $131 million 
(5.1 percent) increase in total support for community colleges in the 
budget year. 

Table 3 
California Community Colleges 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
By Funding Source 

(dollars in thousands) 

General' Lottery Federal Locol 
Fund Funds Funds Revenues 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... $1,326,366 $72,445 $116,000 $615,517 
Baseline Adjustments 

Apportionments. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . $8,650 
Board financial assistance. . . . . . . . . . . . . 920 
Employee compensation. . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 
Price increases ...... .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. . 70 
Local revenue. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -59,231 
Instructional equipment and library 

materials. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. - 9,000 
PERS rate reduction.. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. -3,600 
Loans .............. :................ -692 

$48,491 

Bond 
Funds Other Totals 
$35,000 $427,144 $2,592,472 

$8,650 
920 
222 
70 

-$886 -11,626 

-$35,000 -44,000 
-3,600 

-692 
Other ............................... ~ --- ----~ ~ 

Subtotals, Baseline. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. (-$62,277) ($48,491) (-$35,000) (-$373) (-$49,159) 
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Workload Changes 
Statutory ADA growth (2.1%) .. .. .... $28,414 
Additional growth .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 8,500 
Cost -of-living adjusbnent~tatutory 

(4.79%) .......................... 90,354 
Cost-of-living adjusbnent-discretion-

ary (4.79%) ...................... 2,783 
Equalization .............. , .......... ~ 

Subtotals, Workload.......... .. .... ($138,601) 
Program Changes 

lustructional equipment and library 
materials ....................... .. $978 

Asbestos abatement projects ......... . 
Mandate-new regulatious ... . . . . . . ... 4,000 
ChanceUor's Office staff and support.. 1,074 
Cooperative Agencies Resources for 

Education-expansion ............ . 
Transfer education and articulation .. . 
New ChanceUor's fund .............. . 
Middle CoUege ..................... . 
Projects to increase underrepresented 

700 
694 
250 
220 

students.. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . 220 
Accountability reporting .. . . . . . . . . . . . 150 
Matriculation.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 85 

Subtotals, Program. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ($8,371) -

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ....... $1,411,061 $72,445 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount.. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . $84,695 
Percent ................ ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . 6:4 % 

As the table shows: 

$116,000 $664,008 

$48,491 
7.9% 

$28,414 
. 8,500 

90,354 

2,783 
~ 

($138,601) 

$23,138 $24,116 
10,000 10,000 

4,000 
1,074 

700 
694 
250 
220 

220 
150 
85 

($33,138) ---= ($41,509) 

$33,138 $426,771 $2,723,423 

-$1,862 -$373 $130,951 
-5.3% 0.1 % 5.1% 

• Baseline adjustments result in a net reduction of $49 million. This 
reduction primarily reflects (1) elimination of one-time funding for 
equipment replacement ($44 million), and (2) a reduction in the 
districts' contributions to the Public Employees' Retirement System 
(PERS) On behalf of their employees ($3.6 million). 

• Workload changes result in an increase of $139 million. This increase 
primarily reflects increas~s of (1) $37 million to fund statutory and 
additional growth in community college ADA, and (2) $93 million to 
fund statutory and discretionary cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) 
of 4.79 percent. 

• Program chariges result in an increase of $42 million. This increase 
primarily reflects an increase of $33 million from the proposed 
Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund· of 1988 to (1) replace 
instructional equipment and purchase library materials, and (2) 
abate asbestos hazards which have been categorized as "severe." (In 
previous years expenditures for asbestos abatement were reflected in 
the capital outlay item of the budget.) Each of the proposed changes 
is discussed later in this analysis. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item 6870 

We recommend approval of the baseline adjustments, workl()ad 
changes and the following program changes which are not discussed 
elsewhere in this analysis: 

• Instructional Equipment-$24 million to provide distri,ets on a 
three-to-one matching basis, funds to replace instructional equip­
ment and purchase library materials; 

• Asbestos Abatement-$1O million to abate asbestos hazards catego­
rized as "severe;" 

• Regulation Implementation-$4 million provided in Item 6870-102-
001 to reimburse districts, pursuant to the provisions of ArticleXIII 
B of the California Constitution (mandate provisions) for their cost 
of implementing proposed regulations of the Board of Governors 
entitled "Revisions to Regulations Strengthening the Associate De­
gree;" 

• Chancellor's Office Staff and Support-$l.l million for (1) 17.8 new 
and reestablished positions to support efforts in the areas of transfer 
education and articulation, matriculation, credentials, research, li­
brary services, instructional improvement, budget and accounting, 
and consultation, (2) the Chancellor's participation in the Education 
Round Table, and (3) a new telephone system; 

• CARE Expansion-$700,000 to expand the Cooperative Agencies 
Resources for Education (CARE) program (which serves AFDC 
parents who have at least one child under the age of six and who are 
enrolled in a community college) to 20 counties that currently do not 
have a program; 

• Transfer Education and Articulation-$694,000 .to fund various 
projects related to transfer education and articulation including (1) 
$465,000 to fund planning grants for 20 "2+2+2" pilot projects-an 
articulated program of two years each of high school, community 
college and a four-year college, (2) $74,000 to develop a general 
education transfer core curriculum, and to publish and distribute a 
brochure on the curriculum to community college and high school 
students, (3) $45,000 to convene a state-level task force to redefine 
the Associate Degree, and (4) $110,000 to expand the evaluation of 
the Transfer Centers; 

• Middle College-$220,000 to fund the first operational year of the 
Middle College pilot project-a high school within a community 
college for high-risk, potential dropout high school students"":""in San 
Diego, and to provide a planning grant to a district in northern 
California; 

• Accountability Reporting System-$150,OOO to provide further de­
velopment of an accountability reporting system; and 

• Matriculation-assessment, counseling, and follow-up program­
$85,000 to fund second-year evaluation activities and train district 
personnel. 

I. LOCAL ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
A. Overview of Community College Revenue 

Table 4 and Chart 1 display total funding for the California Community 
Colleges, by funding source, for the 10 years 1979-80 to 1988-89. 



Table 4 

California Community Colleges 
Total Revenues a 

1979-80 .................................. . 
1980-81 .................................. . 
1981-82 .................................. . 
1982-83 .................................. . 
1983-84 ................................... . 
1984-85 .................................. . 
1985-86 .................................. . 
1986-87 (Est.) ........................... . 
1987-88 (Est.) ........ , .................. . 
1988-89 (Prop.) ....... ; ............... ; .. 
Cumulative Change: .................... . 
Amount ........... ; ...................... . 
Percent .................................... . 

Locol 
Property 

Tar c 

$295.4 
347.8 
416.4 _ 
413.8 
423.4 
460.9 
524.8 
558.5 
615.5· 
664.0 

$368.6 
124.8% 

• Excludes funding for the Chancellor's Office. 

State 
Aidd 

$1,027.0 
1,119.5 
1,104.3 
1,086.5 
1,080.9 
1,145.3 
1,304.7 
1,246.7 
1,386.5 
1,467.9 

$440.9 
42.9% 

1979-80 through 19118-8!l. 
(dollars in millions) 

Federal 
Aid 

$121.8 
138.3 
116.0. 
104.5 
99.8 

134.6 
152.2 
116.2 
116.0 

·116.0 

-$5.8 
-4.8% 

Mandatory 
Student 

Fee 

$64.4 
68.0 
67.0 
65.4 
64.5 

Other" 
$164.6 
201.4· 
228.0· 
2;30.2 
258.8 
308:3 
306.9 
381.1 
396.1· 
396.1 

$231.5 
140.6% 

b Adjusted by the GNP deflator for· state and local government pur.chases. 
C Includes state property tax subventions and local debt. 
d Includes Board Financial Assistance Funds . 

Average 
Doily 

Total Atten-
Funding dance 
$1,608.8 670,623 
1,807.0 725,514 
1,864.7 . 749,187 
1,835.0 . 727,305 
1,862.9 665,116 
2,113.5 645,454 
2,356.6 639,646 
2,369.5 654,070 
2,579.5 681,764 
2,708,5 700,054 

$1,099.7 29,431 
68.4% 4.4% 

Total Funding 1979-80 Dollars b 

(actual dollars 2 (actual dollars) 
Per Percent Per Percent 

ADA Change ADA Change 
$2,399 $2,399 
2,491 3.8% 2,264 -5.6% 
2,489 -0.1 2,109 -6.8 
2,523 1.4 2,018 -4.3 
2,801 11.0 2,138 5.9 
3,274 16.9 2,390 11.8 
3,664 12.5 2,576 7.8 
3,623 -1.7 2,448 -5.0 
3,784 4.4 2,425 -0.9 
3,869 2.3 2,374 -2.1 

$1,470 -$25 
61.3% -1.1% 

• Includes combined state/federal grants, countY income, food service revenues, fees for community service. courses, nonresident tuition revenueS, lottery revenues, 
and other miscellaneous revenues. . 

-~ 
~ 

~ 
8 

~ 
i o z 
" -~ 
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Chart 1 

Community College Revenues 
By Funding Source (In.mlllions) 
1979·80 through 1988·89 
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8 Includes state property tax subventions and local debt. 

Item 6870 

Total Community College Revenues. As shown in Table 4 and Chart 1, 
total funding for the colleges increased from $1.6 billion in 1979-80 to $2.7 
billion in 1988-89-an increase of $1.1 billion (68 percent). Of the five 
revenue sources, support from "other miscellaneous" sources have 
registered the largest percentage increase, up 141 percent. This increase 
primarily reflects, (1) interest income earned by community colleges on 
invested balances, and (2) since 1985-86, revenues from the state lottery. 

Local property tax revenues have also increased significantly, increas­
ing 125 percent over the lO-year period. In the b4dget year revenues 
from this source will nearly equal the amount of revenues derived from 
this source in 1977-78-the last year prior to the implementation of 
Proposition 13. The table further shows, that support from both local 
revenues and other sources have increased at a much faster pace than 
revenue from· the state (43 percent increase), or from the federal 
government (5 percent decrease). 

Table 4 also shows that over the lO-year period community college 
average daily attendance (ADA) is projected to increase by 4.4 percent, 
from 670,623 in 1979-80 to 700,054 budgeted for 1988-89. 

Revenues Per ADA. Table 4 and Chart 2 display per-ADA funding 
levels over the lO-year period, 41 both current dollars and constant dollars 
(that is, dollars that have been adjusted to reflect the effects of inflation 
on purchasing power). As shown, per-ADA funding in current dollars is 
projected to increase by $1,470 (61 percent), from $2,399 to $3,869. 

When per-ADA support is adjusted for the effects of inflation, however, 
the table and chart show that community colleges have actually lost 
purchasing power over the lO-year period. For 1988-89, the proposed 
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Chart 2 

Community College Funding Per ADA 
In Current .and Constant Doriars 
1979-80 through 1988-89 
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B Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases. 

per-ADA expenditure level, as measured in constant dollars is $2,374-$25 
dollars below the funding level available·lO years ago. 

B. Community College Apportionments (Items 6870-101-001 (a), 
6870-101-814) 

The budget proposes a total of $2.1 billion for community college 
apportionments in 1988-89-an increase of $134 million (6.9 percent) 
from the amountlrovided in the current year. Combined support from 
the General Fun , the State School Fund, local property tax revenues, 
and the student fee would fund the following major components: 

• $1.8 billion for base apportionments; 
• $28.1 million to fund statutory average daily attendance growth of 2.1 

percent; . . 
• $8.5 million to fund additional growth above the statutory cap; 
• $90.4 million to fund the statutory cost-of-living adjustment of 4.79 

percent; and 
• $8.6 million for statutory equalization funding to reduce funding 

disparities among districts. 

Budget-year Funding Requirements for Additional Basic Skills ADA 
Unknown. 

We withhold recommendation on $11 million requested to fund basic 
skills ADA above the statutory growth limit, pending allocation of 
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current-year funding in order to project budget-year funding require­
ments. 

In the current year, the budget pr~vides $11 million to support ADA 
growth in basic skills courses that isbeydnd the statutory growth liinit of 
2.1 percent, and requires the Chancellor's Office to develop criteria for 
allocating the funds. 

The budget proposes $11 million for the same purposes in 1988-89. At 
the time this analysis was Rrepared, the funds for the ,current y~ar had not 
been allocated. Without this information, the funding requirements for 
the budget year cannot be evaluated. Accordingly, we withholdrecom" 
mendation on the $IL million provided for basic skills instruction, 
pending allocation of the current-year funds in order to better estimate 
and evaluate funding needs for the budget year. ' 

Consistent Policy Needed for Adult Education Funding 
We recommend that Budget Bill language in Item 6870-101-001 be 

amended to require that noncredit adult education ADA growth above 
the statutory cap, be allocated for state priorities. 
, In the 1987 ~udget Act, the .Legislature sp~~ified that all K -12 statutory 
ADA growth ill adult education programs funded through the Depart­
ment of Education, shall only be utilized for two purposes~English-as­
a-second language (ESL) courses, and remedial education services (basic 
skills) for participants in the Greater A venues for Independence Pro-' 
gram (GAIN). The budget proposes to again target K-12 statutory adult 
ADA growth in the budget year for ESL, GAIN and basic skills programs. 
The budget, however, does not specify the same priorities for statutory or 
additional ADA growth in adult education programs funded through the 
community colleges-or noncredit courses. 

We believe that consistent priorities should be set for adult education 
funds whether the services are provided through a K-12 or a community 
college district. Because funds on top of statutory and additional growth 
funds are already provided for community college GAIN and ballic skills 
ADA, we believe that funds provided for growth above the statutory limit 
for noncredit ADA, should be targeted for ESL. In this way, students 
living in areas where adult education is provided through the community 
college will be assured of ESL services, in a similar manner to students 
living in areas where adult education is provided through the K~ 12 school' 
district. Accordingly, we recoinniend that Budget Bill language in Item 
6870-101-001 be amended as follows: 

17. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, up to $8,500,000 of the 
funds appropriated in Schedule (a) shall be for allocation to commu­
nity college districts in the 1988-89 fiscal year for the purpose of funding 
ADA beyond the statutory ADA growth limit. The Chancellor shall 
establish criteria for allocation that meets the following priorities: (1) 
districts which are below their 1983-84 funded ADA levels, (2) 
vocational-technical and transfer courses, and (3) English-as-a-second 
Language courses. 

C. Community College Categorical Programs (Items 6870-101-001 (b-n), 
6870-101-785,6870-101-909,6870-102-001, 6870';106-001, 6870-491) 

The budget for community colleges proposes $217 million to support 
categorically funded programs in 1988-89. This is a decrease of $1.9 million , 



Item 6870 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1079 

(0.9 percent) from the amount available for these programs in the 
current year. Table 5 displays the proposed funding level for each 
program for the prior, current and budget years. 

Table 5 
California Community Colleges 

Support for Categorical Programs 
Local Assistance 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Change From 
Actual Est. Prop. 1987-88 

Educational Programs and Services 
Vocational education .................... . 
Apprenticeship .......................... . 
Vocational education special projects .. . 
Transfer ~ducation arid articulation .... . 
l~tructional improvement ............. . 

