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In March 1982 the California Le§1s1ature called on the California
Postsecéndary Education Commission to.-study 'the impact of student
charges on access to public postsecondary education" and to recom-
mend State-policy to the Governor and Législature by May 1 on at .
1east four topics: - ’

- -
-

1. The approptriate relationship between individual and
. public levels of financ1a1 support for pastsecondary
education. ~ - \ - *

! ~
-

2. Which costs of: institutional operations are appropri-
' ately. borne by students, and what pgoportion of the
expenditures for, these operations should be. financed
. . by student charges s . .
‘ ‘ , . ) e

24 o

3. The impact of student charges upon each puhlic post-
secondary segment's ability to realize its role and
) mission in the California Master Plan for Higher
< Education * N .

o “ s
» -

The appropriate distribution of student financial aid’
< . among all needy California postsecondary students.

The text of this charge, Assembly Goncurrent Resolution 81, appears .
on the back cover of this report

)
1

The Legislature also called on the Comm1ss1on to conduct this study:
with the advice and part1c1pation of an advisory committee broadly
" representative of students, "faculty, and administrators from public
pastsecondary education and of the Le§1s1at1ve Analyst, Departmént
. of Finance, and the Student Aid Commission. The members of this
committee aré listed in-Appendix A, and the Commission acknowledges
‘their contributions .to the study and this report. Without excep-
tion, their commitment to helping the Commission and the Legislature
) resolve ‘the growing problems. of student charges, student. financial
aid, and access/to postsecéndary education was.evident in their. -
timely responses.to requests for information, their insights at all
stages of the study, their active attendance at committee meetings,
- and ftheir candid, thoughtful, afid~copstructive discussion of materi-
« als prepared by Commiss1on staff. All of their efforts contributed
significantly to the Commission's recommendat;ons and to.the comple- ~
tion of this report by May 1. The Advisory Committee was not asked
to approve or endorse these recommendations- “or- - the report and
crespons1b111ty,£or them i that of the Comm1SS1on alone.

-t
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To respond to the Legislature's request for policy recommendations,
,the Commission has made two sets of assumptions about the pglicy
and fiscal contexts of student charges, student financial aid, and
access. In terms of policy, we assume (1) that the goals and

principles of the 1960 Master Plan will continue to be the framework

a

within which the State provides postsecondary education in Ca11forﬁ

nia; and (2) that®current admission and programmatic functions of
the three public segments will continue. Under current practices,
-the Legislature reviews Trustee actions on ‘student charges in the
California State University in the context of the annual budget
process.
nia. In ‘the Califormia Community Colleges, districts have discre-
tion to charge fees for specific purposes and within 11m1ts author-
1zed by the Leglslature, ) , :
. .
In" tefms of f1sca1 context, we assume (1) that the most realistic
premise is more pessimistic than optimistic=--that it is, unlikely
that the State's financial situation will soon return to levels
that, will allow the kind of growth for postsecondary education that
characterized the 1960s and early 1970s, apd (2) fhat the 1981-82
levels and distribution of federal f1nanc1£? aid will,not be dras-
ticdlly_altered in the near future. If federal administration
proposffk for ‘drastic changes in aid are endorsed by Congress, we
will work with the segments, students,-and the Student Aid Commi’s~
“ sion to advise the Governor and the Legislature on how those cuts
. may be accommodated w1th1n the State s own fiscal 11m1ts and policy
objectives. . e -

< - s
)

fThe Commissibn urges legislative -and segmental adoption of the
policies recommended in this report during this legislative session.
We recognize that not all. recommendations can be fully implemented
in 1982-83." Some explicitly require further study, and others may
require phased modification of existing practices’ and procedures.
Most cr1t1ca11y, complete implementation may be prevented by the
great magnitude of projected State revenue shortfalls. We would
urge the State and segments to act in a manner that will not further
. .exacerbate the*adverse effects of recent ad hoc” budgetary decisions.
Immediate adoptlon of policies-reven if 1mp1ementat10n must be
delayed--can go far in av01d1ny un1ntended negatlve cpnsequences

..... ’ . )
The Commission's response to the Leglslature s request consists o
this report and seven discussion papers listed in Appendix B tha
were preparéd by Commission,staff. Part One of the report.sum-

marizes the State's goals- for postsecondary educa ion, reviews past

The Regents control- charges in the University of Califor--

-policies

for ach1ev1ng these goals, and outlines the options fo

achreving these goals in a time of/ financial constraint.,

Part Two

presents the principles that .have.led the Commission to its recom-\
smendations and offers six recommendations fot maintaining access,

- L
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high quality, and equitable student charges through exp11c1t1y

| defined State policies for shared individual and public *support of
postsecondary®education. Part Three offers four recommendations in
response to the Legislature's specific concerns about the distri-
bution of student financial aid to. students with demonstrated
financial need, the use of revenues from student charges, and 'the
impact of student charges on the Master Plan roles and missions of
the segments. Part Four is-a brief conclusion to point out the
strengths and the limitations of the.recommendations.
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T ., | PART ONE

.

~ ‘PRQUD HISTORY; CLOUDED PROSPECTS
. " ' 193

@

" Y

~ California entered the 1980s with & range of postsecondaty education
opportunities matched by few other states or even nations. The

scope and effectiveness of this system are the heritage of the . &
State's " long) .commitment to widely accepted, although sometimes S
implicit, gedls of access and excellence, stemming originally from

the State Constitution’s charge of 1849 that "the Legislaturé shall

. encourage_by all suitable means the promotion of intéllectual, ! .
scientific, moral,’ and agricultural improvement." Ever since,

‘access and eXcellence have Been the twin goals of State policy.

These two goals, plus a third goal of responsibility for hchieving

them, were phrased by the Commission in this way (1981, p. 4): .

» Access: Sufficient institutions, faculty, and programs
to allow every. qualified California resident to partici- ) A
pate in the type of undergraduate education beyond high
school for which he or.she is qualified without restric- .

. tions because of sex, ethnlclty, socioeconomic level, or
.~ cultural background
Excellence: - Institutibns._and Programs that provide
instruction, research, and public service for Califernia
and its residents that are commensurate with the need$ of
the people of the State and are at least equal to or
" better than those provided by any other state.

~

Responsibility: Fiscal and programmatic management that.
encouragés individual, institutional, segmental, and .
State accountability and initiative ln order to facilj .

tfte accesg and promote excellence. j::> ' :

-

4

These goals and the trlpartlte and coordindted system of. higher .
* education "that California -has evolved to support them have served
the State well. Despite,some shortcomings; the system is a model
‘for meeting the eds of .a’large and diverse population with a
broad range of effective instruction and programs. The specific
ways by which. the State has fostered access and excellence are
varied ang,w1de-rang1ng Four -strategies for access were made " -
explicit i® the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education: (1) a large o
number of campuses geographically accessible to commuting students;
-(2) open admission-to the Community .Colleges and clear opportunity
to transfer to four-year institutions; (3) .no tuition and:low or no
fees; and (4) finagcial gid to the most academically quallfled

students -in need of assistance. . : . N
' - - - b 4
© e . Y
© ' * -
»
: 8- ‘ -
~ . @ /_. [ 4 .
- * . i
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Slnce the 1960s, the State's commitment to access has expanded to
include (1) outreach to pre-college students, particularly among
low-income and m1nor1ty groups underrepresented in ,college; (2)
counseling ‘and- other support services for these stu?éhts once they”
enroll (3) small subsistence grants_for econom1ca1 disadvantaged
students, (4) skills programs to impréve students'.preparation for
college work; and (5) support services to students with disabili-
i ties. * The result is a wide array of programs for ach1ev1ng educa-~
’ tional opportunity. Each element, of which low fees is only one,
! makes,a unique contribution to the whole, but none stands alon in.
prov1d1ng access nor exists as an end in 1tse1f <
- Strategles for assuring quallpy have long been equally important
- ) legislative concerns. High quality in edycation may be difficult-
to define with precision, but it is seldom found among crowded
classrooms, ‘overworked faculty, inadequate library holdings, and
outdated facilities+-the inevitable resslt of cumulative reductlons
in support for instruction. The Legislature can do-little ‘directly

' -tive research, but it can help assure conditions under which facul-
- ty, admlnlstrgtors, and students can achieve quality by such means
. -as (1) fully funding the costs of 1nstruct10na1 programs; (2)-
' maintaining reasonable student—faculty ratios; (3) prowiddng stable
+ ° /and predictable constant‘dollar funding for enrollments for. each of
the segmenqij and (4) ma1nta1n1ng faculty salaries at competitive
1eve 1s. . ‘ AR .

- . -

TRADEOFFS UNDER FISCAL STRINGENCY' .

l L4
- . ’ '

California has been -generally successful in maintaifring its balanced
commitment to access and quality, but it is on the verge of abandon-
ing that commitment as State revenues decline. The central finan-
cial problem for the State, the ‘segments, and the Commission is how
to maintain access and quality when major savings are required and
as competing, legitimate demands on State revenues are asserted.
- Past tradeoffs have maintained high levels of access and quality.
g Cumulative budget reductions have been almost completely absorbed
- by reducing administrative support, delaying malntenancgi and
taking other actions that would both leave instructional pYograms
intact and allo¥ admission of 2ll qualified students. Some further
. economies in administration may be.possible. But the Commissjon is
. . convinced that such savings will fot be-of sufficient magnitude to
- / avoid encroachment.aon access or  quality or both, if, as seems clear,
State revenues will not be available to continue hlstdr1C\1evels of
college and university expenditures.
- ) .

.
~. . A

to assure effective classroom imstruction and rigorous apd imagina- °

Y
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All available options requ1re some departure from pract1ces of ‘the
past two decades:

~
-

o Closing some campuses and.réducing State support for off-campus -

centers, programs,: and courses--thereby limiting geogréph;c
access.g ) o

e Restricting the number of students admitted .to.the University of
California and the California State University by limiting State
expenditures for_their instrigtional programs--thereby deny1ng
access to some qualified students. _ -

. Lo P

o Continuing to charge Cnmmunity’College students none of the

costs related o their education while not increasing State

subsidy--thereby exclud1ng admitted students from oversubscribed’

programs and courses and protecting the- appearanc® of access at
the expense of educational opportunity.

¢ Raising stydent charges without adjusting financial aid--thereby
h1nder1ng access of the students with limited f1nanc1a1 re-
sources’. . , \

e Codtinuing to admit all qualified students without increasing
funds’ for instructional programs--thereby Jeopard1z1ng 1nst1tu-
tional quality and effectiveness: ¢

e Admitting' students ‘into overcrowded programs and courses, making
it difficult for them to progress on a normal schedule--thereby
increasing overall cosSts for them-and the State,’ potentially
restricting atqess, and, over time, threatening quality.

“ R

o Increasing studentlchérges‘and increasing financial aid™for
students with demonstrated need--thereby raising administrative
and psychological barriers to access among the most impoverished.

-
Al

.

| Clearly, tradeoffs between access and qua11ty--ach1ev1hg one at the

" expense of the other--would be self- -defeating. As the Commission
stated in its most recent five-year plan, 'the public interest is
clear: access is valuable to students and society only if it is.

.'access to'high-quality education. Access to anything less dimin-
ishes both the® institution and the student" (1981, p. 3). The.

Commission shares the_hope that State revenues .will 1mpqpve Yet -

if, as now seems apparent, limited State resources cannot serve the’
public interest fully, a new patternsof “State policy and support

" must be found that 'recognizes the coiateral priorities of access
and excellence .
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. THE TREND OF .STATE PRACTICES FOR-STUDENT CHARGES~ .

.such as those for parking or health services.

ests.

s

“

— . -

-
~ *

i A .
or the purposes of this report, student charges are defined as all
of the mahdatory fees assessed to all students as a condition of
enrollment, including mandatory student aéti;ity or student body

fees. .In additien, at the University of California, these charges -

include, but.are not limited to, the Registration Fee and Education-
al Eee, currently $510 and.$300° respectively. At the State Univer-
sity, they include such fees as the Student Services Fee, currently
§205. Fees which are charged only to users of particular ,services

are, not included in this definition of student charges. ‘In the

Community Colleges, no fees are presently imposed on students which
meet “this definition of student charges.
districts are authorized to levy a:variety ‘of special user.fees

Any addjtiodal fees,
such as the midyear surcharges levied by the University ang State

University in. 198182, or any permanent fee increases, if they-were .

levied on all students as a condition of enrollment, wold be

included ip this definition of student- charges’ and would be subject .-

to the provisions of the recommendations in this report.

The trend of student ‘charges during the pést two decades, and par~
ticularly during the past two years, clearly indicates- why the
existing pattern can no longer serve either State or studente inter-

& . ‘
.

~

The Master Plan and the 1960s.and.'70s -

The widely'accepted:princip}e that Qalifornia reésidents should not .

pay tuition--that is, charges to support idstruction--was estab-
lished in the Organic Statutes that. created the University of ..
California‘in 1867-68.. In 1960; the Master Plan Survey Team reaf-
firmed this principle, -but stated that -"students s$hould assume
greater.responsibility .for financing their education py paying fees-
sufficient to cover operating costs not directly related to instruc-
tion" (1960, p. 173). The team identified two such kinds of fees:
o Costs for the operation of "ancillary" services such as housing,
food, and parking, which shpuld be-entjrely self-supported by
their users; and . L - DN T
o Costs for services "associated with the, educational program"
. such as health 'service, intercollegiate athletics,.and student
" activities, which should be underwritten by all_?tudents. '
- " . ] “ .
During ‘the 1960s, "ancillary" services were clearly self-supporting
among all thpee public segments of -higher education, and the two

four-year segments levied. mandatory charges for, "associated".ser; °

Howeyer, Community College -




-

P

“wEa

v

..

. B .t N ‘o N
.'vices, using small portlons to support certain costs d1rect1y
related to- instruction. The Community Colleges -continued their
prior practice of generalry ipposing« no charges for any but strict-
ly anc111ary servicess. . LTl ,

In 1970-71, Governor~Reagan propesed tuition for both four-year
-segments, a proposal that did not meet with legislative approval.
The result was a split between State University practice and that °
in the University of Callfornla. In the State Un1vers1ty, proposals
for tuitiom or similar charges were rejected’by the Leg1s1ature.
In the University, the Regents did not support the. Governor's
proposal for-tuition--student charge support.of instruction--but
they did impose an "Educational Fee" of $150 in 1970-71 to support
capital outlay. The Educational Fee was doubled to $300 in 1971-72
and uséd to support some instructional costs.as w In 1976, the
Regents voted to use Educational Fee reytnues thereafter solely for

- sstudent financial aid and related servites,

»

During the 1970s, both- four-year segments adjusted charges for
services asspc1ated with the educational program to reflect infla-
tionary and other increases in the cost of these services. The
Community Colleges, howkver, continued to be limited to perm1ss1ve
charges authorized by statute--most of them in the nature of "user-
fees" for specific ancillary services--and imposed at the discretion
of 1oca1 Community College district boards. .These local boards
also set charges for community services and other noncredit courses
not receiving State support.

.

.Proposition 13 and the 1980s

In the aftermath of :Proposition 13, existing nfactices with regard

" to student charges were subject to increasing straim. In 3978-79,

the revenues from student charges were first used to prevent program
cuts. Although the State University had to absorb its $14 million
reduction by pruning programs, the University used surplus Edu-

cational Fee revenues to offset approximately one-third of its $15
million .reduction. Most Community- Coliege districts curtallgg

enrollments and transferred many previously State-funded courses'to
student suﬁport - q\

. M »

By 1981, the State had exhausted its . surplus and was forced to

- limit General Fupd expenditures. In the 1981-82 Budget Act, these
+» limits were reflected in the budgets of the three public segments,
which included reductions that were offset by increased charges in
-"the University and State University. R

Subsequently, because of fa111ng State revenues, the Un1vers1ty anh

State Un1vers1ty budgets were further reduced by gubernatorial

action in October 1981. The University modified its policy on use
. of Educatiopal Fee revenues to allow thelr use for support’ of

-

.1:3 _ . . .
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central student services that had lost State General Fund support.
The State University also off$et reductions by increased charges. i

. -

* * 3 ) ’ *
These actions were fundamentally important in two ways:

. e For the first time, the State imposed reductions with_ the expec- '

tation that student charges in the University’ and’State Univer-

.

. e And it imposed a 1arge cut in Eidyear with the same expectation

that increased student charges would aga1n replace State General
Bynds--if only on a one-time basis.

» The 1982- 83 Governor's Budget again 1ncreases student charges as
well as makes program cutS to offset budget reductions in the two
four-year segments. Although a °common alternative during fiscal
retrenchment, the pract1ce of increasing student/ charges to offset
budget reductlons distorts the ways in which students ahd the
‘segments, expect charges to be adjusted. At least in some 1?stances,
increasing charges can be®a disincentive for, institutions' to-seek -
internal economies .

As.prlor practices havg given way to sometimes fragmented, often ad
hoc, and always short-term budgetary cons1derat10ns,_ systemlc

-defects have risen to the surfaée: \\\

° Fop many students and their families, instability and uncer- AN
tainty of charges make the thoughtful choice of institution and
a plan to finance attendance difficult.

e For segmental and *institutional administrators, 1nstab111ty and
Uncertainty of State-support inhibit éffective-wse of available
revenues and make it v1rtua11y 1mposs1b1e to- plan for projected
enrollments., S .

! .

o For elected officials and for executive and legislative fiscal
staffs, jnstability, and uncertainty of charges practices (1)
make it difficult to .consider differences in charge levels among
the “segments and how these differences affect the flow of stu-
dents among segments, (2) -obscure the 1nterdependence of student\\\
financial aid and student charges and make it difficult to
coordihate efforts to offset increases in charges by increases
in aid; (3) isolate decisions about the level of student “charges
from cons1derat10n of the consequences of these charges on
participation and access; and (4) imply that the appropriate
mechanism for adJustment of “student charges is to be found in
annual budgetary negot1at10ns. - -t s

In a perlod of continued State fiscal stringency, long-standing

practlces for determining student.‘'charges and for financ1ng public

p0stseEhndary education are no longer viable. New practices that
preserve access and quallty need to be shaped by explicit State
policies rather than solely on the exigencies of the Sgate's bud- -

getaxy process. . . .

. ) -

, ' -10-_ ) .

sity would be 1ncreased to replace State support. . .
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PART TWO _

SHARING RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FUTURE

e ~

[} . . LS ~

’

Past accompilshments alone cannot assure preservation of Callfor-
nia's basically,sound postsecondary education system. Deliberate
recognltlon and fostering of the State's goals of access and excel-
lence is required. These goals have been the foundation of: State
poliey in the past; they must be so in the future. Day-to-day
efforts at reaching these goals must be shaped by more specific
pr1nc1p1es or guidelines. The Commission finds six such gu1de11nes
usgful in responding to present legislative concerns:

. *

The State's and the students' shares in the cost of providing
postsecondary education should be exp11c1t1y identified.

hd .

!
'

The State should bear the primary responsibility for the cost

of providing postsecondary education, and student charges
should remain as loy as possible. ' C

The State should assure that financial a551stance is avallable
for e11g1b1e students with deponstrated financial need. When
student charges ins public pos%ﬁecondary education are raised,
sufficient’ student financial aid must be provided to permit
attendance of students who canhot afford the increase.

Q

Student charge and financial aid policies should permit students
_to choose public educational institutions most appropriate to
their abilities and goals. Price should not become ‘the deci-
sive ‘factor in students' choices among’public colleges and

universities. The State should continue to support student
financial aid- policies which provide access to and reasonable
choice among many types of postsecondary institutions, including
public and independent, for qua11f1ed students with demonstrated
need.

>

State policy should provide an equitable afd <onsistent proce-
dure for establishing and adjusting studenf charges. Such
policy should take into account the relationship among levels
of charges in the three public segments and the influence, of
those levels on student enrcllmént patterns. It should also
assure that increases .are gradual and mederate, and predlctable
within reasonable rénges, in order to avoid disrupting ongoing
institutional programs and student expectations. I

e
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6. The State should adopt policies providing for greater consis-;
tency in.the public subsidy for Community College course offer-
* ings and restrict priority for State subsidy to those courses
that offer clear public benefits in addition to individual
benefits. No general .charge should be implemented .for the
Community Colleges until the effects of these policies are

* known. . _ !!

P A
'

/, - .
From these six guidelines, the Commission recommends State policies
that will continue "the State's commitment to access and .excellence
despite fiscal stringency by. (1) recognizing that the most equitable
. student .charges policies are not necessarily no charges or low
charges when student financial aid is available (Regqmmendatiqng 1
- and 2) and (2) explicitly relating a student's share of the ggst of
education to the State's larger share (Recommendations 37 &, a%%'S).
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~ ACCESS, HIGH QUALITY,
., . AND EQUITABLE STUDENT CHARGES
.~ REQUIRE NEW STATE FUNDING POLICIES
.'I‘HAT RECOGNIZE STATE FISCAL STRINGENCY : s
. i
State revenue shortfalls are likely to occur in the future, and
thi§ jpossibility must be recognized in determlnlng student charges
and in budgeting financial aid. When State'resources were consis-
tently plentiful, the segments could foster access and excellence
and realize their Master Plan roles because (1) student charges
* . were kept relatively low; (2) State and federal student’ financial
* aid was available beyond any contemplated in the Master Plan; and °
(3) differential levels 'of charges among the public segments took
the1r distinct-missions 1nto account.
\ .. v .
The success of these prior practices and of generous State funding
. cannot be ignored. Even though new practices are wrequired, it is

. this success that leads the .Co"unnisse'.on to‘its first recommendation:
. . o 2 .
\ ] e . 1.4
- RECOMMENDATION 1. To the extent that resources are ,
available, and withip the policies and procedures recom-
" mended ip this report, tHe State and the segments should
attempt’, to achieve the Tevels of student chargés in °
~ constant dollars and the relationships of chanams among
S g the segments -as these levels and d1fferences existed in
1980781, ° T « - . !