Subtotals .............................. . 
Student Services Programs' . 

Extended Opportunity Programs 
(EOPS) ............................... . 

Disabled Students Programs (DSP&S) .. 
Matriculation ............................ . 
Financial aid ............................ . 
GAIN .................................... . 
Transfer Centers ....................... .. 
Cooperative Agencies Resources for Ed-

ucation (CARE) ......... : ............ . 
Foster parent training .................. . 

Subtotals, Services .................... . 
Physical Plant and Equipment Programs 

Instructional equipment ............... .. 
Deferred maintenance .................. . 
Hazardous substances ................... . 

Subtotals .............................. . 
Other Programs 

Mandate ................................. . 
Emergency loans/repayment ........... . 
Academic Senate ........................ . 
Other .................................... . 

Subtotals ............................. .. 

Totals .................................. .. 
Funding Sources 
General Fund . ............................ .. 
Capital Outlay Fundfor Public Higher 

Education ............................. . 
Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond 

Fund of 1986 .......................... . 
. Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond 

Fund of 1988 .......................... . 
lnsiructionallmprovement ............... . 

I Reimbursements ........................... . 

• Not a meaningful figure. 

• 35-77312 

1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 Amount Percent 

$27,574 
7,479 
4,526 

303 
($39,882) 

$27,684 
25,844 

11,732 

1,780 

715 
900 

($68,655) 

$12,582 

($12,582) 

$2,731 
103 

($2,834) 

$123,953 

$99,624 

29 

-233 
24,533 

$27,574 
7,479 
4,526 

65 
639 

($40,263) 

$28,800 
27,704 
20,900 
12,343 
10,000 

1,818 

$27,574 
6,775 
4,746 

685 
707 

($40,487) 

$30,155 
28,988 
20,900 
13,420 
10,000 
1,904 

715 1,473 
900 900 

($103,180) ($107,740) 

$55,862 
15,144 
5,000 

($76,006) 

-$1,613 
110 

1,112 
(-$391) 

$219,078 

$152,025 

35,000 

$35,978 
15,000 
15,000 

($65,978) 

$4,000 
-1,100 

110 

($3,010) 

$217,215 

$151,956 

33,138 
103 171 

31,950 31,950 

-$704 
220 
620 
68 

($204) 

$1,355 
1,284 

1,077 

86 

758 

($4,560) 

-$19,884 
-144 

10,000 
(--:$10,028) 

$4,000 
513 

-1,112 
($3,401) 

...,.$1,863 

-$69 

-35,000 

33,138 
68 

-9.4% 
4.9 

953.8 
10.6 
(0.5%) 

4.7% 
. 4.6 

8.7 

4.7 

106.0 

(4.4%) 

35.6% 
-1.0 
200.0 

(-13.2%) 

31.8% 

-0.9% 

-0.1% 

-100.0 

66.0 
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The major funding proposals for the categorical programs include: 
• Net $20 million reduction in funding to replace instructional equip­

ment and purchase library materials; 
• $10 million to abate asbestos hazards that are categorized as "severe;" 
• $700,000 to expand the Cooperative Agencies Resources for Educa­

tion (CARE) program to half the remaining counties that currently 
do not have a program-approximately 20 counties; 

• $2.8 million to fund discretionary cost-of-living adjustments of 4.79 
percent for the Extended Opportunity Program (EOPS), Disabled 
Students Program (DSP&S), CARE, and Transfer Center programs; 
and 

• $4 million to reimburse districts for their costs of irnplementing new 
course regulations. 

Budget Bill Language Needs to be Amended to Prevent Excess Funding 
We recommend amending Budget Bill language in Item 6870,:,491 to 

more accurately specify the limit on the amount that may be provided 
from the reappropriation of General Fund savings in 1987-88 for 
equipment replacement and library materials. 

The most recent estimate provided by the Department of Finance 
indicates that current-year property taxes may be $978;000 abov~ the 
amount estimated in the 1987 May revision, resulting in a corresponding 
General Fund savings in 1987-88. The budget proposes using this poten~ 
tial savings of $978,000 to replace instructional equipment and purchase 
library materials. The proposed 1988 Budget Bill language, however, 
specifies that an amount up to $9 million of the unanticipated :General 
Fund savings shall be reappropriated for this use. 

R(!commendation. We recommend that the Budget Bill languagEl be 
amended to limit the amount that may be reappropriated for equipment 
replacement and library materials to the amount proposed in the budget. 
The exact amount of property tax revenues collected and any resultant 
savings will not be known until the close of the current fiscal year. If 
property tax revenues exceed the $978,000 currently projected, the 
amount available for reappropriation will also increase. The Legislature, 
however, may wish to use any additional savings to fund other priorities. 

In order to provide the Legislature access to General Fund revenues 
that may result because of higher-than-anticipated property taxes in the 
current year, while at the same time maintaining the Governor's proposal 
to provide $978,000 for community colleges to replace instructional 
equipment and purchase library materials, we recommend amending 
Budget Bill language proposed in Item 6870-491 as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, up to $978,000 of the 
balance on June 30, 1988, of Schedule (a) of Item 6870-101-001 of the 
Budget Act of 1987 is reappropriated for the purpose of providing . 
community. college districts with funds to replace instructional equip­
ment and purchase of library materials, and shall be available for 
expenditure until June 30, 1989. . 

Efforts to Increase the Number of Underrepresented Students 
We recommend deleting $220,000 for competitive grants for colleges 

demonstrating workable solutions for reducing underrepresentation 
because they are premature. (Reduce Item 6870-101-001 by $220,000.) 
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The budget proposes (1) $80,000 to fund a new position (and clerical 
support) to carry out the policy of the Board of Governors to increase the 
representation of minority students in the community colleges, and (2) 
$220,000 for competitive grants awarded to colleges that "demonstrate 
workable solutions for reducing underrepresentation." 

Specifically, the individual in the new position would (1) develop a 
systemwide plan to increase underrepresented students that would result 
in a greater percentage of minority community college enrollments and 
transfers, (2) identify the resources and policies that contribute (or don't 
contribute) to student enrollment, retention, and transfer, (3) work with 
the Chancellor's Office staff and the district staff to enhance the 
effectiveness of current programs in increasing the representation of 
minority students, and (4) identify and disseminate successful local 
policies and programs. Because the proposed new position will be 
working towards a goal that is. consistent with priorities specified by both 
the Board of Governors, and the Legislature, we recommend approval of 
this position. 

Our analysis indicates, however, that the funds for the competitive 
grants are premature. We believe that, consistent with the duties 
outlined for the proposed new position, a careful analysis of the problem 
should first be completed, specific goals and objectives should be set, and 
then a systemwide plan to meet those goals and objectives should be 
developed. The systemwide plan should include (1) the policies and 
strategies that have been identified as effective in increasing the 
representation of minority students, (2) a mechanism for disseminating 
information about effective policies and strategies, and (3) projected 
funding requirements for implementing the plan that includes both new 
and existing funds. Until a systemwide plan is developed, we believe that 
it is premature to provide funds for a specific purpose such as competitive 
grants. 

Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) 
Chapter 1025, Statutes of 1985 (AB 2580) established the Greater 

Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program. GAIN is a comprehensive 
statewide employment and training program for recipients of Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). The program is designed to 
help participants find unsubsidized employment and become financially 
independent. Program participants are offered a full range of employ­
ment training and support services tailored to their specific needs. The 
State Department of Social Services (DSS) is the lead agency responsible 
for implementation of the GAIN program. 

Among other things, the GAIN program requires specified AFDC 
recipients to enter into an individual contract with the local county 
department of social services. The individual contract must describe the 
GAIN program and its services, the responsibilities and duties of the 
participant, and the consequences of Ii participant's failure to meet the 
requirements of the contract. The contract may call for educational 
services, counseling and assessment, vocational training, child care, and 
other support services. Educational services may be provided through an 

I adult education program or a community college. 
Community Colleges. In the current year, $10 million is scheduled in 

Control Section 22 to fund growth in community college ADA generated 
by GAIN participants. These funds have not yet been allocated. The 
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Chancellor's Office estimates that they will be apportioned some time in 
March. Districts will receive supplemental funding for GAIN-generated 
ADA, only if the district (1) experiences growth above its statutory 
growth limit, and (2) meets its maintenance of effort requirement (the 
estimated number of GAIN participants that the college served in 
1985-86).-

The budget proposes the same level of support for the community 
colleges in Control Section 22 in the budget year. (Please refer to our 
analysis of the GAIN program in Item 5180-151 for a more indepth 
discussion of overall program funding requirements.) 

GAIN-Technical Issue 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language in 
Control Section 22 to address a technical issue related to the Greater 
Avenues for Independence program. 

Under the current apportionment system, community college districts 
are not reimbursed for actual units of ADA generated until. several 
months into the fiscal year. This policy has caused problems for some 
districts wishing to apply for additional ADA-funding from the state in 
order to serve GAIN participants. These districts claim that they need 
"up front" _ monies in order to hire additional teachers and to operate 
classes, and therefore without such advanced funding, cannot participate 
in the GAIN program. In order to remedy this problem, we recommend 
that the Legislature adopt the following Budget Bill language, in Control 
Section 22 to allow the Chancellor's Office to advance sufficient funds to 
community college districts to enable them to participate in the GAIN 
program: 

Any funding allocated to the Chancellor's Office for apportionment to 
community college districts for additional average daily attendance 
may, notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, be appor­
tioned on an advance basis to. community college districts based on 
expected units of ADA, if a prior application for such additional ADA 
funding has been approved by the Chancellor of the Community 
Colleges. 

II. COMMUNITY COLLEGE STATE OPERATIONS 

A. Chancellor's Office (Items 6870-001-001, 6870-001-165, 6870-490, 
6870-495) 

The Chancellor's Office is the administrative arm of the Board of 
Governors of the California Community Colleges. The office is adminis­
tered by the Chancellor who is responsible for carrying out the board's 
directives and implementing statutes enacted by the Legislature. 
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/ 
Table 6 

California Community Colleges 
State Operations Bu'dget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) . 

Change From 
Actual Est. Prop. 1987-88 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 Amount Percent 

Academic Affairs 
Vocational education ..................... $2,349 $1,254 $1,235 -$19 -1.5% 
JTP A-employrnent training ............ 512 562 568 6 1.1 
Transfer education and articulation ..... 556 1,034 478 86.0 
Program accountability .......... ; ....... 59 
Academic standards and skills ........... 1,106 1,420 1,670 250 17.6 
Academic affairs administration ......... 293 407 415 8 2.0 

Subtotals ............................... ($4,319) ($4,199) ($4,922) ($723) (17.2%) 
Student Services and Special Programs 

Extended Opportunity Programs 
(EOPS) ................................ $2,173 $1,219 $1,662 $443 36.3% 

Disabled Students Programs (DSP&S) .. 513 '644 664 . 20 3.1 
Matriculation ............................. 325 490 165 50.8 
Transfer centers .......................... 438 200 310 110 55.0 
Foster parent training ................... 100 100 
Special services ............................ 768 793 25 3.3 
Student services administration ........ :: 761 926 165 21.7 

Subtotals ............................... ($3,124) ($4,017) ($4,945) ($928) (23.1%) 
Administration and Finance 

Apportionments .......................... $1,763 $1,962 $2,030 $68 3.5% 
Credentials ............................... 1,107 980 973 -7 -0.7 
Facilities ................................... 857 932 1,007 75 8.0 

Subtotals ............................... ($3,727) ($3,874) ($4,010) ($136) (3.5%) 
Other Offices 

Planning/ special projects ................ $417 $848 $951 $103 12.1% 
Distributed Administration 

Board of Governors ...................... ($65) ($107) ($110) ($3) (2.8%) 
Chancellor's Office ....................... .(3,899) . (4,759) (5,075) ~) (6.6) 

Subtotals ............................... ($3,964) ($4,866) ($5,185) ($319) (6.6%) 

Totals, State Operations ............... $11,587 $12,938 $14,828 $1,890 14.6% 
Funding Sources 
General Fund. .............................. $8,224 $9,459 $10,904 $1;445 15.3% 
Credentials Fund ........................... 651 718 711 -7 -1.0 
Federal Trust Fund . ........................ 186 
Reimbursements ............................ 2,318 2,378 2,830 452 19.0 
Special Deposit Fund .. ..................... 208 383 383 
Personnel-Years ............................. 145.8 186.1 214.8 28.7 15.4 

Table 6 displays state operations funding for the Chancellor's Office in 
i the prior, current andbudgE)t years. As the table: shows, the budget 

proposes $14.8 million to support the Chancellor's Office in 1988-89-an 
increase of $1.9 million (15 percent) from the amount avail~ble in the 
current year. This increase is due primarily to (1) reimbursements 
($837,000) from local assistance items to support 25 new civil service 
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positions converted from contiac;tpersonnel in accordance with recom­
mendations made by the State Personnel Board, (2) 17.8 new and 
reestablished positions ($690,000) to support efforts in the areas of 
transfer education and articulation, matriculation, credentials, research, 
library services, instructional improvement, budget and accounting, and 
consultation, and (3) funds to support the Chancellor's participation in 
the Education Round Table ($155,000). 

Impairment to Administrative Flexibility for New Chancellor 
We recommend that the proposed new Deputy Chancellor position be 

deleted for a General Fund savings of $90,000 because the establishment 
of this civil service position would reduce the new Chancellor's 
administrative flexibility. (Reduce Item 6870-001-001 by $90,()()().) 

In August 1987 the Chancellor resigned and an acting Chancellor is 
currently performing this duty. The Board of Governors is currently 
searching for a new Chancellor and plans to appoint the person early this 
summer. In past years, the Legislature has provided new Chancellors 
funds and authorization to reorganize the Sacramento offic;e to fit the 
person's particular management style. Towards this end, the. budget 
proposes a one-time General Fund augmentation of $250,000 to provide 
the new Chancellor with such administrative flexibility. We believe that 
there is merit to this proposal and in accordance with prior legislative 
policy recommend approval. 

In contrast, however, the budget also proposes that the highest staff 
level position-Deputy Chancellor-be .. permanently authorized with 
civil service status. The Deputy Chancellor position was' administratively 
established in the current year and, just prior to his resignation, the 
outgoing Chancellor appointed someone to it. 