L] - - '

-
- [

A

N These past practices contributed to the State's’ progress in achiev-
. ing access and would warrant continuation if the State's fiscal
problems did not pose dilemmas that make continuation an unrealistic
. option. Dilemmas about. levels of charges, for 1nstance, can -no
-+ lofiger be resolved solely on the basis of each segment's perception
of its particular commitment to ‘educational opportunity. Instead,
: they often involve tradeoffs, foft &xample, between educating some
’ » students at little or no cost to themselves while shutting other
; students gout completely. In ‘these circumstances, modest incredses .
f» in charges accompanied by studént financial assistance ‘are prefer-

P Table because they do the least damage to actess and quallty
/

. RECOMMENDATION 2.- If) the choice facmg the State is one
_.of curtailing enroﬂﬁe—ﬁ, inhibiting the ability of the
State to provide t'he conditions under which quahfy can'
be fostered, or ra1s1gq student charges, then chardes
should be raised and the “State should- prov1de sufficient
financial .aid to offset the increaseg in charges for .
students !w1th demonstrated‘?"’nanmaTneed
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" in 1981~82 and proposed, for 1982-83 should be avoided.

. cutbacks in times 6f financial crisis.

" for a return to a stable student charges structureq

If student charges--all of the mandatory fees assessed_as a condi-

tion of enrollment--mist be increased, the sudden increases imposed
During most
of the past decade, the State gradually increased its subsidy while
the student share stayed relatively constant. In the past year,

this tfend was dramatically reversed, with sharply increased’ charges,
accompanied by a real reduction in S!ate support. Sudden changes

"may .ultimately do greater damage to access than higher levels of

Moreover, this dinstability tends ‘to penalize both those
costs and those

charges.
who -have pianned most carefully for meeting colle
whose personaL-f1nanc1a1 resources are most limited.

Y
- %

If the policies recommended in this report aré adopted, changes in

the .level of student charges_ would be moderate and predlctable -

But if new or other policies -are adopted, they should be'phasedzln
over a period of years if they would result in (1) establishing new
charges, (2), substantially increasing the levels of existing
charges, (3) w1den1ng of the dlfferences in, charges among the
segments, or (4) imposing charges without provision of offsétting-
student financial aid. " .
Few,fif,hny, appropriations forgpublié services ¢fi-be exempt from
But it would compound°
student difficulties if their financial aid were-reduced to meet,
such a crisis at the same time /that their charges were being in-
creased for ‘the same purpose.
increased charges would be asked to carry a double burden, a®d we
urge the Governor and Legislature not to reduce student financial
aid when charges are 1ncreased‘* s .

The Commission recognizes p011 ies for student charges and financial
aid cannot control erratic fluctuations in State revenues or the
demands on them. Nonetheless, the Commission believes that, even
if special circumstances cause unavoidable and temporary departures
from policy, theseé recommendations can be used as a base againmst
which to measure the impact of such departures, and as the framework.

N

The alwve recommendations present the overall leicy context for
the Commission's responge to ACR 81. The remainder of this report
provides recommendations for State policies and suggestions for
impleménting those polEcies in the four areas of specific concern

to thevLegislature. . . \ °
‘ N .
- - A -
. . ~ . ’
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APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIPS

BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL AND PUBLIC .

SUPPORT LEVELS REQUIRE EXPLICIT STATE POLICY
FOR SETTING AND ADJUSTING STUDENT CHARGES

-

“ L . .

Legislative Question: What should be the appropriate relationship
-between individual and public levels of support for postsecondary
education? : - :

Id
Commission Response: Historically, the relationship between indi-
vidual and public support within/each public segment was generally
reasonable until 1980-81, and has:supported State goals of access -
"and excellence. To assnre that the, relationship continues to be
. appropriate, State policy should explicitly relate the levels of

. student charges to levels of Staté support for postsecondary .educa-’
. tion. ‘ :

RECOMMENDATION 3. The .State should establish explicit
o%licieg for setting and adjusting student charges. Such
u

*

policies sho assume a continuing combihation of State
and student financing of public postsecondary education
and should establish the basis on which -adjustments in
student charges will be made. i .

-

This .recommendation applie§ equally, to the University, the State .
. Unjversity, and the Community Colleges as integral parts of Califor-
nia's single postsecondary education system. But the historic and
functional differences between the two four-year segments and the
Community Colleges cannot be ignored in policy drdplementation.
Separate and additional recommendations recognize the differences.

. AT ¥

..

Policies' for the University and the State University .
In the University and State University, an explicit State:policy
wolild” be an alternative to historical segmental practices ‘for .
setting the level of student charges, and would provide ‘a ‘consistent

. policy basis for setting and adjusting charges. .

RECOMMENDATION 4. Student charges in the University and
State University should be set and adjusted actording to
'a regular process. Ihe level of charges in each segment
should be a percent of the average of the sum of State
General Fund appropriations and property tax. revenues for *
the previous three years for the support of full-time= .
. equivalent students in pubTic postsecondary educatfon.
: - , - :

# f
™o . . .
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Commission staff should work with segmental staffs on an.’
ongoin? basis to make refineMeénts and modifications 1w

the calculation of this base, agnecessary..

- —

-

4.1 Total student charges for full-time undergraduatés
in the University of California should be 40-50 percent
of the base destribed in Recommendation 4. -

4.2 Total student charges for full-time undergraduates >
in the State University should be 10-20 percent of the
base described in Recommendation 4. S -

4.3 Graduate and postbaccalaureate professional students

should pay somewhat higher charges than do undergraduate
students. Charges for graduate and postbaccalaureate
professional students should be fixed at between 120 and

130 percent of undergraduate charges in each segment.

Student financial ®assistance should be provided for stu- -

dents whose graduate or professifhal education would be :
jeopardized by these charge levels. ’ :

8.4 To assure equitable treatment of part-time studénts

and to recognize fixed costs associated with their.enroll-

ment » student charges for part-time students should be

less' than thdse for full-timé students. «The actual
differential in charges should consider thresholds for
financial aid eligibility, mean and median credit loads-

of financial aid recipients, and actual use of facilities

and services by students of different credit loads. / N
"This™ recommendation- meets the Commission's ob:]',ectives of providing
a consistent policy basis for setting and adjusting charges and
relating student support of postsecondary education to the State's.
funding commitment to postgecondary education.. The base fchosen to
reflect that funding commitment is total State General Fund appro-.
priations and property tax revenues used to fund postsecondary
education annually, a figure which is readily availabte, understand-
able, and easy to calculate., Since it includes all the elements in
postsecondary education for which State suppoxt is provided, it
offers a base which cannot be mahipulated easily to obtain particu-"’
lay stbdent charges levels. Furthermore, by using a cémmon base /to’
calculate student charges, the level of ‘charges in each segment
will be direct}ky related to the levels in the other segments. By~
using a three-year average funding support) as the basis fbr

. adjusting charges, advance ‘nqtice of the levels-of charges can be
given. Because unexpected ab,errations in State revenues or appro-
priations should not be automatically reflected in student charges,
the recommended policies allow. time for legislative aceommodation:
of them. Although this proposal would establish the level of
charges, this recommendation does not, nor is it intended to, spea}( o

to the issue of the use of those charges. ,
e . . $




The Comm1ss1on has recommended that students in each segment pay

. fees which ‘are set as a percent of State support per student in

postsecondary education. The range of percentages proposed for the

. University and the State University are adm1tted1y arbitrary, but
, based on a belief that. the existing level of fees in each of those - . '

2

segments is not unreasonable. As a result, the lower end of the
range proposed for each -segment generates a fee level which is -
approximately what would be in effect "for 1982-83 if current propo-
sals by the segmental governing boards and the Governor are adopted
The ~upper limit of the range proposed for each segment was an ‘
amount which appeared to bear a reasonable ,relationship to current .

, fee levels, and which if adopted, and with sufficient financial aid

provided, would not result in undue disruption to students in each

" segment, or to the ex1st1ng gap in fee levels between the University

and State University. It should bé noted that in the case of the
University of California, the upper en% of the range would generate
fee levels that could involve studen support of instruction-- -
tuition--for the first time. ‘ ‘ ¥ - b ]

These p011C1es will assure that the level of student charges in {
each segment is related to the State's’ funding commitment. Imple- i
mentation of them will provide procedures for adjusting student
charges 1ncrementa11y rather thah- suddenly dnd establish a basis

“for measurlng differences in tharges between segments

The Comm1ss1on examined four other maJor optlons for the basis: of
setting afid, adJustlng student charges. L. .
1.. Relating charges in each segment to‘the cost of insfruction in

that _segment, as suggested in the first draft of this report--

but ‘the .complex cost accounting prgcedures it would require .
suggest that an appropriations base would be more useful for L
setting fee levels. ) e u

1 .

.

2. Setting student charges as a percent of the support level in
one of the segments--but thisgwould have the shortcoming of
- increasing charges in all segments if appropriations in the
, base segment were increased, even if apprdpriatiens in the
other segments did not change. V. ! ’ o
3. Basing student chargésiin each segment on appropriations in -
that segment--but even if appropriation¥ for unique elements in P
each segment- (such as organized research in the University) - ) <
wvere excluded from the base, this option would not assure an.
1ntersegmenta1 relat10nsh1p of student charges levels.

- N .

4. Establlshlng student charges levéls as a- pqrtlon of the average T
charges paid by students public comparison institutions A
+ of each segment--but this would base Ca11forn1a student. charges %ﬁ?

" - . ¢

. « ‘*(
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on the fiseal and educatlonal dec1s1ons of other state$ rather
. than “on the part1cular fevenue and expend1ture needs of post-
. . secondary’ educat1ona1n California. ,

Only the selected opt1on--appropr1at1ons plus property tax revenues
smeets the critical criteria of saqnable stab111ty over time,
s'mpl1c1ty, economy, recogn1t1o wpf jintersegmental differentiation
function,® and responsivenes§/to/California fiscal and educa-

al 'concerns. -This option‘,sug sts that fee levels 1n the

is base.’ Once the percentige is determined, it should be
maint 1ned,,w1th minor variations, over time. JUnder this plaa, the
base for establishing 1982-83 student charges levels as described
in Redommendation & would bé-$3,000. This figure is derived by

‘taking \the average annual s port over the last three years for

ostsecondary educat1on~-$3 225,192,000--and dividing by thq.
average number of students anggally over that perlod--l 075 064.

#

’

o

Using the percentages in Recommendations 4 1 and 4.2, undergraduate
* » student charges at the'Un1vers1ty and-Stafe Un1vers1ty would range

> frommapproxlmately $1,200 to $1,500 and from $300 to $400, respec-
oo tively. Thig compares-to proposed 1982-83 fee levels of §$1,194 in
the” Un1vers1ty ahd $322 in the State Un1vers1ty .. The actual amount

“\sﬁ] of these charges. should be determ1nedaaccord1ng 't segmental needs .

| and the amount of financial aid that will\pe made avdilablé.by the
Accord1ng to preliminary estimafes, between $8 million and
iflion in additfonal fingng¢ial aid would have to be provided
" State to limit enroll lossés in the University if fee
vere sét within the fange recommepded in this report. In

the Stdte University, at least $16 million in additional.financial

aid would be needed to‘offset potential enrollment losses if 1982-83

fee levels reached the upper end of the range suggested here. More
* precise estimates of student financial aid needs will be provided
vhen the Commission's student charges model is mod1fred¢nn May to
take into account- the' latest éhﬁnges in- federal financial ‘aid
programs. Append1x C includes the segmental enrollment .and appro-
priation figures for 1979-804 1980-81, and 1981-82 used to calculate
the base for setting fee leyels.

¥

Recommendation 4.3 esta l1shes a has1s for differential charges in
. the Univérsity and State University that would reflect: to some
, " degree the greater personal benefits and--higher costs of graduate
' \/ and postbaccalaureate profess1ona& programs in those segments. As
students progress to higher and’ more costly levels of education, it
o ) is not unreasonable to- expect them to pay somewhat highér charges
¢ .. than do undergraduates; assuming that sufficient student financial
* . aid is provided for those with ,demonstrated financial need. At the
. . present time, the University's Educat1onal Fee for graduate students
. . - is $60 more sthan undergraduates\ and there is no differential in

L
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_meeting family obligations provides many students with their only .

units or moxe. |

the State University. The Commission finds the proposed differen- -
tial reasonable, consistent with practices<in many dther states, - '
and unlikely to have an impatt on earollments.

L N
The Commission recognizes that a further differential in, charges
may be appropriate between graduate students and postbaccalaureate
professional students. It.proposes to address this issue in coming’
months, and will ‘advise the Legislature of its i;nd1ngs before
January 1983. * - _ .

%

Récommehdatlon ‘4.4 addresses -issues of part-time enrollments. The -
ability to attend college qn a part-time basis while working or

chance for access to postsecondary education. In 1974, the Legisla- v
ture stated its'intent "that fee structures, adm1ss1ons polches,

and financial aid p011c1es and programs at institutions of public’’ . .
postseconﬁary education ‘not discriminate against parf-time students

and 'students choosing to combine or. alternate education with other
learning experiences such as-work or travel" (Assambly Concgyrent
Resolution 161). . _ e

The University of California currently charges undergraduate stu- 2
dents whdo are enrolled for ten or fewer units the full Registration ,
Fee and one-half of the:Educational Fee paid by full-time under-
graduates. Graduate students who are approved for enrollment for
one-half or less of the regular course load also pay the full -
Registration Fee and half of the Educational Fee. Furthermore, the- ‘
University administers special part-time professional degree pro-
grams for which the system has developed separate student charges
p011c1es .
Currently, the Califoynia -State University charges graduate and
undergraduate students attending on a limited (enrolled for six .
units or less) basis approximately-'$30 less than students,enrolled =~ ¢
on a2 regular basis, or between 75 and.85 percent of -regular fees.

The Board of Trustées has adopted a pollcy for 1982-83 which would
eliminate any differential in the level of the Student Services Fee
between limited and regularly enrolled students, although the
Legislature has net yet acted on the Trustees' proposal. At the

same time, the Chancellor's Task Force on a New Student Fee and
Financial Aid Program has recommended that if a new fee is ‘imposed

in response “to the 1982-83 fiscal crisis, the charge be different

for students taking 5.9 units or less than for those taking 6.0

To maintain access, State policy should continue segmental practice
and legislative intent that differentiates student chadges between
full-time and part-time students. This recognizes that part-time
students have limjted eligibility for financial aid and that the

-19-

o
(U0



Al - . -

option of. part-tims attendance "at a lower level of student charges
serves as a form of inditect studenf assistance.: At the same time,
it acknowledges the fixed and variable costs of admitting students,
enrolling them, and, providing them with services regardless of
class load. ) ' ' ;o

v >

.

. ‘ ) LA .
Policies for the Community Colléges ' A -

The-C%iifornia Community Colleges face the same critical tradeoffs -
among ‘maintaining access, preserving quality, and imposing student
charges that chdllenge the University and State University. The
choices facing the Community Colleges may be more difficult- than
those.in the University and State University' for these.reasons:

.'e Free Community College education is’a Jlong-standing traditiom,
with roots in the public school system and is a symbol of the
"open door" -to postsecondary. education. As a consequence, ° -
procedures do not exist to implement a mandatory fee policy or ~
_to provide adequate financial aid to needy students. ‘

o Community College students pursue far more diverse academic,
occupational, and avocational.objectives than do University and
State University students.- . .

.o *
¢ Substantial variation exists among districts in the use of State
funds because of differences in local board decisions in méeting
community "educational demands and because of the, complexity and -

, uncertainty in State funding for the Community Gedteges in .-

" recent years. - ‘ ' e

o ° 2

The Commission is concerned that State fiscal stringency may force
the Governor and:;Legislature to impose across-the-board cuts, -
enrollment limits, or new student charges without time for careful
consideration of the educational and administrative implicationms of

these actions. —— " - 3 .
o~ .
N

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should establish .explicit

policies to -assure a combination of State and student
support of Community College programs that, to the extent
possible, continue existing no-charge practices for students
enrolled in courses and programs that have greatest State

priority.-

s

'5.1 To assure that only those programs or courses that
have greatest State priority are subsidized by the State
and- to assurerequitable support rates for similar courses

.« 1in different’ districts, the Legislature should direct thg




Board of Governors \tg develop Title 5 regulations: (d)
Identifying noncreditNcourses eligible for State support;
(b) applying a_uniform support rate of $1,100 per ADA for
all courses in adult basic education, high-school diploma
programs, English as a second language, citizenship, and
community education; and (c) determining which avocational,
recreational, anA. persona] development courses’should be

'offered as commun1ty serv1ces c]asses on a-self-supported’

.bas1s

5.2 "To assure that student support of tommunfty Colleges

falls within the po]1c1es outlined in Recommendation 5, the.

Leg1s1ature should direct the Board of Governors to estab-
1ish a contingency plan for implementing a statewide charge
policy. for the Community Colleges. This plan should be
prepatgd by December 1, 1982, should 1ncorporate procedures
(1) to implement charges that are not permissive among

districts, and (2).to distribute related financial aid, and -

shou]d 1nc1ude recommendat Tons on at’ least the fo110w1ng

;ﬁl‘

.

N,
The structure of charges, 1nc1ud1ng differentials for’
part-time students and establishmeht and ‘adjustment of
the level of charges according to the same base and
process recommended for the University‘and State Univer-
sity in Recommendation 4,

D1fferent1a1 charges based on either course character--

istics, ‘Or on whether students.are enrolléd in .an
educat1ona1 program or taking courses on an 1nterm1t-
tent basis.

“The structure and funding level of student financial
.aid programs to offset the adverse impact of student
charges and specifically to assure that at least those
students who currently receive ajd from .need-hased
public~assistance programs such as'AFDC, SSI SSP, ot
who meet the qualjfications for EOPS are exempted from

. /;2parges either through waivers or f1nanc1a1 aid offsets.
d h

e reTat1onsh1p betweefi revenues ra1sed by studentd -

charges and-Community Co]]eges financing mechanisms.

-

5 3 The contingency plan for a statewide fee pol1cy recom-
mended in 5.2 above should be implemented in 1983-84 or
— thereatter only if the State is unable (a) toXreplace

one*time revenues used ip 1982-83 or thereafter to offset
budget .reductions for the Comminity Co]]eges \.(b) to main-

tain existing levels of revenue per ADA in constant dollars,

or {c} to fund reasonable enrollment growth in courses or
programs that have State priority.

51
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\ Fyee education for Community College students must' be weighed .
N agalnst its effect on‘the charges paid. by their counterparts in the
Unlverslty and Stite University. In the two four-year segments,
student ¢harges have increased dramatlcally in the past two years. .
i University and State University students have been required to make
- up the difference between available State funds and amounts needed
- ‘to contlnue existing high standards of access and excellence. If, * -
.+ ™ as the Cofmission must reluctantly assume, the total share of State
General Funds for postsecondary education will be relatively stable
: . over the next several years, the'absence of charges in the Community
I o ‘ Colleges will continue to mean higher charges for University and
a State University students. In the Community Colleges themselves,
Tt ~ continuation of,exlstlng practices of across:- -the-board reductions
and ‘enrollment limitatidons as responses to fiscal crises® will have
. a direct and adverse impact on access and can by dllutlng instruc-
- " tional support, threaten educational effectlveness and excellence.
. Policies for a statewide charge policy may depart frgm long-standing
e T tradition, but are necessary in this time of State fiscal co
straint. Blind adherence’ to the symbol of free education in the
T, !bmmunlty Colleges can .make -inroads on access to postsecondary
.educatlon as a whole. .
N . ~ . . .
. ., The w1de diversity 'of Community College offerings stems from the
. expansion of the college éurriculum beyond the explicif Master Plan
missions of academic and'occupational education into developmental,
cémmunity educatlon, recreational and avocational .areas'by college |
districts in response to local demands$. , Current State funding _
' procedures provide ambiguous guidance on "how courses are to be
@ . funded to reflect State priorities. The Commissior’ believes that a- *
more precise formulation of State pr10r1t1es is essent1a1, and that
: higher priority for Staté support should be given to academlc,'
developmental, and oceupationil programs than to communlty education
. tourses that are largely avocaﬁiﬁhal or recreational in nature.
S . . . C s
In the*University and State. University, students share similar
. kinds of educational aspirations, and the impositiop of a single,’
,f mandatory charge in each segment is’reasonable. In c6ntrast, such,
. a general mandatory charge should not be- imposed in the Community
.« Colleges without careful examination of its impact. The Commission
. does not believe that the charges paid by students in'any of the
segments shoyld, as a_ general rule, subsidize the education of
other: students. Most partlcularly, the implications of abandoning
) the no-fee policy in the Community folleges simply because recrea-.
. . tional and avocational courses continue to receive the same State ~
~ funding ,priority as academic, deVelopmental and oc¢cupatiocnal-
’ courses .must be seriously considered.  We are also concerned about
the possible actumulation of categorlcal fees in any segment. The
effect of sﬁ%h fees is to provide special protectlon for spec1f1ed

e <
R . act1V1t1es, which makes them exempt from the rigorous scrytidy and
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pressures for greater efficiengy that other State- -#inded elements
of postsecondary education are subject to in times of fiscal strin-
Y gency. - . ' '
4 ‘ .
] The Community Colleges do not require .formal enrollment procedures
¢ - for all stidents. compardable to those in the four-year segments
under which student intentions, basic skills, or prior educational
experience, for example, mlght be determined. The Commission
believes that the possibility of instituting such enrollment proce-
" dures should be examined and-determined by the Board of Governors.
Alternative procedures should be assessed for 51mp11c1ty, for
educational purposes such as, rémediation, counseling, and fqr their
relationship to the role and mission of the Community Colleges. If
feasible-as educational- measures, then such procedures should be
examlned for'thelr implications, - if any, for student charges.
Information from the Coémunity CollegeACourse Classification System
reveals inequities in the way similar courses are offered and
funded' ipn different colleges. These variations arise from ‘the
nature of local decision making in the Community .Colleges, and a
1ack of explicit State priorities for funding or for.student sup-
,port In times of relative'economic prosperity, such variation and A
lack of. priorities might be tolerated. Given the current economic -
'condltlons and State revenue outlook, however, there is a need to
establlsh priorities for the dlstrlbutlon of limited State resources
~and statewide policies for student support which have as a basis
the State s educational. objectives for the»Communlty Colleges.