We believe that this budget proposal is contrary to the principle of 
administrative flexibility for the incoming new Chancellor. In effect, it 
means that there will already be a permanent deputy in place when the 
new Chancellor is hired. Consequently, the new Chancellor will have his 
or her flexibility restricted when it comes to setting a new organization; 

We discussed this situation with the Department of Personnel Admin­
istration. We determined that in the absence of a resignation, there is 
only one legislative remedy-denial of the request to permanently 
authorize the Deputy Chancellor position. This would allow the new 
Chancellor greater flexibility in setting any new organizational structure. 
Deletion of the position would not restrict. the new Chancellor from 
rehiring the incumbent'deputy if he or she so chooses, because the 
position could still be administratively reauthorized using some of the 
$250,000 discussed above. Accordingly, given the ,merits of providing 
administrative flexibility for the new Chancellor, we recommend that the 
proposed DeputY Chancellor position (r.O personnel-year) be deleted for 
a General Fund savings of $90,000 in salary, benefits and expenses. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 6870-301 from the 1988 
Higher Equcation Capital 
Outlay Bond Fund Budget p. E 146 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ................................................................ . 
Recommended reduction ....................................... : ...................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

$50,524,000 
39,467,000 
3,567,000 
7,490,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 

1. Repayment of Revenue Bonds. Recommend the Depart- 1086 
ment of Finance, prior to budget hearings, explain to the 
Legislature how $229,000 of debt service payments will be 
made on revenue bonds issued in 1988-89 to finance com­
munity college capital outlay projects. 

2. Procurement of Computers. Withhold recommendation on 1089 
$4,812,000 in Item 6870-301-785 for 10 equipment procure-
ment projects, pending substantiation of new computer 
equipment included in these projects. 

3. Sari Francisco CCD-':"'Procurement of Equipment. Withhold 1089 
recommendation on $668,000 in Item 6870-301-785(44) and 
(45) for procurement of equipment for the southeast center, 
pending further review of what equipment needs to be 
procured. . 

4. Contra Costa CCD-Music Addition. Reduce Item 6870- 1090 
301-785(12) by $32,000. Recommend a reduction in architec-
tural fees for working drawings of a music building addition 
at Los Medanos College because the estimated construction 
cost and associated fees are too high for this type of facility. 
(Future savings: $337,000.) 

5. Los Angeles CCD-Technical Education Center. Withhold 1091 
recommendation on $247,000 in Item 6870-301-785(2) for 
working drawings for a new technical education center 
building at Los Angeles Southwest College because construc-
tion of a new facility is not warranted. The district, prior to 
budget hearings, should present an alternative proposal to 
remodel its existing facilities to meet ,emerging program 
needs. . . 

6. Yosemite CCD-,-Gymnasium/Perf()rming Arts Building. 1092 
Withhold recommendation on $750,000 in Item 6870-301-
785 (61) for augmentation of construction and equipping of 
the facility, pending completion of the district's design and 
cost review. 

7, Cabrillo CCD-Photo Laboratory Rehabilitation. Withhold 1093 
recommendation on $251,000 in Item 6870-301-785(6) for 
working drawings and rehabilitation of a photo laboratory at 
Cabrillo College because sufficient supporting information 
and preliminary plans have not been' received from the 
district. 
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8. Proposed New Centers. Delete $1,362,000 in Item 6870-301- 1096 

785(30), {36} and {37}. Recommend deletion of funds for 
working drawings for permanent facilities (Phase I) atrrew 
off-campus centers in Riverside County-Mt. San Jacinto 
CCD, West Center ($320,000) and Riverside CCD,Moreno 
Valley Center ($519,000) and Norco Center ($523,000)-

c because funding for these centers is premature. 
9.' Butte CCD-Maintenance Warehouse. Withhold recom- 1099 

mendation on $762,000 in Item 6870-301-785(5) for workmg 
. drawings and construction of a new warehouse and mainte­
nance facility at Butte, College because preliminary plans 
have not been completed and it is not clear the proposed 
facility is needed. . " . :, ' 

10. San Francisco CC~Central Shop and Warehous~. Delete 1099 
$2,173,000 in Item 6870-301-785(42). Recommend deletion of 
funds for working drawings and construction, of a central 
shop and warehouse facility at San Franciscq City College 
because (1) it uses limited campus property that may be 
needed for library/instructional spll.ce. and (2) it provides. 
space excess to state guidelines. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes a to,tal appropriation of $50.5 million to fund the 

state's share of the California Community Colleges' (CCC) capital outlay 
program in 1988~89. These funds will come from the Higher Education 
Facilities Bond Act of 1988. At the time this analysis was prepared, this 
bond program, which is proposed in SB 703 in the amount of $600 million, 
had not been enacted by the Legislature. Assuming that the Bolld Act is 
approved by the voters in November 1988, work on the project will not 
be started until loans are arranged from the Pooled Money Inyestment 
Account. We estimate that this would not occur until at least January 
1989. Thus" no work could commence on the CCC's 1988-89 capital 
program until the last half of the fiscal year. . . 

The budget indicates that the various community college districts will 
provide a total of $3.5 million to support the proposed projects, bringing 
total propQsed expenditures for the community college capital outlay 
program to $54 million in 1988-89. Thus, the state will. fund 93.5 percent 
of the program and the various districts will contribute 6.5 ,percent. 

Repayment of Revenue Bonds Not Budgeted 
We recommend, that the Department of Finance, prior to budget 

hearings, explain to the Legislature how $229,000 of debt service 
payments will be made on $2.1 million of revenue bonds.to be issued in 
1988-89 to jinanc(! community college capital outlay projects. 

The Legislature in the 1987 Budget Act, authorized $18.1 million for 10 
capital outlay projects for the CCC to be financed with High Technology 
Education Revenue Bonds. This revenue bond program authorizes the 
State Public Works Board and the State Treasurer to sell tax-exempt 
revenue bonds, certificates and notes to cover the costs of constructing 
the various projects. With the proceeds of the sale, the district constructs 
the facility and then enters into a 20-year lease-purchase agreement with 
the board for use of the facility and for semiannual debt-service payments 



Item 6810 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1087 

to the board. At the end 'of the 20-year lease term, the bonds are fully 
retired ;md ownership of the facility is transferred from the board to the 
district. _ 

The CCC estimates that construction of six of the 10 projects will be 
completed in 1988-89. At the time of completion, the State Treasurer will 
issue bonds amounting to $2.1 million to cover the costs of the projects. 
According to the State Treasurer's staff, this will require debt service 
(lease) payments totaling $229,000 he made in the budget year. It is 

. anticipated that the remaining $16.1 million of bonds (will be issued in 
1989-90, increasing the annual debt service costS.to a level of about $2 
million for a period .of about 20 years until the bonds are retired . 
. ' Recommen{lation. The California Community College's support-budget 
does n,otinclude $229,000 to make the debt service payments in 1988-89 
on the revenue bonds. In addition, it is not clear whether the semiannual 
lease payments will be made directly by the districts to the board using 
nonstate funds or by a deduction or addition to the state ADA apportion­
ments to the districts. For these 'reasons, we recommend that, prior to 
budget hearings, the Department of Finance explain to the Legislature 
how the debt service payments will be made on the revenue bonds issued 
to finance community college capital outlay projects completed in 
1988-89. 

1988-89 CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAM 
The California Community Colleges' 1988-89 capital outlay program 

includes $50.5 million of state funds for 63 projects. To facilitate analysis 
of these projects, we have divided them into 10 descriptive categories as 
shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
California Community Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

Project Categories 
Item 6870-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Category 
A. Mitigate hazards .................................. ; 
B. Complete new facilities ......................... .. 
C. Add instructionally-related facilities ............. . 
D. Upgrade instructionally-related facilities ......... . 
E. Libraries .......................................... .. 
F. Add new support facilities ........................ . 
G. Upgrade support facilities ..................... ,': .. ; 
H. Other.; ............ ' ................................ . 
I. Creation of permanent off-campus centers ...... . 
J. Ancillary facilities ................................. . 

Totals .............................................. . 

• District ·estimates. 

A. PRO~ECTS TO MITIGATE HAZARDS 
We recommend approval. 

Number of 
Projects 

1 
16 
11 
6 
2 
5 
1 

17 
3 . , 
2 

63 

Total 
Cost 

$202 
6,192 

21,946 
. 1,783 

2,482 
9,281 
2,174 
5,102 
1,362 

$50,524 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost" 

$22,862 
" 3,851 

5,795 
1,032 

398 
2,900 

38,175 
123 

$75,136 

The budget proposes $202,000 in Item 6870-301-785(40) for working 
drawings and construction to remodel 1,800 asf of the' Life Sciences 
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Building at San Diego City College. Remodeling the outdated laboratory 
space and replacement of the ventilation systems is justified and the cost 
appears to be reasonable. There will be no future costs associated with 
this project. 

B. PROJECTS TO COMPLETE NEWLY CONSTRUCTED FACILITIES 
As Table 2 shows, the budget includes 16 projects, totaling $6.2 million, 

to procure equipment to complete newly constructed facilities. There are 
no future costs associated with these projects. We recommend approval 
of three equipment requests totaling $712,000. The requested equipment 
is necessary for the respective facilities and the associated costs are 
reasonable. A discussion of the remaining equipment requests and our 
recommendation for each follows. 

Sub-

Table 2 
California Community Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

B. Complete New Facilities 
Item 6870-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Item Location/Project Title Phase" 
(1) Allan Hancock CCO, Allan Hancock College Hu-

manities Building..................................... e 
(9) Coachella Valley CCO, Copper Mountain College 

Vocational Education Building....................... e 
(10) Coast CCO-Orange Coast College Biology Labora-

tory ................................................... e 
(16) Glendale CCO, Glendale College Faculty Office-

/ Classroom Building.................................. e 
(19) Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCO, Cuyamaca College 

Learning Resource Center ...................... ; . . . . e 
(21) Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCO, Cuyamaca College 

Learning Resource Center. .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. e 
(23) Los Angeles CCO-Los Angeles Mission College In-

structional/ Administration Building.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e 
(25) Los Rios CCO-Cosumnes College Cafeteria......... e 
(27) Mendocino Lake CCO-Mendocino College Child 

Care Center.................... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. e 
(32) Peralta CCO-Merritt College classroom building... e 
(38) Saddleback CCO-Irvine Valley College Building B, 

cluster II ............ ~.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . e 
(41) San Diego CCO--San Diego Miramar College class-

room building........................................ e 
(44) San Francisco CCO--Southeast Center leased facil-

ities, phase I .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. e 
(45) San Francisco CCO--Southeast Center leased facil-

ities, phase II .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. e 
(51) Santa Barbara CCO--Santa Barbara City College 

Learning Resource Center.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . e 
(59) West Hills CCD-West Hills College Library and 

Learning Resource Center.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . e 
Totals ............................................................... .. 

• Phase symbol indicates: e = equipment. 

Budget Analyst's 
BiN Recom-

Amount mendation 

$122 pending 

177 pending 

198 $198 

697 pending 

436 pending 

229 229 

993 pending 
184 184 

101 101 
106 pending 

700 pending 

507 pending 

330 pending 

338 pendillg 

948 pending 

126 pending 
$6,192 $712 
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Procurem,nt of Computers Not Substantiated 
We withhold recommendation on a total of $4,812,000 for 10 equip­

ment procurement projects in Items 6870-301-.785 (1) Allan Hancock 
CCD -4122,000, (9) Coachella Valley CCD-4177,000, (16) Glendale 
CCD-4697,000, (19) Grossmont-Cuyamaca. CCD-4436,OOO, (23) Los 
Angeles CCD-4993,000, (32) Peralta CCD-4106,000, (38) Saddleback 
CCD-4700,000, (41) San DiegoCCD-4507,ooo, (51) Santa Barbara 
CCD-4948,OOO, and (59) West Hills CCD-4126,000, pending substan­
tiation by the CCC of new computer equipment included in these 
projects. 

In recent years, the community colleges have steadily increased the 
procurement of computers, computer peripherals and software with state 
funds through the capital outlay budget and in the local assistance item 
of the support budget. . 

The Budget Bill proposes 10 equipment projects totaling $4.8 million, 
which include procurement of a substantial amount of new computer 
equipment. Comparisons of these projects indicate significant variances 
in the number of computer stations, types of equipment and prices to be 
paid. Moreover, the CCC has not provided the Legislature with sufficient 
information to determine whether the computer equipment is justified. 
We have asked CCC staff to provide an analytical basis for the number, 
types and unit costs of the computers, peripherals and software to be 
procured. At the time this analysis was written, however, this information 
had not been received. Thus, we withhold recommendat~on on the 10 
projects, pending substantiation of the computer equipment. 

San Francisco CCD-Equipment for the San Francisco Southeast Center 
We withhold recommendation on $668,000 in Item 6870-301-785(44) 

and (45) for procurement of furniture and equipment/or the San 
Francisco Southeast Center, pending review of what existing equipment 
remains usable and what new equipment needs to be procured. 

The Budget Bill proposes $668,000 for procurement of new office, 
classroom, and cafeteria furniture and equipment at the San Francisco 
Southeast Center. 

This center was constructed in 1985 by the City of San Francisco. The 
facility, which is leased to the district, was specifically constructed to 
meet the eduGational needs of the. center. For the past two years, the 
district has utilized used office and classroom furniture and cafeteria 
equipment obtained from the city. 

Recommendation. The district's proposal calls for the replacement of 
all the furniture and equipment at the center. We have asked CCC staff 
for information as to the condition of the existing furniture and equip~ 
ment and why all of the furniture and equipment needs to be replaced at 
one time. At the time this analysis was written, no response had been 
received from the CCe. For that reason, we withhold recommendation 
on . this proposal, pending. further review of what existing equipment 
remains usable and what new equipment needs to be procured. 

C. ADD INSTRUCTIONALL Y RELATED FACILITIES 
The budget proposes 12 projects, totaling $21.9 million, to add instruc­

I tionally related facilities. Table 3 summarizes these projects along with 
our recommendation an~ the estimated future cost for each project. Our 
analysis indicates that nine of these. projects, totaling $19.8 million, are 



1090 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6870 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-CAPITAL OUTLA Y-Continued 
justified because they are in accordanbewith state space guidelines and 
the estimated costs are reasonable. Accordingly, we recommend approval 
of these nine projects. A discussion of the remaining projects and our 
recommendation for each follows. 

Table 3 
California' Community Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

C. Add Instructionally Related Facilities 
Item 6870-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Sub-
Item Location/Project Title Phase" 

(2) Allan Hancock CCD, Allan Hancock College 
Consumer Education Center. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . c 

(12) Contra Costa CCD, Los Medanos College 
Music Addition .............. ,................. w 

(14) Foothill'DeAnza CCD-DeAnza College 
Computer/Electronics Building.............. w 

(22) Los Angeles CCD-East Los Angeles College 
, Vocational Building.. . .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. . w 

(24) Los Angeles CCD-Los Angeles Southwest 
College Technical Education Center.. . . . . . . w 

(26) Los Rios CCD-Sacramento City College 
Performing Arts Complex.................... c 

(34) Rancho Santiago CCD-Orange Campus 
Permanent buildings, increment II . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(48) San Mateo CC-Skyline College Automotive 
building addition. . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . .. . . . wc 

(54) Santa. Barbara CCD-Santa Barbara City 
College-Interdisciplinary Center ........... ce 

(57) Ventura CCD-Moorpark College Occupa-
tional Graphic Arts Building.. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. c . 