-

¢

. The criteria for noncredit course funding are broadly defined
categories and subJect to considerable varlatlon in 1nterpretat10n.
Vacriations in the treatment of certain developmental courses create
additional funding inequities. -Most- Community College districts .
offer adult basic education, high school diploma programs, ESL, and

- citizenship, .and 'community. educatlon courses as noncredit funded at
the $1,100 per ,ADA rate mandated in AB 1626., In many districts,
however, similar courses are offered for credit even though the
credit often is nat applicable toward a certificate or associate v
degree program. Districts which offer these courses in the credit - ;

"mode receive the full credit support rate 'of $1,930 for the ADA in s
such courses instead of the §$1, 100 per ADA noncredit rate. = -

-

N

Finally, in many districts, personal development recreational, and
avocational courses such as jogging,- surfing, jazzercise, needle-
point, and ballroom dancing,, are offered ‘for credit at'the average
credit ratg of $1,930 -per ADA with“no user fees. “In other dis-
tricts, these same subjects are offered as noncredit courses at the -
$1,100 per ADA noncredit rate with no fees. In still other dis- o
tricts, such: subJects are offered as community service classes and
charge student fees. Given- 11m1ted resources, suci funding and

- - 4 e
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student charges inequities cannot bespermitted to continue. Fur-
thermore, physical education courses currently comprise  nearly 9
percent of the statewide Community College total credit workload
and fine and applied arts courses comprise an additional’l0 percent.
In effect, approximately one out of every five credit ADA funded by
the State in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment in either physical
education or fine and applied' arts courses. While these disciplines
are part of any well-balanced liberal arts curriculum, the majority
of -students enrolled in such courses are enrolled for only one or
two courses.per term and are not taklng the courses as part of any
certificate or degree program,

The Comm1551on believes that the heavy concentration of student

enrollment and resulting State apportionment payments in recreation-
al and avocational courses which yield primarily personal benefits
represents a seriows imbalance in the use of limited State resources
for undergraduate instruction. Moreover, the Commission believes
that a significant portion of the current course activity in these

‘areas could be offered more approprlately as communlty seryices

classes on a fee-support b351s .o

The fiscal situation faced by the State 1n 1982-83 may require that
apportlonments to the Community Colleges be adjusted to generate
savings to the State General Fund. The, Commission has identified
several one-time measyres which could be used in 1982-83 to generate
such savings. Although this approach may seem contrary to the
criticisms of short~term ad hoc approaches to student charges and
funding needs that have beengmade elsewhere in this.report, the
Commission feels. that such "an approach in 1982-83 is justified in
terms of the timé it will allow'the State and the Communlty Colleges
to develop student charges ‘procedures and funding priorities for
subsequent years. Fu¥thermore, such an approach provides sufficient
lead time for the implementation -of new p011c1es -and dlfferent
priorities to' reduce dlsruptlon to students and districts. -

RECOMMENDATION 6. If the Legislature requires adJustment ¢
to. .Community Co]'leg.g Apportionments to generate savings ‘-
to the State General Fund 1n 1982-83 “and Lo avoid imple-
mentation of a permanent statewide fee policy in. 1982+ )33

» 6.1 State apportmnments shou'ld be reduced by appro>h- '
‘mately $30 million to reflect expected savings Trom :
implementation of Recommendation 5.1. ;

6.2 State apportionments should be reduced by apprmxi-
mately $50 million as a one-time offset to be taken.from
district reserves under regu]atmns to be developed by
the Board of Governors. . .

— -
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6.3 The Legislature should not impose a charge on Commu-
: nity College students in 1982-83 unless required budgetary
\ savings are greater than those achieved under this recom-
mendationg An interim charge should be considered only
. . as an emergency alterpative to impairing access to, or
. the effectiveness of, courses and prografls of high State
priority, and provisions for them should (a) assure that
A the State prov1de offsetting financial aid or waivers for
‘ students receiving need-based public assistance to, be
- distribyted according to criteria established by the
Board of Governors, (b) be uniform statewide, not permis-
sive among districts, and (c) differgptiate between
full-time and part-time students.. .

d

The course classification. and funding recopmendations outlined }

above would pring the Lommunity Colleges into greater "compliance

with this report's sixth guideline which calls for greater comsis-

tency of, Community College course offerings before fees are imple-
mented. As a second’step toward meeting the finantial needs of the

- Community College system and the State, the Commission; recommends

that the use’of Community College reserve funds should be con-
. sidered. Even during the past few years of partial adjustments for
: inflation, some districts have managed to maintain or even augment
their reserves while many other districts have seen their reserves

dwindle or disappear entirely despite continued budget cutting and

careful business management.

. Statewide, the level of year-end balances of all funds has remained
relatively constant over the past six years at about $400 million.

It is difficult to determine’an equitable'j echanism for the mahdated-
use of district reserves. In calling fér the- one- time use of '
_district reserves for 1982-83. funding, the Commission believes that

. the Board of Governors shduld be directed!to establish appropriate
. ] procedures for such use rather than having such procedures enacted
. in statute. , .
. > Y .
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: A 3 PABT THREE \
'i RESPONSE' TQ THREE OTHER LEGISLATIVE CONCERNS-

°
)

Legislative concern over access and student chiarges during a period §
of constrained State resources is broad and pervasive. Recommenda-
tions 1 through® 6 have already addréssed what-the Commission per-
s<ceives as a mandate from the Legislature to suggest comprehlensive
State policy for access, &xcellence, and equltable student charges
during fiscal stringency. At. the same time, Recommendations 3
through 6 respond to the specific legislative inquiry in Assembly i
1 Concurrent Resolution 8l about the appropriate relationships between

' individual and pubhc levels of support.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81 directed the Commission to address
three other specific issues as well, and recommendations responding
to these are contained in this part of the report. These three

specific concerns--student- f1nanc1al, a1d use of revenues from™’
student charges, and segmental Master Plan rolés--are no ‘less

central to maintenance of access and quality than is the relatiop: ‘.
ship of 1nd1v1duag. ang public support. Form, ndt importance, sepaz
‘rates discussion £Ef1nanc1a1 aid (Recommendations 7 and 8), use 6f

revenues (Recomﬁbndatlon «9), and Master Plan roles (Recommendation ’ ot
10) from. the earlier ones.- ol ;
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APPROPRIATE DISTRIBUTION -
, OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID
* REQUIRES STATE FUNDING SUFFICIENT .
- . TO OFFSET INCREASES IN STUDENT F\HARGES

-
'

Legislative Question: What is the approprlate distribution of
Student financial aid to all needy California postsecondary educa-
tion students?

]
-

Commission Respomse: Historically, State-supported student finan-
~, cial aid has been appropriately distributed to students with demon-
strated financial need, and has supported State goals of access.
To assure appropriate distribution in the future, State policy
should exphsitly relate levels and distribution of aid to (1)
student-charges in the public segments, (2) ‘tuition and fees in the
indépendent sector, (3) changes in other student costs, (4) segmen-
tal procedures for distribution, and (5) federal student financial
aid policies and levels.

/\\

~

.

~ State-supported student financial a?g is' a key strategy that the
" . State has used to assure access by preventing students' financial

circupstances from 11m1t1ng their educgtipnal opportunities.

e Student charge policies and Student financial aid policies are
- therefore 1nterdependent -Any fuhdamental shift in p011c1es re-
lated 'to one should be accompam.ed by a correspotrdmg change in the

other. . -

+

4 .

RECOMMENDATION 7. The State should provide financial
assistance to qualified Students whose ability to attend

postsecondary institutions 1§ Jeoparduedd_x increases in - ‘
b

Such assistance shoul

student charges. e provided - .
through programs that assure equitable treatment of -
students-with similar resources and needs R

-

» . 9
v

RECOMMENDATION 8. Students throughout California should
- be treated similarly by State financial assistance poii-

, ‘cles regardiess of the Tnstitutions which they attend,
and the State should use a common and consistent method-

ology to assure emnta'ETés treatment. . .

8.1 The State should prov1de sufficient funding to- each
segment for financial aid to offset the amount of in-
creases in charges between 1981-82 and 1982-83_ for stu-

dents—with—the—fewestfinancial-resources—who—do—riot
receive Student Aid Commission grants.




8.2 The amount of ‘financial aid to be provided- by the
State to offset increases in charges for students with
demonstrated financial need should be based on the Commis-
: sion's student charges model, modified to accommodate
’ alternative assumptions about eligibility for additional
aid other than the current assumptions based on (federal)
Pell Grant e11g1b111ty

; ’ .. 8.3 The State should provide ‘sufficient funds to the

¢ 'Stddent Aid Commission to fully fund charges for Univer-

' sity and State University students who are Student Aid
Commission grant recipients and who would qualify for'
fu]]ifee grants

dents_with demonstrated financial need to atjfend private -,
«colleges‘and universities, thereby protectind educational
diversity and™the public interest in.the nongovernmental
sector of h1gher education. Protection will require:
(d) increases in maximum Student Aid Commission grants
.for students who attend independent institutions ‘so that * -
grants remain-at the same constant dollar Tlevels in >
1982-83 as in 1981-82; (b) adjustments to funding 1eve1s,\
. and number of awards in the Student Aid Commission program
to reflect increased student charges in both public, and
. private institutions; and (c) inclusion, to the extent
feasible, of issues. related to financial aid in the
1ndependent sector in the integrated budget rev1ew pro-
posed in Recommendation 10 below.

-

8.4 The State shou]d continue to assistbquz%ified stu-

. \ N )
In order to estimate the amount offfunding which the State should
provide to offset the impact of charge increases for students with
the fewest financial resources, the State should use a method whic4
considers (1) the amount of any proposed increase in charges, (2)
the number of ¥inancial aid recipients already enrolled, (3) the

"~ . _number of additional students who might become - elﬂélble with higher

charges, (4) the amount of additional federal financial aid funds

which might partially offset an increase in charges, (5) the ability
“. . of the Cal Grant programs to partially offset the higher charges
+  for their recipients, (6) self-help expectations, and (7) whether
oo or not additional aid will offset only inqreased charges, or both
: the increased charges and pending federal financial aid cuts. °

The State's estlmane of gggltlonal f1nanc1al need/should also-
consider (1) the current Tincome distribution of students within
. . each segment, (2) the current proportion of financial aid recip-

— ientswi Ln‘Eachrsengﬁtf*fS)*the—price—responsiveness—ofgstudents*
: T with different income levels, and (4) the availability of federal
v - " funds and Cal.Grant funds. Additional funds from these sources, if

2
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any, should Beasubtracted from such estimates to ensure that there
is no double counting, ‘overawards, or major differences in theway
- estimates of additional aid needs are made.