(61) Yosemite CCD-Columbia College Gymna-
sium and Performing Arts.. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. ce 

(62) Yuba CCD-Woodland Center Permanent 
building, phase I.. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ce 

·Totals ...................................................... .. 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$1,223 . 

153 

466 

112 

247 

3,301 

6,336 

448 

4,524 

1,603 

750 

2,783 
$21,946 

Analyst's 
Recommen­

dation 

$1,223 

131 

466 

112 

pending 

3,301 

6,336 

448 

4,524 

1,603 

pending 

2,783 
$20,929 

• Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; c = construction and e = equipment. 
b District estimates. 

Contra Costa CCD-Music Building Addition 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost b 

$89 

2,964 

9,551 

2,230 

5,357 

724 

465 

149 

1,333 

$22,862 

We recommend a reduction ()f $32,000 in Item 6870-301-785(12) to 
prepare working drawings for a music building addition at Los 
Medanos College because the estimated construction cost is too high 
and should be reduced to reflect a realistic cost for this type of facility. 
(Future savings: $377,000). 

The budget proposes $153,000 to prepare working drawings for. an 
addition of 10,202 assignable square feet (asf) to the music building at Los 
Medanos College. The estimated future cost for construction and equip­
ment is nearly $3 million~ The addition will contain two large recor­
ding/instrumental laboratories, with a central control booth, laboratories 
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for audio recording, piano classes and synthesizers, eight laboratories for 
individual music practice rooms, and a large storage area. 

Recommendation. Our analysis indicates that the college's music 
program is steadily growing and the existing facility needs to be 
expanded to accommodate this growth. The estimated construction cost, 
however, of $187 per asf is too high. For example, this cost exceeds (1) the 
estimated cost of $150 per asf to construct a similar music building 
addition at Sacramento City College and (2) the building cost guideline 
of $150 per asf for music facilities in the California State University. The 
proposed music facilities at Los Medanos are not unique and there is no 
apparent reason why the estimated cost should exceed these bench mark 
costs. Consequently, the future construction cost for the music addition 
should be reduced by $377,000. This reduction will also result in a $32,000 
reduction in the state's share ·of the fees to prepare working drawings. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the $153,000 in Item 6870-301-785(12) 
be reduced by $32,000. 

Los Angeles CCD-Technical Education Center 
We withhold recommendation on $247,000 in Item 6870-301-785 (24) to 

prepare working drawings for a new technical education center 
building at Los Angeles Southwest College because construction of a 
new facility is not warranted to meet instructional demands. As an 
alternative, the district should, in advance of budget hearings, present 
the Legislature with a proposal to remodel existing facilities to meet its 
emerging program needs. 

The Budget Bill proposes $247,000 to prepare working drawings for a 
new technical education center building (26,600 asf) at Los Angeles 
Southwest College. The estimated future cost for construction and 
equipment is about $5.4 million. The center would provide lecture and 
laboratory space for computer science, electronics, word processing, 
manufacturing and tool technology, engineering, computer-aided draft­
ing (CAD/CAM), and automated manufacturing. Secondary effects of 
constructing the center include (1) conversion of 10,000 asf to campus 
support functions such as financial aid and career counseling, (2) 
conversion of 7,000 asf of laboratory space into classrooms, and (3) 
removal of all temporary bungalows (31,000 asf) from the campus. 

Recommendation. It is clear that the district has a need to appropri­
ately accommodate the instructional programs in computer science, 
electronics and other high-technology subjects. Our analysis indicates, 
however, that construction of a new 26,600 asflaboratory / classroom is not 
a preferred alternative since it would significantly increase the excess 
space on campus. As Table 4 shows, the college would have 51,000 asf of 
excess permanent classroom and laboratory space remaining after the 
new facility is completed and all of the bungalows (31,000 asf) are 
removed. Moreover, relocation of the CAD/CAM drafting laboratory is 
not justified because this 1,350 asf laboratory is in permanent space that 
was altered for the laboratory in 1986. 

Clearly, there is sufficient permanent space to accommodate most, if 
not all, of the proposed classroom/laboratories through reassignment 
and/or remodeling. Moreover, the type of space needed should not 
require major alterations to the existing facilities. Consequently, we 
withhold recommendation on the requested amount and urge the 

! district, prior to budget hearings, to present the Legislature with a 
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Table 4 

Los Angeles Southwest College 
Impact of Proposed Technical 

Education Building on Excess Space a 

1991.92 b 

Excess 
Classroom 

Space (as!) 
Without building c. ... ........... .............. .... .... 14,000 
With building (26,600 asf) c..................... . . . . .. 19,000 

• Based on state space guidelines. 
b Completion of the building is projected in the last quarter of 1991. 

Excess 
Laboratory 
Space. (as!) 

14,500 
32,000 

C Assumes removal of all temporary bungalows (31,000 asf) from the campus. 

Total 
Excess 

Space (asf) 
28,500 
51,000 

proposal to reassign and/ or remodel existing space to meet these 
instructional program needs. A project of this nature would warrant 
legislative consideration. 

Yosemite CCD-Augmentation for Gymnasium/Performing Arts Building 
We withholdrecommendation on $750,000 in Item 6870-301-785(61) 

proposed for a new gymnasium and performing arts building at 
Columbia College, pending completion of the district's architectural 
review to reevaluate the project's design and construction costs. 

The budget requests $750,000 for (1) augmentation of the state's share 
of construction costs ($350,000) and (2) equipment ($400,000) for the 
new gymnasium and performing arts building (23,388 asf) at Columbia 
College. Working drawings for this project were previously funded by the 
district and state funds totaling $3.8 million were appropriated in the 1987 
Budget Act for construction. The total cost of construction ($4.2 million) 
was to be shared with the state paying 90 percent ($3.8 million) and the 
district paying 10 percent ($380,000). The working drawings were 
completed in 1982 and the district plans to advertise for construction bids 
in June 1988. It is not clear how the district can proceed on this schedule 
if the proposed state funds are needed. 

The $350,000 augmentation of the state's share of the construction costs, 
would change the project's cost share ratio with the state now paying 98.5 
percent ($4,150,000)· and the district paying a reduced share of 1.5 
percent ($50,000) in lieu of the 10 percent share ($350,OOO),coIltemplated 
by the 1987 Budget Act. The district maintains that increa~ed. state .. 
funding is necessary because it does not have sufficient reserves to pay 
more than 1.5 percent of the construction costs. 

Recognizing that the working drawings for this project were com­
pleted more than five years ago and that the construction estimate needs 
to be reevaluated, the district recently initiated an architectural design 
review of the project. This design review will identify various options for 
reducing the cost of the project. 

Recommendation. Our analysis indicates that no decision should be 
made regarding the requested state funds until the district's design 
review is completed. Information from this effort is clearly needed to 
determine (1) how much, if any, construction augmentation is needed 
(2) what options are available to reduce costs, and (3) when equipment 



Item 6870 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1093 

funding will be ,needed and in what amount.. For these reasons, we 
withhold recommendation on this project pending completion of the 
district's design review. 

D. UPGRADE INSTRUCllONALLY RELATED FACILITIES 
As Table 5 shows, the budget contains six projects, totaling $1.8 million, 

to upgrade instructionally related facilities. Of this amount, we recom­
mend approval of $1.5 million for five of the six projects, as summarized 
in Table 5. These projects are justified based on enrollments, academic 
needs and state space guidelines,and the associated costs are reasonable. 
A discussion of the remaining project and our recommendation follows. 

Table 5 
California Community Colleges 
1988-419 Capital Outlay Program 

D. Upgrade .Instructionally Related Facilities 
Item 6870-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Budget Analyst's 
Sub- Bill Recommen-
Item Location/Project Title Phase" Amount dation 

(3) Allan Hancock CCD-Allan. Hancock Col-
lege Secondary effects of renovation ......... w' $110 110 

(4) Allan Hancock CCD-Allan Hancock Col-
lege Performing Arts addition ................ wc 778 778 

(6)Cabrillo CCD-Cabrillo College Photo Lab 
rehabilitation .................................. wce 251 pending 

(11) Compton CCD-Compton College Electron-
ics Laboratory, remodel ...................... wc 208 208 

(18) Glendale CCD-Glendale College Create 
classrooms-remodel. ......................... w 132 132 

(53) Santa Barbara CC-Santa Barbara City Col-
lege Secondary effects, renovation ........... wc 304 304 
Totals ............................................. $1,783 $1,532 

a Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; c = construction and e = equipment. 
b District estimates. 

Cabrillo CCD - Photo Laboratory Rehabilitation 

Estimated 
Future 
Cost b 

$1,675 

74 

102 

2,000 

$3,851 

We withhold recommendation mi $251,000 in Item 6870-301-785(6) for 
working drawings and rehabilitation of a photo laboratory at Cabrillo 
College because the district has' ~ot provided the Legislature with 
sufficient information and preliminary plans to explain what the 
project will consist of and the basis for the cost estimate. 

The Budget Bill proposes $251,000 for working drawings and rehabili­
tationof a 6,107 asf photo laboratory at Cabrillo College. Until 1985 the 
college had two photo laboratories. One was used for general photo 
instruction and the other, was used as a smaller specialized instruction 
laboratory. The larger generalized laboratory was closed because of the 
inadequacy of its ventilation system. The proposed project would reha­
bilitate the larger laboratory and install a new ventilation system to 
permit reopening for instructional use. 

Recommendation. Based on enrollment demands, there is a need to 
reinstate the general photo laboratory for instructional use. The district, 
however, has not provided the Legislature with sufficient, information 
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and preliminary plans to explain either what rehabilitation work is 
necessary (other than the ventilation system) or the basis for the cost 
estimate. Pending receipt and review of this information, we withhold 
recommendation on the $251,000 in Item 6870-301-785(6). 
E. LIBRARIES 

We recommend approval. 
As Table 6 shows, the budget proposes two projects, totaling $2.5 

million, to add library facilities. These projects conform with state space 
guidelines and the estimated costs are reasonable. Accordingly, we 
recommend approval. 

Table 6 
California Community Collages 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

E. Libraries 

Sub-

Item 687().3()1-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Item Location/Project Title 
(35) Redwoods . CCD-College of the Red-

woods- library addition ................... .. wc 
(56) South County CCD-Chabot College, Val-

ley Campus Learning Resources Center.... w 
Totals ....... · ......................................... : ...... · 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$2,216 

266 
$2,482 

" Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings and c = construction. 
b District estimates. 

F. ADD NEW SUPPORT FACILITIES 
We recommend approval. 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 

dation Cost b 

$2,216 $601 

266 5,194 
$2,482 $5,795 

As Table 7 shows, the budget proposes three projects, totaling $6.3 
million, to add new support facilities. These projects have previously 
been approved by the Legislature for the preparation of working 
drawings. The proposals are consistent with prior legislative approval. 
Consequently, we recommend approva~. 

Table 7 
California CO!1lmunity Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Qutlay Program 
F. Add New Support Facilities 

Sub-

Item 6870-301-785 
(dollars in thousands) 

Item Location/Project Title Phase" 
(20) Grossmont~yamaca CC-Cuyamaca 

College outdoor physical education facility. . c 
(28) Mendocino Lake CC-Mendocino College 

indoor physical education facility, phase I; ~ c 
(52) Santa Barbara CC-Santa Barbara City Col-

lege Student Service Center................ c 
·Totals ........................................... ; ......... .. 

" Phase symbol indicates: c = construction. 
b District estimates. 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

1,314 

3,499 

1,533 
$6,346 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 

dation Cost b 

1,314 $525 

3,499 150 

1,533 234 
$6,346 $1,032 
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The budget proposes one project costing $2.2 million for the upgrading 
of support facilities. This project is requested by the Glendale CCD to 
renovate (construct) a classroom, laboratory and administration building 
having 3,600 asf at Glendale College. The district estimates future costs of 
$398,000 to complete the project. The building was constructed in 1937 
and the proposed areas need to be renovated to meet campus adminis­
trative needs. The proposed work and associated costs are reasonable. 

H. OTHER PROJECTS 
We recommend approval. 
This category includes: (1) 12 projects ($2.8 million) to remove 

architectural barriers to mobility impaired individuals to providE) access 
to educational facilities, (2) four utility/road improvement projects ($2 
million), and (3) statewide preliminary planning funds ($250,000) to be 
allocated to districts on a "needs" basis as determined by the Chancellor's 
office. Table 8 provides a summary of these projects and the estimated 
future cost of each project. The proposals and. associated costs are 
reasonable and we recoril'mend approval. 

Table 8 
California Community Colleges 
19aa.a9 Capital Outlay Program 

H. Oth~r Projects 
IteiTf687()..3()1-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Sub" 
Item Location/Project Title Phase a 

(7) Coachella Valley CCO-College of the Desert 
architectural barriers, removal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(8) Coachella Valley CCD-College of the Desert 
campus water system. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(13) El Camino CCD-El Camino College archi-
tectural barriers, removal .................... w 

(15) Foothill-DeAnza CCD-Foothill College ar-
chitectural barriers, removal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(29) Mt. San Antonio CCO-Mt. San Antonio-
College emergency access road. . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(31) Peralta CCD-Laney College architectural 
barriers, removal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

(33) Rancho Santiago CCD-Orange Campus 
Chapman Avenue, relocate................... wc 

(39) .Saddleback CCD-IrVine Valley College 
road improvements .................... : . . . . . . wc 

(43) San Francisco CCD-John Adams Center 
architectural barriers, removal ... ; . . . . . . . . . . . c 

(46) San Mateo CCD-Canada College architec-
tural barriers, removal. .............. ......... wc 

(47) San Mateo CCD-College of San Mateo -
architectural barriers, reinoval. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$123 

301 

259 

197 

910 

112 

459 

337 

503 

106 

507 

Analyst's Estimated 
Recommen- Future 

dation Cost b 

$123 

301 

259. $2,900 

197 

910 

112 

459 

337 

503 .. 
106 

507 
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(49) Santa Barbara CCD-Wake Center architec-

tural barriers, removal. . . .. .. . . .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . wc 18 18 
(50) Santa Barbara CCD-Schott Center architec-

tural barriers, removal ........................ ; we 89 89 
(55) Shasta-Tehama-Trinity CCD-Shasta Col-

lege-architectural barriers, removal. . . . . . . . wc 177 177 
(58) Victor Valley CCD~Victor Valley College 

architectural barriers, removal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . wc .431 431 
(60) West Valley Mission CCD-West Valley Col-

lege architectural barriers, removal......... . wc 323 323 
(63) Community Colleges Statewide......... ..... P 250 250 

Totals ....................................................... . $5,102 $5,102 $2,900 

"Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; and c = construction. 
b District estimates. . 
C Not applicable. 

I. CREATION OF PERMANENT OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS 
As summarized in Table 9,. this category includes three projects, 

totaling $1.4 million to develop working drawings for future construction 
of initial facilities for three educational centers in two districts. Our 
findings and recommendations on these proposals follow ~ 

Table 9 
Caiifornia Cominunity Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

I. Creation of Permanent.Off-Campus Centers 
Item 6870:.301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Sub-
Item Location/Project Title Phase" 
(30) Mt. San Jacinto CCD-West Center perma-

nent facilities, phase I ...................... . w 
(36) Riverside CCD-Moreno Valley Center 

permanent buildings, phase I .............. . w 
(37) Riverside CCD-Norco Center permanent 

. building, phase I ........................... .. w 
Totals ..................................................... .. 

" Phase symbol indicates: w = working drawings. 
b District estimates. 

Funding for New Centers is Premature 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$320 

519 

523 
$1,362. 

Analyst's 
Recommen­

dation 

Estimated 
Future . 
Costb 

. $9,641 

12,970 

15,564 

$38,175 

We recommend deletion of $1,362,000 in Item 6870-301-785(30), (36) 
and (37) for working drawings for permanent facilities (Phase I) for 
new off-campus centers in Riverside County-Mt. San Jacinto CCD, 
West Center ($320,000) and Riverside CCD, Moreno Valley Center 
($519,000) and Norco Center ($523,000)-because funding forthe$B 
projects is premature. . 

Rapid population growth in the western region of Riverside County has 
prompted the Mt. San Jacinto and Riverside Community College Dis­
tricts to jointly propose the establishment of three new off-campus 
centers. 
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West Center. The Mt. San Jacinto CCD is proposing to start develop­
ment of the West Center on 50 acres of land gifted by a developer in the 
new community of Menifee Village, about 28 miles southeast of the City 
of Riverside. The district has secured an option to buy an additional 50 
acres to provide a total of 100 acres for future development of a full 
campus. The center will provide permanent facilities to replace three 
leased centers in Temecula and Lake Elsinore. These centers had a 
combined enrollment of 720 students (213 ADA) in 1986. The Depart­
ment of Finance projects that, with the opening of the new center in 1990 
to serve both day and evening students, enrollment wiUincrease to 1,650 
(767 ADA). By 1995, enrollment is projected to reach 2,650 (1,260 ADA). 

Initially, the district is requesting $320,000 to do working drawings for 
future construction of the initial permanent facilities, (phase 1-21,000 as£) 
estimated to cost $4.3 million. The district's request does not include 
funds for working drawings for site grading or development of on-site and 
off-site infrastructure. The first increment of buildings will provide for a 
general education program with emphasis on business and computers,. 
The total. capital cost of the center is expected to reach about $10 million. 
by 1990-91. 

Moreno Valley Center. The Riverside CCD is proposing to start 
development of the Moreno Valley Center on 132 acres of land gifted by 
a developer in the new community of Moreno Valley Ranch, about 12 
miles east of the City of Riverside. The site will permit eventual 
development of a full campus at this location. The center will replace two 
leased centers at March Air Force Base and Moreno Valley High School. 
These ceriters had a combined enrollment of 785 students (417 ADA) in 
1986. The Department of Finance projects that, with the opening of the 
new center in 1990 to serve both day and evening students, enrollment 
will increase to 2,360 (973 ADA). By 1995, enrollment is projected to 
reach 3,470 (1,580 ADA). .. 

Initially, the district is requesting $519,000 to develop working drawings 
for future construction of the initial permanent facilities, (phase 1-37,135 
as£) estimated to cost $7.1 million. The district's request does not include 
funds for working drawings for site grading or development of on-site and 
off-site infrastructure. The first increment of facilities will consist of the 
(1) college center building, (2) science and mathematics building, and 
(3) business and administration building. The total capital cost of the 
center is expected to reach about $13.5 million by 1990-91. 

Norco Center. The Riverside CCD is proposing to start development of 
the Norco Center on 141 acres of land gifted by the federal government 
in the community of Norco, about 10 miles southwest of the City of 
Riverside. The site will permit eventual development of a full campus at 
this location. The center will replace two leased centers at Corona and La 
Sierra. These centers had a combined enrollment of 1,191 students (417 
ADA) in 1986 .. The Department of Finance projects, that, with the 
opening of the new center in 1990 to serve both day and evening 
students, enrollment will increase to 2,630 (1,085 ADA). By 1995, 
enrollment is projected to reach 3,370 (1,507 ADA). 

Initially, the district is requesting $523,000 to develop working drawings 
for construction of permanent facilities, (phase 1-40,048 as£) estimated to 
cost $6.9 million. The,district's request does not include funds for working 
drawings for site grading or development of on-site and off-site infra­
structure. The first increment of facilities will consist of the (1) campus 
center building, (2) arts, letters, and humanities building, (3) science and 
math building, (4) trade and industry building, and (5) health science 
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and physical education building. The total cost of the center is expected 
to exceed $16 million in 1990-91. 

Recommendation. Clearly, Riverside County is a high-population 
growth area. Our analysis, however, indicates that authorization for 
development of the three centers in Riverside County is premature 
because the California Postsecondary 'Education Commission (CPEC) 
has not established what additional community college centers and/ or 
future campuses will be needed in Riverside County and when they will 
be needed. Legislative intent as expressed in existing law, states that 
expansion of higher education centers or campuses should not be 
authorized/funded until CPEC has recommended such a need in a 
detailed study. Furthermore, the funding of working drawings for the 
initial facilities will serve no advantage unless drawings for site grading 
and development of roads, parking lots, and utilities are also funded to 
permit concurrent coordination of facility and infrastructure plans. This 
is necessary to allow construction and completion of all essential facilities 
and supporting infrastructure at the same time. As an added concern, the 
Riverside CCD has not provided the Legislature with preliminary plans 
for the Moreno Valley or Norco project. For these reasons, we recom­
mend deletion of $1,360,000 for all three projects. 

Supplemental Report Language-Norco/Moreno Valley. The Supple­
mental Report of the 1987 Budget Act stated that "If the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) recommends the estab­
lishment of an off-campus center or (new) campus in Norco and/or 
Moreno Valley and if funds for the construction of these centers/cam­
puses are included in a subsequent Governor's Budget, it is legislative 
intent that the state's share of the cost to develop working drawings for 
legislatively approved project(s) be appropriated along with the amount 
for construction." If CPEC approves these projects during the budget 
year, the district could proceed with working drawings and seek state 
cost sharing in 1989-90 for working drawings and construction, as outlined 
in the supplemental report. 
J. ANCILLARY FACILITIES 

As Table 10 summarizes, the budget proposes two projects costing 
$2,935,000 for ancillary facilities on two campuses. Our findings and 
recommendations follow: 

Table 10 
California Community Colleges 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

Sub-

J. Ancillary Facilities 
Item 6870-301-785 

(dollars in thousands) 

Item Location/Project Title Phase" 
(5) Butte CCD-Butte College maintenance 

warehouse .................................... . wc 
(42) San Francisco CCD-San Francisco City 

College central shops and warehouse....... wc 
Totals ...................................................... . 

Budget 
Bill 

Amount 

$762 

2,173 
$2,935 

" Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings and c = construction. 
b District estimates. 

Analyst's 
Recommen­
. dation 

pending 

pending 

Estimated 
Future 
eost b 

123 
$123 
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Butte CCD:""'Maintenance Warehouse 

We withhold recommendation on $762,000 in Item 6870-301-785 (5) for 
working drawings and construction of a new maintenance and ware­
house facility at Butte College because (1) preliminary plans have not 
been completed for this project, and (2) it is not clear that the proposed 
facility is needed. 

The budget includes $762,000 for working drawings and construction of 
anew maintenance and warehouse facility at Butte College, which is 
projected to be completed by September 1990. The project will provide 
20,010 asf in a two-story structure for several maintenance/automotive 
shops, a warehouse and maintenance offices. These functions are pres­
ently located in a total of 8,964 ailf. The secondary effects of the project 
willbe to relocate an auto body instructional shop from downtown Chico 
to the space (7,650 asf) vacated by the shops. In addition, a temporary 
trailer (1,314 asf) will be removed from the campus. 

According to the district, relocation of its shop and warehouse opera­
tions to a larger facility at a new location is necessary to (1) relieve 
congested traffic and parking conditions in the area of the existing shops 
and warehouse building, (2) relieve overcrowding of maintenance and 
warehouse operations, and (3) permit relocation of the auto body classes 
from Chico to the campus. 

Recommendation . . Preliminary plans have not been provided to the 
Legislature for this project. Our analysis of the planning information 
provided by the district indicates that the district has not clearly 
explained why a new facility is needed rather than expanding and 
modifying the existing building and parking area to meet the needs of the 
college. Lacking the preliminary plans and clear justification for the 
project, we are unable to formulate a recommendation as to whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or another solution is available 
that would provide for the district's support and instructional needs at an 
earlier date and at lower cost to the state. Consequently, we withhold our 
recommendation pending receipt of this information from the district. 

San Francisco CCD-Central Shops and Warehouses 

We recommend deletion of $2,173,000 in Item 6870-301-785(42} for 
working drawings and construction of a central shop and warehouse 
facility at San Francisco City College because (I) it uses limited 
campus property that may be needed for library/instructional space 
and. (2) it provides space excess to state guidelines. 

The budget includes $2,173,000 for working drawings and construction 
of a new central shop and warehouse facility at San Francisco City 
College. The existing shops and warehouse serve the district's single 
campus and nine centers. The project will provide 28,000 asf in a 

, two-story structure to consolidate the district's shops, and a portion of its 
I warehouse operations which are presently located in several district 

owned and leased facilities. The new facility will also accommodate the 
district's facilities management and planning offices. The district plans to 
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retain 13,500 asf of leased warehouse space. In effect, the new facility and 
the leased space will provide the district with 41,500 asf for shops and 
warehouse purposes. 

According to the district, consolidation of the shops, warehouses and 
facility planning offices is needed to (1) provide for more efficient and 
safe shop and warehouse operations, and (2) permit the demolition of an 
old wood maintenance building (9,600asf) as ordered by the ,State Fire 
Marshal. This building has been recently vacated and is being readied for 
demolition. 

Recommendation. We concur with demolition of the wood mainte­
nance building because it is clearly a fire hazard. However, our analysis 
indicates that the proposed project is not justified because (1) the 
construction of a new and larger shop and warehouse facility, on the 
relatively small land base of the already crowded City College campus 
site, would use up one of the few remaining sites available for future 
construction of additional library/instructional space (according to the 
district, library space is 60 percent short of its enrollment needs) and (2) 
the proposal would provide 13,500 asf more space than is justified under 
state guidelines. In addition, excavation ofa steep hillside would be 
required for the first floor of the proposed building, thus substantially 
increasing construction costs. 

For these reasons, we recommend deletion of $2,173,000 for working 
drawings and construction of the shop and warehouse facility at San 
Francisco City College. 

Supplemental Report Language 
For the purpose of project definition and control, we recommend that 

the fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language w1:J.ich 
describes the scope of each of the capital outlay projects approved under 
this item. . 

STUDENT AID COMMISSION 

Item 7980 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. E 152 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................ " $332,595;000 
Estimated 1987 -88 .................................................................. "....... 321,356,000 
Actual 1986-87 ........................ ; ....................................................... ,. 307,490,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount· 
for salary increases) $11,239,000 (+3.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ................................................... " ...... . 
Recommended transfer from other Budget Bill items ........ .. 

10,000,000 
None 

7,063,000 



Item 7980 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1101 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
7980-001-OO1-Support 
7980-OO1-951-Guaranteed Loan Program 
7980-011-890-Purchase of defaulted loans 
7980-011-951-Purchase of defaulted loans 
7980-101-OO1-Awards 
7980-10l-890-Awards 
7980-111-OO1-Awards 
7980-121-OO1-Awards 

Total 

Fund 
General 
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve 
federal Trust 
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve 
General 
Federai Trust 
General 
General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Cal Grant A and B Programs 

Amount 
$7,104,000 
16,206,000 

(150,943,000) 
. 160,000,000 

118,465,000 
12,725,000 
15,079,000 
3,016,000 

$332,595,000 

Analysis 
page 

1. UC and CSU Grant Levels. Reduce Items 6440~006-001 by lU3 
$2,584,()()(j, 6610-001-001 by $4,479,000, 7980-:111-001 by 
$882,000 and 7980-121-001 by $375,000 and augment Item: 
7980-101-001' by $8,320,000. Recommend the maximum 
awards for students attending UC and CSU be set to equal 
systemwide mandatory fees. To do this recommend consol­
idating Cal Grant-related funds budgeted for UC and CSU 
financial aid programs in the Student Aid Commission 
budget. 

2. Private and Proprietary Grant Levels. Augment Item 1113 
7980-101-001 by $5,250,000 and reduce Items 7980-111-001 by 
$4,930,000 and 7980-121-001 by $320,000. Recommend in­
creasing the current maximum grant for students attending 
private and proprietary institutions by 6.7 perceht---:-the 
percentage increase in General Fund support for UCand 
CSU. 

3: Cal Grant B Subsistence Allowance. Augment Iterri7980- 1113 
101-001 by $1,588,000 and reduce Item 7980-121,001 by 
$1,588,000. Recommend approval of Governor's proposal to 
increase the maximum subsistence allowance for all Cal 
Grant B recipients by 4.5 percept. 

4. Excess Funding. Delete Items 7980.:.111-001 ($9,267,000)and 1113 
7980-121-001 ($73~000) for a General Fund savings of $10 
million. Recommend reduction of grant funds in excess of 
new program needs. 

Cal-SOAP Program 
5. California Student Opportunity and Access Program. Rec- 1116 

ommend the enactment of legislation to extend the sunset 
date for the program because under current law· the pro-
gram will sunset on January 1, 1989. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Student Aid Commission (SAC) is composed of 15 members,l1 of 

whom are appofuted by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate, two 
are appointed by the Senate Rules Committee, and two are appointed by 

! the Speaker 6f the Assembly. . 
The commission administers: 
• Seven student grant programs; 
• A program which guarantees federally-insured loans to students; 
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• An outreach program (known as Cal-SOAP) designed to promote 

. access to postsecondary education to disadvantaged and underrepre­
sented students; 

• A state-funded work-study program; and 
• A state-funded loan assumption program (known as APLE) designed 
. to encourage students to pursue a teaching career . 

. The commission is also responsible for collecting and analyzing infor­
mation on student financial aid, evaluating commission programs, assess­
ing the statewide need for financial aid, and disseminating information on 
financial aid to students, parents, and California educational institutions. 

The commission has 208.2 personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes total expenditures by the StudenJ Aid Commis­

sion (SAC) of $333 million in 1988-89. This is an increase of $11.2 million 
(3.5 percent) over the current~year level. Table 1 shows funding levels 
for the commission's programs in the prior, current, and budget years. 