It is important that the State adopt.a method for determining need
and providing aid which is consistept among the public segments.

.Currently, eath segment has its own procedures for é&stimating
student financial aid needs. These procedures employ varying
assumptions and dologies and are useful' to the segments for
internal decisions? The Commission's student charges model was
developed to re this consistency and the Commission #ill con-
tinue to work with the segments to refine and improve it. The
Commission urges its .own and segmental staff to develgp a method -
for estimating the diversion of students from one segment to another
because of d1fferent1a1 charges. - .-

-
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APPROi’RIATE USE OF REVENUES R i ;
. " FROM-STUDENT CHARGES . §

SHOULD BE REVIEWED AS PROPOSED
%Y THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

¢ ]
Legislative Question: Which costs of institutional operations are

appropriately *borne by students, and what proportion of the expen-
.ditures for these operatlons should be-financed by student charges?

. Commission Response The Comm1ss1on believes that historical
"Tevels and uses of student charges for institutional operations
have not had af™adverse impact- on State goals of access. Within®
the time available to respond, however, the Commission has not been
able to determine the appropriateness of all the many specific uses
of these charges or the. appropriate proportions of costs that
should be financed by.the students. As noted earlier, students

. hawe not borne costs of instruction, but they have borne the costs
of most ancillary operations (e.g., housing, parking, food services,

etc.), and at least part of Some costs "associated! with instruction

(e.g., counseling, placement, etc.). University students have also
borne part of the costs of student financial -aid in that segment.
The Legislative Analyst has recommended that the Commission under-
take a study of the segments' current policy toward student fees

* and the use of fee revenue and the Commss:.on will complete such a
" study by next Deeember

. ‘ RECOMMENDATION 9.. Pending the Commission's recommenda-
tions on the use -of revenues from student charges as
requested gx the Legislative Analyst, including analysis
of restrictions on the use of charges and‘their use for
student financial aid in the University, no changes

should be made 1n the cUrrent uses of these revenues.

J

- *

The use of revenues derived from charges is not as important to
ma1nta1n1ng access as the amount of these charges and the availabil-"
ity of financial assistance. As matters of pr1nc1p1e however, the ., .
. - Commission is gravely concerned about two major issues 18volv1ng
. the use of these revenues: ) .

oy

1. Restnctlons on use of revenues from student charges to spec1f1c
. student Services gives ‘a protected status to these activities.
- " JSo shielded from the impact of State budget reductions, these .
protected activities are in a far'different position from
v instructional programs’ which must bear the full impact’ of
reductions (California Legislature, 1982, pp. 1385-1386). Re-

’

L4 ‘




moving restrictions, however, could allow use of revenues er .
instructional purposes such as faculty salaries, and would .thus

depart from existing policies that have encouraged full State
support, of instruction and mean imposition of "tuitionm)" the

symbol of restricted access for many yearf.

. . . B «
. L

At the University of California, student charges supgort student
financial aid programs. Neither the State Univeysity nor the

Community Colleges use student charges for tHis purpose.’

Within the University, the practice means that students who can.

pay full fees are paying more than the cost,of services,in

order to pay for the educatiom of other students. Yet these‘ .
other students are eligible for aid that the State has not thus .

- far provided and that is got available in the other ‘two public

segments. .

+
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THE IMPACT OF STUDENT CHARGES

ON SEGMENTAL MASTER PLAN MISSIONS

SHOULD BE CONSIDERED BY INTEGRATED REVIEW

OF STUDENT CHARGES AND STUDENT FINANCIAL AID
IN"STATE BUDGETARY PROCEDURES .

-

- hd -

I;gls‘iatlve Question: What is the impact of stbdent charges upon.  °
each public postsecondary. segment's'ability to realize its role and
mission in the Cahform.a Master Plan for Higher Education?

¢

-

Commission Response. +Historically, low student charges have re-
flected each segment's special functions and its students'- educa-
tional aspirations, and have, therefore, reinforced Master Plan
roles and missions as’well"as State goals for access.

The Commission f1nds that levels of. student charges‘ have not yet
had an adverse impact on the roles and missiqns of the segments. as
set out in -the Master Plan. The-Commission is concerned, however,
that the substaptial increases in-charges in the U’mverslty and
State Unlverslty made in 1981-82 and proposed for 1982=83 may have
n adverse impact on roles and mlis:.ons,, or these increases may
ke price, ratBer than~segmental function,.a primary motive in
student ‘selection of~Campuses. Ad;erse impacts can be expected if ~
State' policy does”not explicitly relate (1) student charges, (2)
Master Plan rofes and missions, and (3) the implications of pr]obable
financial and enrollment stress. e
. ! . - N .

d ~

RECOMMENDATION 10..°The Governor't ‘Budget should _(_152
display in a single ‘consolidated stmmary each year t
current and “proposed levels of charges for each segment,
Q% explain the rationale for any proposed adjustments,’
an show the current and anticipated ‘funding -for
student financjal aid from all major sources. lhe legis-
Tative fiscal subcommittees should review this information
ir_{@ same form, examining all three pubTic,segménts and
the Student Aid .Commission to together durin nget hear-
_mgg To- the extent feasible, implications for. t e
independent” sector should be considered. The Legislative
Analyst and the California a_Postsecondary Fdicat':lon Com-
mission-should provide comments to the Legislature 8n the
Tevels of charges and financial aid proposed in The
Gavernor's Budget.

. £l o
-

The alstnbutioﬁ“of‘“student—enroi-lments—among—three—segments with— ——
distinct functions cannot be adequately considered when charges. aye
set in -the waning hours of the State budget process -just a few,
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weeks before the op{aning of classes in the fall. Time, is not
. available for sufficient consideration of the appropriate relation-
ship of charges ampng the three public segments, of the peed for
student financial aid, or of the effect that charges might have’ on .
student choice of segment. The structure of the Stdte budget and
the procedures for its review by the Legislature also contribute to )
' the fragmentation of State policy for ‘student charges and student -
aid. Each segmental and agency budget is presea’gf‘ted and reviewed <
. independently, thereby limiting opportunities’ to examine critical ‘
* relationships among the levels of segmental charges or between . -

charges and student aid funding. ‘
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PART FOUR
OUR CERTAIN GOALS; OUR UNCERTAIN FUTURE

~

. . .

California's postsecondary education system is basically sound,
but, as recent events have shown, its success makes it extremely
vulnerable during periods of State fiscal stringency. This report

addresses what the Commission finds to be the most urgeat of legis- .

lative concerns: How can high standards of -access and educational
effectiveness be maintained and enhanced- when State resources are
no longer able to provide historic levels of support? The Commis-
sion has recommended--not without reluctance--that a combination of
increased student charges and increased, State-funded student
financial aid will best serve the dverr1d1ng public interest in
maintaining access and quality and establishing a consistent State
policy in this area. .

The Cbmm1ss1on s reluctance is based in part on the departure from
its own history of supporting no or low charges in public colleges -
and universities. But that reluctance alsg stems from the danger
that charges may be increased without offsétting student financial

" aid; a danger that cannot be avoided. The Commission is well aware

of the tenuous balance between State .revenues-and State expendi-
tures, a'balance that'can be.easily and suddenly upset: a flood,
an earthquake, or a Mediterranean fruit fly can reverse the best of

" governmental intentions. But the Commission believes that the

danger can be contained if the Governor and Legislature adopt the
recommendations of this report.. If long-teéim policies are explicit-" .

.1y stated, emergency-departures can be recogn1zed and plans laid

for stab111zat1on within these policies.

Within the broad context of access, narrower but extremely serious
questions arose. Time was ‘8hort for resolving these quesE1ons, but
more important than time, a proper context forecon51derat1on was,
lacking. Two major questions in particular=-(1) "tuition" and

"appropriate restrictions on the use of student charges, and (2) the.

University's current use of student charges for student financial
aid-~should not be addressed until the State-has adopted the basic
policy of protecting access and quality through the use of increased
student charges and increased, offsettlng, State-funded student
financial aid. . )
- . ) : I .

Prior to 1980- 81 State funding levels allowed the four-year seg-
ments to charge 1ow~fees——and—the—d1ffetences among-the- segmental .
charges were probably not enough to have inadvertently diverted

- st ents because of r1ce.‘“However recent” rapid increases in.
]

.
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charges in the Yniversity and State University have made it apparent
that "benign neglect" of this*drea of State financing is no longer
possible. With the “best of motives, independent sgfting and
adjusting of,student charges by the segments, compounded by separate
State consideration' of segmental and Student Aid Commission budgets;
may generate serious adwerse consequences for-hlstorlcal standards
of access and educational effectlveness

Choices  must be made, however, and all avallable choices involve
“tradeoffs . among equally worthy options: “actess, excellence, and .
2equity. The Commission is' convinced that ‘there is an overriding
publlc interest in continuing and 1mprov1ng existing standards of
excellence. If charges are not raispd, both access and quality"
“will be threatened. Those students got turned away outright from
institutions may be admitted only to/ find overcrowded classes .and
programs. Raising student charges may provide revenues to maintain
quallty ,programs, but some students may no longer be able to afford

the price of admission.

Raising student charges and allocatin
financial aid presents an alternative-

th

sufficienf funding for,
at provides the revenies

necessary to continue excellence at the same time that it provides
funding to protect students with demonstrited - financial need from
the negative effects of charge increases.

even though offsetting aid is provided. Nevertheless, shar1ng
responsibility through highef charges and high financial a1d is the
.least damaging of the sad assortment of options availahle.

The Commission offers its recommendatlons w1th’:he intention that
they,.be adopted. It must,  in this conclusion, add cautions that
must be heeded regardless of adoption of its recommendations. * The

v

»

'Admittedly, the incregsed *
~ price will present-a real psychologlcal barrier for.some students

Y

State and the .segments must take extreme- ‘care wover the ‘coming
months and years*'o avoid exacerbatlng what the Commission sees as
actual or emerging-threats to access and -exeellence. Among these
threats: widening the gap in’ charges between the Upiversity and
the State Unlve331ty, increasing studentkcﬁarges in the absence of
offsettlng ‘State-funded student financia: aid; unintended' realloca-
tion 'of ex1st1ng student aid from studedts attending independent
colleges and unlver51t1es to students in| public institutions. As
sound ‘as Callfornla 8 postsecondary education system isy; it is
still vulnerable to an inadvertent a/gnm lation of small, incre-
mental strésses. . : t
- . ’
The Commission has.few illusions that its recommendations will maet
universal approbation among its many~and diversé constituents. Yet
. it finds great encouragement in the deliberations 6f the Adwisory
Committee .and in the invaluable help that the Committee prov1ded .
. Committee members did not always agree w1th our p01nt of view; and
& ‘ ,

e, . . .
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equally often they ,seriously questioned other members' opinioms. ) |
But agreement was reached, the Coimission believes, on the major
issues faced by postsecondary educatifn. At least of equal impor- :
tance, disagreement®and conflict over resolution of the issues was _
not allowed to interfere~with progress- toyard timely completion of ' L
the report.. The Commission § ‘
informed, and conscientious igbqision can_continue over’ the trying
years ahead. The issues are érit’gal; reasonable diiferengqs'on
their resolution will continue; and resolution must take place in a~ .
changing and unpredictable environment. But -all who speak in the -
. name of pdstsecondary education and its interegts Share .a vital
concern that the issues be resolved. . .

v . -
. N .
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elieves that this same even-tempered, o .
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. In addition:to the Commission's own Ad Hoc Committee:om .ACR-.81

, (identified by asterisks on the inside fropt cover), the Commission .o~

. established am Adv:.sory Committee consisting of the following = . .

> faculty members, students, and administrators frg three public P

' segments of Cahform.a postsecondary education #s well as repre- Y
‘sentatives' of the Leglslatlve Analyst, the Department of Finance,

LT and the California:Student Aid Comnussmn.

«
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e William R. Frazer - * °  University of California |
o e, . * . ) Systemwide Administration g - v
o N ~ |
Lo Lyman Glenny o * University of Ca11forn1a o |
¥ o B 11a ‘o
. Faculty Senate . .
¥ s ¥ LI ' . N . / M
.l L - Gerald Hayward * California Community Colleges ° |
. .t ‘ .~ + Chancellor's Office ' |
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The following observers from independent colleges participated in
the d¥scussions of the ACR 81 Advisory Committee: .

-

o California Association of \
N Independent College and
University Students

Rébert Fuentes‘

-

Morgan Odell . Association of Independent
" California Colleges and
Universities

¥ : . .
The Committée met three times: - (1) on Februaty 22, 1982, to discuss
consultation with the Commission staff during the development of
the Commission's response to ACR 81; (2) on March 16, to review the

issues related to access and student ‘charges whith Commission staff-

'had identified as central in preparing the response; and (3) on
April 13, to discuss the Commission's preliminary’ analysis, conclu-
sions, and recommendations. ’ .

In addition to providipgalomments at these meetings, members of the
Advisory .Committee submitted written comments to the Commission

-staff regarding the preliminary response, background papers, and
other issues of concern. Members of the Committee also responded
to a questionnaire from the Commission staff regarding -issues
related to student charges in otder to focus the Commissiom s
report on issues of greatest consequence. .

The written.comments of members of the Committee on the final
report are being compiled and will be distributed to the appropriate
legislativé committees and.to Advisory Committeé members.  They
will be available from thé¢-Commission as Commission Report 82-21.
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oo Discussion Papers /%md—Resource Documhents .
i ' ‘ iy :

h
b

In order to provide background’/ o the members of the ACR 81 Adv1- . .

sory Committee and the Commiss:.on s Ad
Commission staff developed t:heI following

oc fommittee on' ACR 81,
apers on toopics related s

to financing postsecondary educat:.on, access, and student charges

issues:

?

3

@

\'Student Fees and Fee 'Polic{es inx California..

-

2. "What happened at the City University of New York in, 1976?

Variables Needed to Estimate the Impact of Student Charges on-
Students and Instltutlons .

4, Alternative Policies for gettihg Student Charges.

5. The 1960 Master Plan forﬂlgher Education.in California: Past
and Present .

-

6. The State's Provision of Access:

[ -

-~

1960 to the Present.

1

£y

7

Finance Policies, Pro'spects, and issues.

In addition to these papers, staff re11ed n a number of policy-and

-— -

These discussion papers are ava11ab1e without charge as Comm1ssmn
Report 82- 16_,from the Commission offices. \

analytic papers on the subjects of studeht charges, financing
postsecondary education, and student financial aid as xesSources in* -
the development of this report 1nc1ud1ng ‘

e . .
E -

Breneman, David W. "Financing ngher Educat1on
the 1980s." Paper prepared for a Regional Conference on Crit-
ical Choices in Western ngher Edur:at:.on, Denver, Colorado, "

\0ctober 26, 1981.

California Postsecondary Education Commission. The Prlce of Admls-
sion: An Assessment’ of the Impact of §tudent Charges on
Enrollments and Revenues in California Public Higher Educa-

* tion. Commission Report g— 0-2. Sacramento The Commdission,
©1980. . o ’
t N | . v o

State Issues for T




. ©

. Determining the Cost of Instructlon in Gallforn:.a Public
 Higher Education. Commission Report 80-13. Sacramento The
Commissionj 1980. . .. ‘
The "Challenges Ahead A Planning Agenda for California Post-
secondaky Education, 1982-1987. Commission Report 81-25.
Sacramento: The Comm:.ss:.on, 1981. .

The Challenges Ahead: Issues in Planning for California
Postsecondary Education, 1982-1987. Comm:.ss:.on Report 81 26.
~Sac::amento The Commission, 1981.. .

Ve,

Implementatlon of - the Calﬁ'orna.a Community Colleges Ceurse
Classificafion System. Commission Report 82-14. Sacramento:
The Commission, 1982. : :

Carnegie Comm:.ssmn on ngher Educatlon Higher Education: Who
Pays? Who.. Be enefits? Who Should P_!” ITew York: McGraw-Hill,
19;§ .

Fd

Carnegie Counc11 on. Po-lmy Studies in ngher Educatlon Three

* -Thousand, Futurés: The Next Twenty Years for. Higher Educatibn.

Final Report of the Carnegie Council on: Pohcy ‘Studies in
H_gher Educat:.on San Frapc:.sco Jossey—Bass 1930

Kaufman, Norman S. ,' and Viehland, Denn:.s W. Tuition and Fees in
. Public Higher Education in the West, 1981-82, -Boulder, Colo-

rado: (Western Interstate Comm:.ss:.on for ngher Education,
1981.
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APPENDIX C :

Appropriations and Enrollments in California
Public Postsecondary Education, 1979-80 to 1981-82

s

. -

Tables 1 and 2 provide the segmental approprlatlon and enrollment
figures for 1979-80 to 1981-82 which were used to calculate the >
base. for settlng and’ adJustmg fee levels in the public segments as
proposed in Recommendation™§. Annual enrollment;. and_appropriation
figures were averaged over these three years, and then average ~
appropriations’were divided by average:énrollments to calculate
average State support per student for these years.
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TABLE 1
/ ' ANNUAL STATE GENERAL FUND, PROPERTY TAX, y

AND STUDENT FEE REVENUES SUPPORT FOR PUBLIC ° '
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 1979-80 to 1981-82

< (millions of do]]ars)
- " General Property Student
P Fund ' Tax Charges .y  Total
. 1979-80 ~ ”
. Universif§ of - . a )
. California . - § 901,951" --- S 84,154 . § 986,105
Cellfornla : - b
\'State University 814,453 .  --- . 42,000 856,453
- California . | . ' ‘ ' .\
Community Colleges 1,002,100  $295,000 --= 1,297,100 - :
- L o, - - §3,139,65
. 1980-81 , -
~ . . o N s
University of . v : P
.California $1,074,584 --- $°97,268° $1,171,852 °
- California ’ ‘ . o b
State ‘University 952,052 -4- 44,000 996,052
\ California - s . ’ ‘
Community Colleges 1,100,700  $308,000 --- - 1,408,700
. . ' $3,576,604
1981-82 / o -
- - - ¢ ’ ’ - )
. University of ) a
California i $1,098,986 -—- $121,419% $1,220,405
, California  « - . . N ' e . .
. ! State University 963,453 °  --- 72,000 1,035,453 )
California ' . L.
Community Colleges 1,092,300 $405,000 —- - - 1;497,300
. < $3,753,158
Educational Fee and Reglstratlon Fee revenues. )
Includes Student Services Fee revenues used for Student’ Services. .

Includes Student Services Fee revenues used for Student Services,
$16.50 -fee increase imposed for Spring 1982, and $46 fee surcharge
imposed because of the 2,percent budget reductlon in current- year
budget .

11;
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TABLE 2 . )
f N ¢ . ' ) » LT ¢
ANNUAL FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FTE) '
AND AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA) . < ¥
" ENROLLMENT -IN CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDllGATION “ ‘e
1979-80 to 1981-82 e R A
. /v §B ' @ / .
) California California - . &
‘ Um‘\‘n]ersity of o State C(o:mr{ni:mty “] )
California niversit. olleges _Total - .
" (FTE) (FTE) ZKDK; .
197980 ’ _
(actual) 122,761 0232',936 670,115 1,025,812
o . i ~ o
1980-81 o ‘e . ,
[ . (actual) 126,119 ¢ 239,015 727,768 1,092,902
1981-82 o, L, "
(projected) . 123,666 236,850 = 745,962 1,106,478
v o . : By o
- . ° .
/ v,
/ . *
1 | R
4’. ’ I * ¢ ’
!/ - # « "y -
3 ‘;‘; 3 s < °
A ¢ :gu ¢ .
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMISSION'S REPORT )/ :
ON STUDENT CHARGES, STUDENT FINANCIAL AID, ..  °

AND ACCESS TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION - - K .
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*  PREFACE., e L

4

As the Commission has noted in its.report, ""Student Charges, Student
Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondary Education," the Advisory
Committee to this study. contributed significantly to the report

through their responses to requests for information, their*active

part1c1pat10n in*#®ommittee meetings, and their cdndid and construc~
-tive suggestions about draft materlais ’

e

° ¢

At the request of the leglslatlve committees which will review this

report, the- Commission asked members of the Advisory Committee tbd .,

submit written comments on ‘the final ACR ‘81 report. This volume -
contains all of ‘the responses to that request received by May, 10,

1982. Those members of the ACR 81 Advisory Committee who submltted j

comments are noted with an asterisk on the following page. -
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N Mr. Patrick M. Callan - - . .
> April 30, 1982 . ., . - : C ..
*,- Page 2 - : . ¢
* * >The Commission and its gbaff should be commepded for the ° .
efficient way in which the ACR &1 prcject has been uncer- : ~

taken. In a short time period very sensitiye and sigrificant - .
issues have been dealt with.- We are appreciative of the fact~’
. ) that. throughout the prdcess the staff Has been very open t0 -
o suggestions and comments.from The Calffgrnia StatExUﬁ1versitx.
> The prgcess has been effective, given the exigencies of the
situation. We Took forwird te continuing to work with the:
Commissfon in the second phase of the project which will Co
address the qudstion.ef the use of stfudent fee income and
. L, . implications to the long-standing pripciple of tuition-free
. public higher educatten in California. . We will be exploring