Table 1 
Student Aid Commission 
. Budget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Actual Est: 
1986-87 1987-88 

Local assistance. programs .................. $118,159 $132,522 
Student loans guaranteed .................. (697,999) (711,000) 
Purchase of defaulted loans ................ 162,368 160,000 
State operations ............. ' ............... 27,255 2&,834 

Subtotals, Expenditures ................ ($307,782) ($321,356) 
Less reimbursements ....................... -$292 

Totals, Expenditures ................... $307,490 $321,356 

Funding Sources 
General Fund . .............................. $112,117 $125,804 
Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund ........... 27,286 33,194 
Federal Trust Fund ............. : ........... 168,f!87 162,~ 

Personnel-years ............................. 189.6 208.2 

For 1988-89, the budget proposes: 

Change/rom 
. Prop. 1987-88 
1988-89 Amount Percent 
$149,285 $16,763 12.6% 
(702,000) -9,000 -1.3 
160,000 
23,310 -5,524 -'-19.2 

($332,595) ($11,239) (3.5%) 

$332,595 $11,239 3.5% 

$143,664 $17,860 . 14.2% 
25,263 -7,931 -'23.9 

163,668 1,310 0.8 

213.9 5.7 2.7% 

• $149 million for financial aid grant programs, a $16.8 million (13 
percent) increase; 

• $702 million for new federally-insured student loans, a $9.0 million 
(1.3 percent) decrease; 

• . $160 million to purchase defaulted loans under the Guaranteed 
Student,Loan Program, the same level of funding provided for this 
purpose in the current-year; and 

• $23 million to support the commission's administrative operations,a 
$5.5 million (19 percent) decrease.' . . 
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Table 1 also shows that funding sources include: 
• $144 million from the General Fund, an increase of $17.9 million (14 

percent) ; 
.$25 million from the Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund (Loan Fund), 

a decrease of $7.9 million (24 percent); and 
• $164 million from the Federal Trust Fund, an increase of $1.3 million 

(0.8 percent). 

Significant Program Changes 
Table 2 displays, by funding source, the components of the $11.2 million 

increase in total expenditures for the commission in 1988-89. 

Table 2 
Student Aid Commission 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
By 'Funding Source 

(dollars in thousands) 
Fundinc. Sources 

Guaranteed 
Loan 

General Reserve 
Fund Fund 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ................. .. $125,804 $33,194 
Baseline Adjustments 

Pro rata adjustments. ' .......................... .. $169 
Employee compensation ........................ . $89 37 
c.PJ. allowance: ................................ . 86 384 
Indirect cost adjustment ........................ . 846 
One-time reductions ............................ . -264 -1,302 
Awards ........ : ................................ .. -704 
Loan ~ontract. .................. , ............... . -9,600 
Other ........................................... .. 

Subtotals, Baseline Adjustments .............. . (-$793) (-$9,466) 
Program Changes 

Cal Grant A-maximum award increase ....... . $15,079 
Cal Grant B-maximum award increase ....... . 3,016 
Information system-2nd year ................. . 428 $1,362 
Loan program-staff ............................ . 173 
Cal-SOAPextension ............................ . 80 
Work-Study Program evaluation ............... . 50 

Subtotals, Program Changes ................. . ($18,653) ($1,535) 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ................ . $143,664 $25,263 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount .......................................... . $17,860 -$7,931 
Percent .......................................... . 14.2% -23.9% 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Federal 
Trust 
Fund Totals 

$162,358 $321,356 

$169 
126 
470 
846 

-1,566 
-704 

-9,600 
$1,310 ~ 

($1,310) (-$8,949j 

$15,079 
3,016 
1,790 

173 
80 
50 

($20,188) 
, " 

$163,668 $332,595 

$1,3iO $11,239 
0.8% 3.5% 

We recommend approval of the baseline adjustments and the following 
program changes which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: 

• Second-year Automation-an increase of $1.8 million~$428,000 
from the General Fund and $1.4 million from the Loan Fund-and 5 
positions (3 new positions, and 2 redirected positions) to support the 
second-year implementation of the automated Financial Aid Process­
ing System; 

• Loan Program Staff-an increase of $173,000 from the Loan Fund 
for two additional positions in the Contracts Management Unit of the 
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Loan Program, and one position to provide training and outreach 
services to schools participating in the loan programs; 

• Cal-SOAP Extension-an increase of $80,000 from the General Fund 
to extend the current program to 1,200 low-income and ethnic 
minority junior high and intermediate school· students; and 

• Work-Study Evaluation-an increase of $50,000 from the General 
Fund for transfer to the Legislative Analyst to contract for an 
evaluation of the Work-Study program as required by currentlaw 
(Ch 1196/86). 

A. STUDENT FINANCIAL AID IN CALIFORNIA 
Student financial aid awards primarily consist of three basic types of 

aid-grants, loans, and work study. Grants are awards that do not have to 
be repaid by the recipient. These awards are provided to students based 
on their financial need and academic achievement. Loans, on the other 
hand, must be repaid by the recipient. Generally, student loans carry a 
lower interest rate and a longer term than commercial loans. The third 
type of award-work study-involves some program of subsidized com­
pensation in which a student's wages are supported by financial aid and 
employer funding. A student's financial aid "package" may consist of all 
three· types of aid. 

The Student Aid Commission administers most of the state-supported 
financial aid programs. Students attending postsecondary institutions in 
California, however, receive financial assistance from many sources other 
than the state. 

The commission estimates that $1.7 billion in financial aid will be 
provided to students attending postsecondary institutions in California in 
1987-88. This amount is approximately $84 million (5.2 percent) more 
than the amount estimated to have been available in 1986-87. 

Data provided by SAC indicate that: 
• State-supported financial aid programs provide $163 million, or just 

under 10 percent of the total; 
• Postsecondary institutions provide $392 million, or 24 percent of the 

total; 
• The California Educational Loan Programs provide $661 million, or 

40 percent, of the total; and 
• Federal programs, excluding the Educational Loan Programs, pro­

vide $444 million, or 27 percent of all student financial aid. 

B. LOCAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (Items 7980-101-001, 7980-101-890, 
7980-111-001, 7980-121-00 1) 

Table 3 displays the funding levels for all the commission's local 
assistance programs for the prior, current, and budget years. 
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Table 3 
. Student .Aid Commission 
Local Assistance Programs 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Actual Est 
Change/rom 

Prop. 1987-88 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 Amount Percent 

$75,758 $84,039 $99,100 . $15,061 17.9% 
Grant Programs 

Cal Grant A (Scholarship) .............. . 
Cal Grant B (College Opportunity) ... . 33,146 38,214 40,557 2,343 6.1 
Cal Grant C (Occupational) .......... : .. 3,316 3,039 3,131 92 3.0 
Graduate Fellowship ..................... . 2,951 2,965 2,969 4 0.1 
Law Enforcement Personnel Depen-

dents ................................. .. 10 14 14 
Bilingual Teacher Development .. ; .... . 1,599 l,lll 541 -570 -51.3 
Paul Douglas Teacher Scholarships ..... . 580 ~ ~ -688 -39.5 

Subtotals, Grant Programs ............ . ($117,360) ($131,125) ($147,367) ($16,242) (12.4%) 
Other Programs 

Assumption Program of Loans for Edu-
cation (APLE) ........................ . $302 $150 $591 $441 294.0% 

Work Study Program .................. .. 750 750 
Cal-SOAP .................. , ............. . 497 497 577 80 16.1 

Subtotals, Other Programs ........... . ($799) ($1,397) ($1,918) ($521) (37.3%) 

. Totals, All Programs .................. . $118,159 $132,522 $149,285 $16,763 12.6% 
Funding Sources 
General Fund............................... $106,365 $119,089 $136,560 $17,471 14.7% 
Federal Trust Fund......................... 11,794 13,433 12,725 -708 -5.3 

Table 3 shows that the budget proposes total funding of $149 million in 
1988-89-an increase of. $16.8 million (13 percent) over the amount 
available in the current year. General Fund support for these programs 
is proposed at $137 million, an increase of $17.5 million (15 percent) over 
the current-year level. Federal support· is proposed at $13 million, a 
decrease of $708,000 (5.3 percent) from the current-year level. 

Table 4 shows the maximum grant level and the total number of awards 
proposed by the budget for each of the local assistance grant programs in 
1987-88 and 1988-89. 

Table 4 
Student Aid Commission 

Maximum Award Levels and Number of Awards 
1987-88 and 1988-89 

Maximum Award Level Total Number ot Awards 
Percent Percent 

Program 1987-88 1988-89 Change 1987-88 1988-89 Change 
Cal Grant A (Scholarship) ............ $4,370 $5,400 ·23.6% 42,741 42,741 
Cal Grant B (Opportunity) ........... 4,110 5,100 24.1 24,750 24,750 
Cal Grant C (Occupational) .......... 2,360 2,360 2,307 2,307 
Graduate Fellowship .................. 6,490 6,490 918 940 2.4% 
Law Enforcement Personnel Depen-

dents ............................... 1,500 1,500 8 8 
Bilingual Teacher Development ...... 4,045 4,045 281 193 -31.3 
Paul Douglas Teacher Scholarship .... 5,000 5,000 348 348 
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As the table shows, no additional Cal Grant awards are proposed, while 
maximum levels on existing awards increase by as much as 24 percent. A 
more detailed discussion of this proposal follows. 

1. Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B Programs 
The Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B programs are the two major grant 

programs administered by SAC. . 
Cal Grant A Program. The Cal Grant A, or Scholarship program, 

provides grants to needy and academically able students to cover the cost 
of tuition and fees at a public or private, 4-year postsecondary educational 
institution. In the current year, in order to be eligible for a Cal Grant A 
award, an applicant must (1) come from a family with a .net taxable 
income of $50,000 or less, and (2) have earned a high school grade point 
average (GPA) of at least 2.65. In the current year, the median family 
income of Cal Grant A recipients is $23,454 and the median high school 
GP A is 3.32. Cal Grant A has been characterized as the program which 
seeks to provide recipients with a "choice" between private and public 
institutions. 

Cal Grant B Program. The Cal Grant B, or College Opportunity Grant 
program, provides grants to needy and disadvantaged students to cover 
the cost of tuition and fees, and subsistence costs at a Community 
College, proprietary school (private' vocational schools), or public or 
private, 4-year postsecondary educational institution. During the first 
year of participation, students are only eligible to receive subsistence 
grants. . 

In the current year, in order to be eligible for a Cal Grant B award, an 
applicant must come from a family with a net taxable income of $25,099 
or less. In the current year, the median family income of Cal Grant B 
recipients is $8,500 and the median high school GP A is 3.0. This program 
also differs from the Cal Grant A program in that the selection Of grant 
winners is based not only on the student's GPA and family income, but 
also on the level of parental education, family size, and whether the 
applicant comes from a single parent home. Cal Grant B has been 
characterized as the program which seeks to provide recipients with 
"access" to postsecondary education. 

Segmental Distribution of Grant Recipients. Table 5 displays the 
distribution of Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B recipients among institu­
tional segments. As the table shows, Cal Grant A recipients primarily 
attend the California State University (CSU) , the University of California 
(UC) or private institutions, with slightly more recipients attending UC 
and private institutions than CSU. (Students attending a California 
community college (CCC) are not eligible for a Cal Grant A award.) 

Cal Grant B recipients, on the other hand, primarily attend community 
colleges and CSU, with fewer students attending UC and significantly 
fewer students attending private institutions. (Under current law, 50 
percent of new Cal Grant B awards must be awarded to students 
attending a community college.) 
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Table 5 
Segmental Distribution of 

Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B Recipients 
1986-87 and 1987-88 

1986-87 1987-88 
Cal Grant A Cal Grant B 

Num- Num-
Segment ber Percent ber 
CCC .......................... . 
CSU ............................ 12,657 
UC ............................. 14,319 
Private. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,259 
Proprietary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,996 

29.3% 
33.1 
33.0 
4.6 

10,314 
8,404 
4,285 
1,247 

342 

Percent 
41.9% 
34.2 
17.4 
5.1 
1.4 

Cal Grant A 
Num-
ber Percent 

12;993 
14,104 
13,678 
1,966 

30.4% 
33.0 
32.0 
4.6 

Cal Grant B 
Num­
ber 

10,435 
8,744 
4,500 

929 
142 

Percent 
42.2% 
35.3 
18.2 
3.8 
0.5 

Totals. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 43,231 100.0% 24,592 100.0% 42,741 100.0% 24,750 100.0% 

Governor's Proposal 
As mentioned, the budget does not propose to increase the number 9f 

Cal Grant A or Cal Grant B awards, rather it proposes an $18 million (14 
percent) increase for the two programs in order to increase the mdxi­
mum grant levels. Table 6 displays the components of this proposal. 

Table 6 
Governor's Proposal 

To Increase the Maximum 
Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B Award Levels 

Current ~.:..[';:..:roLP.::;os"'ed=-=M.:::a:::x;.:.im:.:;u:..:m::....::G;.:.1i::.:'(Jn:::t_ New Funding a 

Dollar 
Increase 

Cal Grant A 
CSU .................................... . 
UC ........................ ; ............. . 
Private ................................. . 
Proprietary b •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Subtotal .............................. . 
Cal Grant B 

CSU .................................... . 
UC ...................................... . 
Private ................................. . 
Proprietary ............................. . 
Subsistence ............................. . 

Subtotal .............................. . 

Maximum 
Grant 

$326 
1,070 
4,370 
4,370 

$326 
1,070 
4,110 
4,110 
1,350 

Maximum 
Amount 

$355 
1,125 
5,400 
4,565 

$355 
1,125 
5,100 
4,295 
1,410 

Dollar 
Increase 

$29 
55 

1,030 
195 

$29 
55 

990 
185 
60 

Percent 
Change' 

8.9% 
5.1 

23.6 
4.5 

8.9% 
5.1 

24.1 
4.5 
4.5 

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

(in th~usands) 

$196 
686 

13,800 
~ 
($15,079) 

$189 
186 

1,016 
37 

'1588 c 
--'-

($3,OHi) 

$18,095 

• Dollar amounts are simulations of funding requirements. These numbers represent a typical allocation 
of funds; allocation will differ depending on the students that apply and. their choice of institution. 

b The Department of Finance informs us that the administration will propose an 'amendment to the 
Budget Bill to implement the 4.5 percent increase in the maximum grant for Cal Grant A recipients 
attending proprietary (vocational) schools. 

C This amount funds a 4.5 percent increase in· the maximum subsistence grants for all Grant B recipients, 
including recipients attendii:tg community colleges, who receive subsistence grants only. 

The components of the Governor's proposal are summarized below: 
• Private, 4-year Institutions-maximum grants would increase by 24 . 

percent. The maximum Cal Grant A award is proposed to increase 
from $4,370 to $5,400 and the maximum Cal Grant B award (tuition) 
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from $4,110 to $5,100; total funding would increase by $15 million to 
fund the new maximum grant levels; 

• Public Institutions-maximum Cal Grant A and B awards for UC 
and CSU students would increase by 5.1 percent and 8.9 percent, 
respectively; total funding is proposed to increase by $1.3 million to 
fund the new maximum grant levels; 

e Proprietary Schools-maximum Cal Grant A and B awards would 
increase by 4.5 percent; total funding is proposed to increase by 
$434,000 to fund the new maximum grant level; and 

• Cal Grant B Subsistence Allowance-maximum subsistence allow­
ance provided under the Cal Grant B program would increase by '4.5 
percent for all recipients; total funding is proposed to increase by $1.6 
million for this purpose. 

Rationale for Proposal. In his 1988-89 Budget, the Governor cites that, 
since 1983-84, there have been minor student fee adjustments at UC and 
CSU, and significant increases-45 percent-in the average tuition and 
fees charged by nonpublic, four-year colleges and universities (hereafter 
referred to as "private institutions"). During the same period, the 
maximum grants provided under the Cal Grant programs have not kept 
up with the tuition increases at the private institutions. The Governor 
claims that this disparity has influenced student choice and redirected 
students from the private institutions to the state's public institutions, 
which has aggravated overcrowding. Therefore, to relieve some of the 
enrollment pressures on the public institutions, the Governor proposes to 
redirect student flow to the private institutions by significantly increasing 
the maximum award levels (as shown in Table 6) for the Cal Grant A and 
Cal Grant B programs only for Cal Grant recipients who attend private 
institutions. 

Evidence for Rationale. Our review of the data finds that over the past 
ten years, from 1978-79 to 1987-88, (1) tuition and fees at private 
institutions increased significantly over percentage increases in the 
maximum Cal Grant award levels, and (2) the number of Cal Grant 
recipients attending California's private institutions has declined. 

Over the past ten years, the weighted average of the tuition and fees 
charged by private institutions increased by 145 percent, while the 
maximum Cal Grant A award increased by 62 percent and the maximum 
Cal Grant B award increased by 64 percent. In constant dollar terms, the 
private institutions' tuition and fees increased by 42 percent and the 
maxiinum Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B awards actually declined by 6 
percent and 4 percent, respectively. The· data also show that the 
percentage of Cal Grant A recipients that attend private institutions has 
declined, from 43 percent in 1978-79 to 32 percent in 1987-88. 

Thus, the data are consistent with the Governor's clai~. However, 
whether the decline in the purchasing power of the grants has, in itself, 
caused the shift of Cal Grant recipients from the private to the public 
institutions cannot be ascertained. This is because students base their 
choice of college on more factors than just financial aid, such as the 
quality of the education, religious affiliation, and admissions availability. 

Evaluation of the Governor's Proposal 
As described above, data support the contention that tuition and fees at 

private institutions have increased faster than Cal Grant award levels and 
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that the number of Cal Grant recipients attending the' state's private 
institutions has declined. Our analysis indicates, however, that the 
Governor's proposal will not in and of itself, accomplish its intended goal 
of redirecting students to private institutions and is problematic for 
several reasons. . 

Redirection of Students in 1988 is Unlikely. In the budget year, it is 
unlikely that the Governor's proposal will influence very many students 
to attend a private institution instead of a UC or CSU campus. This is 
b\~cause students have already applied to colleges for the fall of 1988 and 
will m~e their decision of where to attend before the 1988-89 budget is 
enacted. 

Redirection of Students in Future Years is Unlikely. Our analysis 
indicates that it is also unlikely that. the Governor's proposal will 
influence very many students to attend a private institution in future 
years. Table 7 displays the cost factors that a student would typically take 
into account when deciding whether or not to attend a private college or 
university. 

Table 7 
Gap Between Tuition and Maximum Award 

Students Wishing' to Attend a Private Institution in California 
1987-88 and 1988-89 

1987-88 

Tllition an&Fees ......................................... . 
Cal Grant A Maximum Award ......................... .. 
Gap Between Tuition and Award ....................... . 

Current 
$9,250 a 

4,370 

$4,880 

1988-89 
Proposed 

$9,920 b 

5,400 
$4,520 

Change From 
1987-88 

$670 
1,030 

-$360 

a Weighted average of tuitiob. and fees· charged by private colleges and universities. 
b Weighted average of tuition and fees charged by.private colleges and universities increased by the 

projected 1988-89 percentage increase in tuition and fees. 

The table shows that in the current year, the average private tuition in 
California is $9,250 and the maximum Cal Grant A award is $4,370. This 
leaves a gap of $4,880 whiCh will have to be paid by (1) additional 
financial aid provided by the private institution, or (2) the student. In the 
budget year, tuition is projected to increase by $670, (between 7 percent 
and 7.5 percent) and the Governor proposes to increase the maximum 
grant by $1,030 (24 percent). :rhis narrows the gap between tuition and 
the:maximum CaL Grant award by only $360, and leaves a gap that is still 
quite large-$4,520. . . . 

WilL this slight reduction in the gap between private tuition and the 
maximum award be enough to .cause a significant redirection of students 
from public to private institutions? We conclude that it is unlikely 
because the cost differential to the student;. who wishes to attend a 
private institution, will still be high relative to the fee/award gap at the 
public institutions. Absent a significant redirection of students, the 
impact of the maximum private award increase on overcrowding at 
public institutions would be negligible. 

Beneficial Impact on Private Institutions. We note, however, that the 
increased maximum' award would have a beneficial financial impact on 
private· institutions. Specifically, Cal Grant recipients attending private 
institutions typically require inore financial aid than the maximum Cal 
Grant provides. Generally, the private institutions provide all or a portion 
of the additional aid required. To the extent that additional aid is 
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provided by the institution, the effect of the increased Cal Grant award 
is a cost savings for the institution. This is because it will have to provide 
less financial aid than it otherwise would have provided from its own 
funds. Viewed this way, the effect of the Governor's proposal to increase 
the maximum grant for those students attending private institutions is to 
provide an infusioIl of $15 million in state dollars to private colleges and 
universities. . 

Proposal Does Not Balance Choice and Access. In our view, any major 
increase in funding for student aid grants should meet the competing 
demands for student aid resources in a balanced manner. The Governor's 
proposal, however, does not attempt to balance the needs to iIlcrease 
both student choice and student access. While the proposal attempts to 
increase student choice by' increasing the maximum grant for students 
attending private institutions, the proposal neglects to address the need 
to increase student access by increasing the number of new awards. . 

The Student Aid Commission, in setting its budget priorities for 
1988-89, identified as its number one priority, increasing access for needy 
students that come from disadvantaged backgrounds by providing an 
additional 3,000 new Cal Grant B awards at a cost of $4 million. This 
amount was requested because currently there are nearly twice as many 
new Cal Grant A awards (17,400) authorized in a given year as there are 
new Cal Grant B awards (9,250). Furthermore, while one out of every 2.5 
eligible applicants receive a Cal Grant A award, only one out of every 4 
eligible applicants receive a Cal Grant B award. The SAC also found that 
demand for Cal Grant B awards in recent years has outpaced increases in 
the number of available awards. From 1985-86 to 1987-88 the number of 
eligible applicants increased by 23 percent (from 32;008 to 39,232), while 
the number of authorized awards increased by only 12 percent (from 
8,250 to 9,250). 

As mentioned earlier, the Governor proposes the same number of new 
Cal Grant B awards in .the budget year. Neglecting to address the need 
to increase student access is inconsistent with the priorities the Legisla~ 
ture has set with regard to increasing the number of underrepresented 
minorities in the state~s higher educational institutions~ In the current 
year, the demographic composition offirst-tiine Cal Grant A recipients 
who indicated their ethnioity is 44.8 percent White and 43.5.percent· 
minority. (Minority representation is as follows: Black 6.9 percent,Latino 
15.7 percent, Native American 0.7 percent, Asian 16.7 percent, and 
Filipino 3.5 percent.) On the other hand, the demographic composition 
of first~time Cal GrantB recipients is 13.2 percent White and 78 percent 
minority. (Minority representation is as follows: Black 9.2 percent, Latino 
29.7 percent, Nath~e American 0.6 percent, Asian 37.4 percent, and 
Filipino Ll percent.) The Cal Grant B program, consistent with statutory 
intent, provides underrepresented minorities with increased access to . 
postsecondary. educational opportunities. . 

Proposal Lacks Long-Term Focus. Finally, assuming for a moment 
that the proposal to raise the award . for private institutions would 
influence· student choice, our analysis' indicates that· the lack of a 
long-term focus would hamper its effectiveness. Specifically, if the 
proposal for 1988-89 is simply a one-year "shot-in-the-arm" boost iil the 
maximum grant; then as tuition charged by the private institutions 
increases in the next few years, as it is projected to do, the gap between 
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the tuition level and grant level will grow. Students deciding where they 
would like to attend college would be faced with the same, if not larger, 
gap between tuition and the maximum Cal Grant award than students 
currently face. Students already attending a private institution would be 
faced with the prospect of increasing rather than decreasing out-of­
pocket costs and thus may elect to transfer to public institutions. 
Therefore, in order for the Governor's proposal to effectively influence 
student cho~ce over the long-term,. the maximum award for private 
institutions would have to grow at least as fast as tuition increases. The 
administration, however, has not addressed the issue of future adjust­
ments for either the public or private maximum awards. 

For the reasons ,noted above we do not recommend adoption of the 
Governor's proposal. 

What Should the Legislature Do? 
The basic questions faciJ;lg the Legislature are what should the grant 

levels be fot the Cal Grant program and should a mechanism be put in 
place to adjust the grants in a predictable fashion? 

Student Aid Commission Proposal. Consistent with the work of the 
Commission for the Review of the Master Plan for Higher Education, the 
Student Aid Commission has recommended the following maximum 
award policy: 

• Public Ins#tutions-"set and maintain the maximum award so that 
. it covers full tuition and required fees at public four-year institu-
tions;" and . 

• Private and Proprietary Institutions-"set. and maintain the maxi­
mum award at the equivalent of the average of the full operating cost 
per student for the California State University and University of 
California. " 

We believe that students would benefit from an ongoing, maximum 
award • policy which sets and adjusts the awards with a degree of 
predictability .. For students attending the state's public institutions, the 
Legislature has articulated the policy of providing them with the 
knowledge of guaranteed future financial assistance that will cover 
mandatory, fees. Currently, however, the maximum Cal Grant awards 

. only cover $1,070 ofUC's $1,374 mandatory fee and $326 of CSU's $630 
I mandatory fee. We recommend that the maximum award for students 

attending UC and CSU be set to cover the systemwide mandatory fees, 
and not the additional fees required· by the individual campuses. This 
policy would tie the maximum grant to fee levels controlled by the state. 
In order to promote access, the maximum grant level would need to be 
adjusted each year to equal the systemwide mandatory fees. 

For students attending private institutions, the SAC policy would 
provide them with maximum choice and at the same time base the grant 
on a measure of cost over which the state has oversight and budgetary 
control. There is debate, however, over how much student choice· the 
state wishes to buy with Cal Grants and thus what the maximum Cal 

. Grant award shQuld be. 
Legislative Policy Direction Needed .. In order to· establish the maxi­

mUm grant level for Cal Grant students attending private institutions, the 
Legislature needs to articulate its policy concerning the goal it wishes to 
achieve with this component of the program. If on the one hand, the 
Legislature wishes to provide maximum choice to students-that is the 

! 36-77312 



1112 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 7980 

STUDENT AID COMMISSION-Continued 
out-of-pocket costs to a student would be roughly the same if he or she 
attended a public or a private institution-the grant should be set at one 
level. If on the other hand, the Legislature wishes the state to provide the 
same level of support per student-regardless of whether the student 
attends a private or public institution-the grant should be set at a very 
different level. These scenarios reflect two extremes of a· continuum. 
There are many choices in between. The following discussion looks at the 
bounds of the continuum in more detail. 

Maximum Student Choice. If the Legislature's objective is to maximize 
student choice, then it would be appropriate to base the maximum grant 
on the average cost of educating an undergraduate student at UC and 
CSU. (Average costs represent all costs associated with the full operations 
of an institution.) Use of this methodology is based on the premise that 
the average cost of educating a student at UCand CSU is generally 
similar to the cost of educating a student at a private institution, and this 
cost in turn, is reflected in the level of tuition charged by the privatI:) 
institution. Therefore, since the maximum grantwould be in the range of 
the tuition charged by the private institutions, students wOtlld be 
provided maximum choice of where they would like to go to college 
becalise their out-of-pocket costs would be approximately the same at the 
public or private institution. We note, however, that by basing the' 
maximum grant on the average cost of educating an undergraduate 
student at a public institution, the state is paying more for a student to 
attend a private institution than it would have cost to add an /ildditjonal 
student at a public institution. 

We estimate that the average operating cost of educating all students­
undergraduate and graduate-is roughly between $14,000 and $16,000 at 
UC, and $6,000 and $7,000 at CSU. (We note that the average cost of 
educating solely undergraduate students would be lower than these 
figures, but such cost estimates are not available at this time.) A policy of 
setting the maximum award based on average costs would require that 
current maximum grants for private institutions be approximately dou­
bled. 

Consistent State Support Per Student. If, on the other hand, the 
Legislature's objective is to provide some choice, but to only pay the same· 
amount for an undergraduate student to attend a private institution as it 
would cost the state to educate that one student in a public institution, 
then it would be appropriate to base the maximum grant on the marginal 
cost of educating stich a student at UC and CSU. This is because the 
marginal cost of educating a student at UC and CSU is the cost 
attributable to the addition of one extra student. The state currently uses 
a marginal cost methodology to augment the budget for enrollment 
increases at both UC and CSU. By setting the maximum grant equal to 
the marginal cost, the state is providing in financial aid just that amount 
which the state "saves" by a student being educated in a private 
institution instead of a public institution. 

This concept assumes that there is a core group of students in the 
existing public and private institutions that pay for the fixed costs of 
operating a postsecondary institution. Thus, the students that'may be 
redirected to private institutions through the provision of financial aid, 
are only saving the state the marginal costs the state would have incurred 
had those. students gone to public institutions. We estimate that in 1988-89 
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the marginal operating cost of educating an"undergraduate student at UC 
and CSU is approximately $5,380 and $3,600 respectively. 

Does the Legislature Wish to Establish A ,Maximum Award Policy? 
The Legislature has an opportunity during budget hearings to determine 
its policy with regard to providing financial aid for students attending 
private institutions. The low cost and high cost bounds of the financial aid 
continuum are reflected in the marginal cost and average cost alterna­
tives discussed above. If a policy is determined, the exact grant level can 
be determined by legislative staff in conjunction with CPEC and the 
higher education segments. If, on the other hand, more analysis of the 
issue is desired before a policy decision is made, then we would 
recommend that the Legislature direct CPEC to study the issue this year 
and recommend a policy to the Legislature for its consideration next 
year. 

Legislative Analyst Recommendations 
UC and CSU Grant Levels. We recommend that the Legislature set 

and maintain the maximum Cal GrantA and Cal Grant B award levels 
for those students attending UC and CSU to equal the systemwide 
mandatory fee levels. To do this, we further recommend that $7,063,000 
budgeted for UC and CSU financial aid for Cal Grant students be 
transferred to the SAC budget. (Reduce Items 6440:"006-001 by $2,584,000. 
and 6610-001-001 by $4,479,000, 7980-111-001 by $882,000, and 7980-121-
001 by $375,000, and augment Item 7980-101-001 by $8,320,000.) 

Private and Proprietary Grant Levels. Further, we recommend that, 
in the absence of a clear legislative policy, the maximum Cal Grant A 
and. B award revels for students attending private and proprietary 
institutions be increased by 6.7 percent in the budget year-the 
percentage increase in General Fund support for UC and CSu. (Aug­
ment Item 7980-10.1-001 by $5,250,000 and reduce Item 7980-111-001 by 
$4,9J0,000 and 7980-121-001 by $320,000.) . 

Cal Grant B Maximum Subsistence Allowance. Further, we concur 
with the Gov(trnor~Cal Grant B subsistence allowance proposal and 
recommend that the maximum allowance for all Cal Grant B recipi­
ents be increased by 4.5 percent. (Technical adjustment-augment Item 
7980-101-001 by $1,588,000 and reduce Item 7980-121-001 by $1,588,000.) 

Excess Funding. Finally, we recommend q,eletion of (1) new Budget 
Bi/.l items proposed by the Govern()r because they are unnecessary, and 
(2) remaining funds because they are in excess of funding require­
ments, for a General Fund savings of $10 million. (Delete Items 
7980-111.:.001 ($9;267,000) and 7980-121-001 ($733,000).) 

'Taken together, these recommendations result in a net General Fund 
savings of $10 million as summarized in Table 8 below. 
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Table 8 

Legislative Analyst Recommendations 
for Setting and Funding 

Maximum Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B Awards 
in 1988-89 

(Funding amounts in thousands) 
Governor's 

Item 7980 

Current 
Maximum 

Grant 

Proposed Legislative Analyst Proposal 
Maximum Maximum Funding 

Grant Grant Transfer New 
Recipients Attending UC and CSU 
Cal Grant A & B 

CSU....................................... $326 
UC........................................ 1,070 

Recipients Attending Private Institutions 
and Proprietary Schools 

Cal Grant A 
Private............................ ........ 4,370 
Proprietary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,370 

Cal Grant B 

$355 
1,125 

5,400 
4,565 

$684 
1,434 

4,663 
4,663 

Private.................................... 4,110 5,100 4,385 
Proprietary .. : .......................... :. 4,110 4,295 4,385 

Recipients Attending All Segments 
Cal Grant B 

Subsistence Allowance ......•.. ;...... ... 1,350 1,410 1,410 

Totals, Funding Requirements .............................................. . 
Less Amounts Provided,in Budget ....................................... . 

Total General Fund Savings ................................................. . 

Specifically, we recommend the following: 

$4,479 
2,584 

$7,063 
-7,063 

$385 
872 

4,330 
600 

260 
60 

~ 
$8,095 

-18,095 

-$10,000 

UC and CSU Grant Levels-Set to Systemwide Mandatory Fee Level 
by Consolidating Funds. Currently UC and CSU receive annual General 
Fund appropriations to support their financial aid programs. With these 
fund 8, both UC and CSU provide additional support to many of their 
neeuy Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B recipients in order to "fill the gap" 
between the students' Cal Grant award and their fees. As mentioned, in 
1987~88 Cal Grants only cover $1,070 MUC's $1,374 mandatory fee (about 
78 percent) and $326 of CSU's $630 fee (about 52 percent).' 

In order to effectively implement and monitor a policy of setting the 
maximum Cal Grant award levels to equal the systemwide mandatory 
fees at UC and CSU, we believe that all funds provided for Cal Grant A 
and Cal Grant B recipients should be consolidated into the SAC budget 
and allocated by SAC through the Cal Grant programs. This transfer of 
funds for Cal Grant recipients from the UC and CSU budgets would in no 
way reduce the amount of funds currently provided for student financial 
aid. (Please refer to our analysis of the UC and CSU budgets for a more 
indepth discussion of this issue.) 

In fact, consolidation should be beneficial to students. This is because 
they would no longer have to wait until a decision is made on their 
segmental grant in order to determine the total amount of aid that they 
will receive to offset fees. 

In the budget year, we estimate that $7.1 million will be available in the 
UC and CSU budgets ($2.6 million and $4.5 million, respectively) to fill 
the grant-fee gap. If these amounts are transferred to the SAC budget and 
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consolidated with the funds provided for the Cal Grant A and Cal Grant 
B programs (including the 4.5 percent COLA provided in the SAC 
budget for these purposes in the budget year), we estimate that there 
would be sufficient funds to fully fund maximum grant levels equal to the 
systemwide mandatory fee levels 'at UC and CSU-$I,434 and $684 
respectively-in 1988-89. (The SAC, however, estimates that additional' 
funds maybe needed to fully fund these maximmn grant levels. We will 
attempt to reconcile these differences prior to budget hearings.) 

Private and Proprietary Grant Levels"7'-lncrease by 6.7 Percent. If a 
legislative policy is not determined for setting th~ maximum grant level 
for students attending private institutions during this year's budget 
hearing~, we have no analytical basis for recommending a specific 
increase in t:p.e maximum grant for students attending private institu­
tions. We recognize, however, that (1) as described before, the purchas­
ing power of the maximum grant has declined, and. (2) the cost of 
educating a student in private,jnstitutions will increase in the budget 
year. For thesereasonswe believethatit would be,reasonable to increase 
the maximum grant by some percentage in the budget year. 

In the budget year, Gen.eral .Fund support for :UC and CSUwill 
increase by 6.7 percent. Accordingly, in the absence of a legislative policy 
determination, we believe that it would be reasonable to use this amount 
as a proxy for the cost increases that will be experienced by the private 
institutions and to increase the current maximum grant by this percent­
age. This will require approxirp.ately $5.3 million in additional funding .. 
Therefore, we recommend augmentlilg the Cal Grant A and B programs 
by this amount in the budget year for· this purpose. 

Cal Grant B Subsistence Allowance-Increase by 4.5 p,ercent. The 
Governor proposes to increase the maximum subsistence allowance for 
Cal. Grant 13 recipients in all segments by 4.5 percent. This would increase 
the maximum allowance from $1,350 to $1,410. We believe that this 
cos~-of-living adjustm~nt is appropriate, and accordingly we recommend 
that $1.6 million be provided fOr this purpose. . . 

Excess Funding-Delete. If all the above recommendations are adopt-­
ed, ther'e will be a net increase of $15.2 millioI]. to the SAG budget for Cal 
Grant.t\. and B award&-.--$7.1 million transferred from the UC and CSU 
budgets and $8.1 million in new funding-for a General Fund savings of 

I $10 million. , . 
, Options for Remaining Funds-Opportunity to Increase Access. As 
I mentioned above, if all of the above recommendations are adopted, there 
will be a'net savings of $10 million in the Cal Grant A'and B programs. If 
the Legislature opts to retain all or a portion of these funds for student 
,aid, the Legislature could consider augmenting the Cal Grant B program 
in order to increase the number of new awards. Providing some funding 
:in this area would balance the allocation of new student aid funding in a 
manner, that addresses both the issues of student choice and student 
I , • ." 

access. " , ,: 
The Student Aid Commission, as mentioned, .earlier, proposed to 

provide an additional 3,000 ne~ Cal Grant B awards, increasing the total 
rJ.umber of new authorized awards from 9,250 to 12,250. This would ,be a 
:ufficient number of awards to provide approximately one grant to every 
1.5 eligible applicants. (Currently, one, out of every four eligibleappli­
~ants receives a Cal GrantB award.) The SAC estimates that new awards, 
vould require an augmentation of $4.1 million in the budget year. We 
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note that total costs in the second year, 1989-90, would be approximately 
$8.5 million, increasing to a total cost of over $17 million in 1991-92 and 
annually thereafter. ' 

2. California Student Opportunity and Access Program (Cal-SOAP) 
The California Student Opportunity and Access Program (Cal-SOAP) 

attempts to increase the enrollment of low-income and ethnic minority 
students in postsecondary education by (1) giving them information 
about colleges, and (2) raising their academic achievement levels 
through tutoring programs. ' 

Organized as locally-governed consortia of secondary and postsecon­
dary institutions, the Cal-SOAP participants reduce the duplication of 
outreach efforts among the public and private institutions of postsecon­
dary education. In the current year, six consortia will receive $497,000 in 
General Fund support and over $650,000 in matching support from 
member educational institutions to serve approximately 22,400 students. 

The Governor's Budget proposes $587,000 in General Fund program 
support-$577,000 for local assistance, an increase of $80,000 (discussed 
earlier), and $10,000 for state administration. 

Sunset Extension Justified 
We recommend that the Legislature enact legislation to extend the 

sunset date for the Cal-SOAP program to January 1, 1994, because (1) 
the program is effectively meeting its intended purposes, and (2) under 
current law the program will sunset on January 1, 1989. 

Current law (1) requires the California Postsecondary Educ~tion 
Commission (CPEC) to evaluate the Cal-SOAP program by December 
31, 1987, and (2) repeals the program on January 1, 1989 unless a statute 
is enacted which deletes or extends that date. 

The Governor's Budget provides full-year funding for the Cal-SOAP 
program in 1988-89. Current law, however, repeals the authorization for 
the program on January 1, 1989-half-way through the budget year. 
During the 1987 legislative session, the Legislature passed AB 102 
(Chacon) which extended the sunset date of the Cal-SOAP program.,The 
Governor, however, vetoed the bill stating that it was premature to 
reauthorize the program before CPEC completed its evaluation of the 
program. . " 

CPEC has since completed its evaluation of the Cal-SOAP program., 
CPEC finds that the program has been effective in designing and 
implementing services that improve and increase access to college for 
low-income and ethnic minority students in' California, and recommends 
that the program be established permanently (sunset date clause for the , 
program be deleted from statute.) I 

In concept, we agree with CPEC's recommendation. We, however, I 

believe that the program should be extended for another five years, I 
rather than established permanently. Continued use of the sunset 
provision, will provide the Legislature with the appropriate oversight to : 
ensure that the program' continues to effectively meet its intended : 
purpose. Accordingly, in order for the Cal-SOAP program to continue I 

without disruption in the budget and future years, we recommend that: 
the Legislature enact legislation to extend the sunset date of the i 
Cal-SOAP program until January 1, 1994. ' 
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C. CALIFORNIA STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM (Items 7980-011-890 and 
7980-011-951) 

We recommend approval. 
The California Educational Loan Program assists students in meeting 

postsecondary educational expenses through, federally reinsured, educa­
tionalloans which are made available to students or their parents through 
conventional lenders at no cost to the state. The California Educational 
Loan Program includes, (1) the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) 
program, (2) the Supplemental Loans for Students (SLS), (3) the Parent 
Loan Program (PLUS), and (4) the Consolidated Loan Program. Table 9 
displays the total number of loans and the dollar volume for the 
combined loan programs .. 

Table 9 
Student Aid Commission 

California. Educational Loan Programs 
Volume of Loans Guaranteed 

1982-83 through 1987-88 
(dollars in millions) 

Number of Dollar 
Loans Volume 

1982-83 ............................ ;............... 231,700 $617.6 
1983-84 ................................ ;............ 258,300 687.9 
1984-85. .. .. . . .. . . .. . . .. .. . . .. . . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . .. .. 281,800 756.2 
1985-86............................................ 258,300 699.0 
1986-87 .............. ;............................. 257,500 698.0 
1987-88 (est.) ..................................... 262,400 711.0 

Totals................................ ........ 1,550,000 $4,169.7 

Annual Dollar Change 
Amount Percent 

$70.3 
68.3 

-57.2 
-1.0 
13.0 

11.4% 
9.9 

-7.6 
-0.1 

1.9 

The majority of loans are provided through the GSL program-in the 
current year GSL loans account for 85 percent of the number of loans, 
and 83 percent of the loan dollar /volume. The GSL program provides 
interest-subsidized loans to students that demonstrate financial need (the 
federal government subsidizes the interest payments). The other three 
programs do not provide. interest subsidies and are available to any 
student (or parent of a student, under the PLUS program) that wishes to 
borrow funds.·· .. 

Default Rates Continue to Be High 
Table 10 displays the default rate in the GSL program by educational 

segment for the current and previous three fiscal years. The table shows 
that while the default rate increased dramatically for all segments from 
1984-85 to 1985-86,· the rates, while still high, appear to have stabilized 
during the current and past two fiscal years. In fact, the default rates are 
projected to decrease slightly in the current year for each of the 
segments. . 
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Table 10 

Student Aid Commission 
Default Rates for the Gu~ranteed Student Loan Program " 

By Segment 
1984-85 through 1987-88 

1984-85 1985-86 
25.8% 31.2% 

Segment 
California Community Colleges ................ . 

9.8 12.5 
5.6 7~5 

California State University ...................... . 
University of California ......................... . 

14.8 17.8 
8.2 ' 10.4 

Private Institutions, Two-year .................. . 
Private Institutions, Four-year .................. . 
Proprietary Schools ............................. . 25.9 32.2 

Statewide Averages ........................ .. 13.4% 16.9% 

/986-87. 
31.7% 
12.8 
.7.6 
18.5 
10.5 
33.9 
17.4% 

Item 7980 

1987-88 
31.0% 
12.5 
7.3 

17.7 
9.9 

33.9 
17.1% 

Causes of Defaults. The SAC recently completed a major study of 
student borrowing and debt in California. As jt relates to the causes of 
defaults, the study found: 

• The vast majority of all student borrowers meet their responsibilities 
and repay their loans. 

• Defaulters are more likely to have attended proprietary and voca­
tional schools, and cornmunitycolleges than four-year colleges and 
universities, but the differing d~fault rates among the segments are 
due primarily to the different populations of students served and are 
only partially the product of institutional policy and practice. 

• Students who borrow only in the first year have a higher probability 
of defaulting on loans, and most defaulters have borrowed only orice. 
Taken collectively; the findings suggest that many defaulters en­
rolled for only a single year or part of a year, and probably failed to 
complete their planned educational program.' .. 

• Defaulters consistently have lower famUy incomes than repayers. For 
example, 66 percent of all defaulters as compared to 40 percent of 
repayers had family incomes ofless than $10,000 at the time they took 
out their first loans. In addition, 4 percerit of defaulters as compared 
to 17 percent of repayers had' farn~ly incomes of $30,000 or more. 

• High student loan balances do not increase the incidence. of default. 
On the contrary, over 75 percent of all defaulters borrow $2,500 or 
less. Little more than one percent of defaulters borrow more than 
$10,000 in Guaranteed Student Loans. Overall, defaulters have 
average debts of $2,871 whilerepayers have average debts of $3,907. 

D. STATE OPERATIONS (Items 7980-001-001 and 7980-001-951) 
We recommend approval. 
The Student Aid Commission (SAC) administration provides the 

services necessary to support the commission's programs. Table 11 shows 
the commission's proposed administrative expenditures by program unit 
for the prior, current, and budget years. 