¢ with your staff in"the coming days thoge steps which rust be
taken to resolve tachnical fssues inherent in the -irplemen-
. _tation of the Commissicn's recommendations. ., "
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RS ’ " RECEVEDMY SR
THE CAI IFOR N[A STATF UNIVERSITY AND COLLE(;ES

el @ . t N
AMEERVALLL MO TOMNGUES 1800 PRESHO - FVILLERTON ({AYWARD HIMA N LT ’ ] LIReC 4 AV LO 0 -0 Py 2R RGN
PORRON S, AT RAMENTO  FAN REXMARDING  SAMIIRIO ' 1AN rchsm san froy B T R N 7 L
¢
oerce OF THE CHANCELLOR * -t
(213 s90 5501 g , .
- ’ . April 30, 1982 , . ’
- v ‘ = *
' Mr. Patrick M. Lallan ' . |
- . Director =~ ~,
K - ’ Califernia Postsecondary
. - Education Cammission .
¢ e 1020 Twelfth Street - o
oo Sacramento Caltfarnia 95814 -
Dear Pat : . .
The Commts%ion has extended té.inteLested parties an cpsor-
tuntty for final comments on the.Commission repert pursuant
s ' to"ACR 81y Student Charges, Student Financial Aid, and Access
o to PoStsecondary  Education which was aoproved By tbe Commissinn
< ) at its -April 26, 1982- meetfng
: 8
We believe the final docyment and its recommenda®ions, =specially
as they_apply tec The California, State University, provide a
useful framewark for the discussion of student charges fssues »
. .by the qggmental governlng bcards and the Legislature. while’

‘ no one 15 M faver of.additional charges to studenis if they o
can be avoided, the current fiscal situation.dictates -ha . L
need for very difficult decisions. The urgency of the situ-° '
ation is forcefully described in the report. The Commission's

' i .« statepert together with the-very well-ddne background comments
: . furnish a much needed exp]orat1on of magéﬁéggortant wo] cy
v ) considerations. T, e
-0
“ . As the chis}ature congtders the Commission’s necumw ﬁ‘] :ons,
. * we share the concern ,abcUt the- 1mperau1ve need for the Stat

to provide financial aid for thase students with fir “c:-l
need.shculd 1t be necessary to increags -the level 0° st:cart
charges. - It is only t rough such acf1on Lthat both acr s

- - . egnd quaiity can be mal .tafnec . ¢

-

T TIn the wdeWs afiead, we wiTUFe discussing the inflicrtio oo T T
of the Coxumission's reionmencaticns w"hin ‘he Califor;
Stzte University ard will be following-witngreat inle- -¢
N tegislative considgraticn 3¢ tha Commission's »esore,




Director Callan
May 4, 1982
Page Two

<

If, in the short run, the University and the other segments are to move further
away from the spirit of the Master Plan fee po]1cy, then some guidelines are
needed. You grasped this point very early on in the debate over fees, access,

and programrquatity.—You endorsed theneed for a-policy study. That study, and
in particular the gu1de11nes set forth at the beg1nn1ng of Part Two of the Report,
will prove very usefu] in structur1ng the ongo1ng discusetons.

k]

We regard the report as a discussion Qh1ch mist be viewed in light of the very
real poss1b1Tﬁty of tuition in the segments. With the large and apparently
growing shortfalls in revenue confronting the State, the need is even greater to
move the debate away from ‘the nonproductive discussion of the desirability ji fees
toward the -essential question of how we can best assure continued access and program
quality. With the ACR 81 Report you have made a real contribution here, particularly
by highlighting the question of program quality.

Finally, I wish to refer more spec1f1ca11y to two’ aspects of the report which
deserve particular comment.

' --- We certain]y support your view that the State should provide additional
aid to cover need created by fee increases. The discussion of other
aid-related issues must await completion of the study of the uses of
fees scheduled for transmission to the Legislature in December 1982.

Vital issues have been dealt with in the section on Commun1ty Co]]ege
fees and finance. These are issues which have been ‘debated in the
. Legislature in recent years and which will no doubt continué to be.
B Any .change in State policy should emtourage and certa1n1y not retard
: the continued deve]opment of a strong transfer function in the Colleges. "

We are now embarking on internal consultations which will serve to clarify. our
pos1t1on‘both with respect to fees generally and the ACR 81 report specifically.
Your appearance before the Regents' Educational Policy Committee on May 20 will
provide a useful exposition of the report for The Regents, faculty and students.

In addition, I have instructed my staff to work _clesely with the Commission staff
in modifying various components of the financial aid proaections needed for
implementing the report. Also, we are prepared to cooperate in d1scuss1ng details
(i.e. the calculation -of the base) wh1ch are set forth as principles in the report.

I think you have made a good start. We look forward to working with you on the
December” follow-up to this repoyt. ‘

S1ncere1y,

- "hilliam R. Frazer
Academic Vice President

cc:
PresidEnE*Saxon
Special Assistant Paige
QProfes§or 01iver Johnson
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« BERKELEY * DAVIS - IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO

Y -

Offjice of the Academic Vice President

-

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

. May 4, 1982

o

Patrick M. Callan, Director ' ’

The California Postsecondary Education Comm1ss1on
1020 Twelfth Street ;
Sacnamento, CA 95814

Dear Pat: .
! ’ : o

In response to your recent request I am writing to set forth some pre11m1nary
views in connection with the ACR 81 study. As I think I made very clear througpout
the brief, productive period during which the report was developed, 1 appreciated
the open and cooperative work of you and your staff which greatly fac111tated g/n
mutual, efforts. . . ;

" The report, I believe, is one of which the Commission can be proud " You have

. proyided a policy context within which the segments, the Legislature and the
Governor can continue to examine the question of fees ‘and tuition, access and
financial aid, and functional vitality and program quality. I think we all can
now better address hard 1ssues which ideally we wou]d prefer not to confront.

As you Know, pur basic posnt1on at the Un1vers1ty is that .we support the policy

and indeed the lang tradition of no tuition in public higher education in California.
The University was instrumental in assuring the reaffirmation of that policy

in the .1960 Master Plan study, just as you.yourself prOV1ded a guiding hand.when -
the Leg1s1ature reaffirmed the policy in the later review of the Master Plan.

We believe that fees should be set as low as possible at all segments of public
higher education.

There is little doubt that the current level of fees at the University, and to
a lesser, extent at the California Staté University, is far removed from the spirit
of the Master Plan. As State support for vital programs and Services has eroded,
many budget items have been off-]oaded, inappropriately but necessarily, to student
fee support (financial aid is a major example). In the long run we hope to see '
the State assume its historic responsibilities,. permJttlng the segments to return

, these fee- supported 1tems to General Fund support.

-
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(b)

(c)

ltem 5.5 Contingency Plan

Item o. 1 Reduction In State Apportionments

% .
‘there are alternatives to long-range mandatory

fee contingency plans.
\

We-would be strongly obposed to dlrferent1a1 fee

. charges brsed”on either course character15t1cs, or e

on wnetner students are enrollea in an eaucational /
program or taxlng courses on an intermittent basis. /

¢ a -
° .

F1nanc1a1 A1d

We teel ¢hat community college student financial
aia programs are: 1naaequ§%§ ana ili prepared to
implement such a massive 1ngnc}al aid pfogram
increase,.

. «

in our opinion, this woula treate furthur opsta
to non-traditional students in determ1n1ng e11g1011-
ity.

In this recommendation, tnere is no equity in charg-
ing students; ie. Shoula some stydents pay more to
support others wno cannot arford fees -vs- state
support 'in runas receivea by al?;;;tlzens7

Since at least one of these items is 1ikely to pre-
vail, we feel, that this item 1s a racade ror imple-— i
mentlng tu1t10n/xees“ wnile at the same time attempt- K
ing to refute them.

s
.

.We could not support this recommendation, because
1t is our concern, that in order to recover tnis
330 m11110n fees waulad be assessed. )

’

Item 6.2 Communltz College Reserves

! ‘. F— .

wWe would not be strongly opposea to, a one-time use
of reserves as a methoa of re11ev1ng the state's

buage. problems. ) .

Item 6.3 Imp051t10n of Charges

We agree that charges should not be’ 1mposed on com-
munity college stuaénts and tnat other one-time mea-
sures should be implemented in.1982- 83 To generate
Such sav1ngs as, needed. :

. g

Since we are actively supporting revenue enhancement
measures, and also, as tne state's financial situat-
jon is bound®to improve over the next few years, °

4

' students oppose any premature tu1t10n pollcy proposals.

i ' ' ‘-6- , \ A . . '.'
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'CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE -
STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION "

T May 6,1982

*-

Mr Patrick Callan, Director .- ' |
Calitornia Postsecondary . i

Education Commission - ' o .

1020 Twelfth Street ) '
: Sacramento, CA 95814 vo ’ ‘ :

Dear Mm.éallan, ) '

As you knowy, our Association supported ‘the concept of a study
of student fees and charges in the three segments of public
postsecondary edication. We do, however, have some immediate .
concerns regarding the Commission's renort to the-Llegislature

the study mandated bv Assembly Concurrent Resolution #81.

A Above all, our organization, is dedicated .to preserving the .
dpen access policy bf community colleges. Ourv organization
has taken the following. positions on the Commission's report:

Ttem 5.1 Greatest State Priority

(a) In our opinion, the term "greatest state ’
priority"”, is very vague, and the report does not
elude to the question of whether the jdentification
of non-credit courses eligible for state support
will be done through course classification or
’ ‘ arbitrarily by CPEC or the Legislature.
(b) We feel 'that this recommendation does not address
_the fact that many of these courses are being
taught in community colleges at this time as non-
N credit courses. We alse feel that this recommenda-
tion confuses the subjects of revenue support and
mode of instruction.

(¢) Our question to this recommendation is; If the mai- -~ —— =
rity of these courses are being¢at the four yea offeved for o
level (CSU and UC), why should community colleges 0ﬁkjw¢¢c““**

.be prevented from receiving the same method: of )
. funding? '

|
|
o
-
\

|

3 <

Item 5.2 Mandatory Fee Contingency Plan : o

(a) It is our opinion that instruction of students , P
: should be reviewed based on individual cost,

rather than, being based on a percentage of all

student- in the three, segments. We also feel that

. C.entfal‘offit'e. 1025 Ninth Streets Suite.22 ,OSSaérJamema CA 95814 @ (916) 442-4436
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If there are any queétions concerning the positions our 7,
organization has taken, please feél free to contdet me =
. at (916) 442-4436 or 444-0732.
. £ -
) Very Sincerely, " .
44404/Lf222g;2§::;4g¢,, . . . o
Ropert A. Giroux - .
President CCCSGA ' .
,
- g = ’ e 1)
» 7 cc Marj Dickinson . R R '
- Gerald Hayward _ . . _
Assemply ways and Medns ’ ‘
g - sub-committee #2
. ( - »
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centage 1ncreass~1n the average cost indexing for all . .
- private California colleges and universities for the pre- . =.
. I ____vious two_or perhaps three years. Private colleges should S
. not expect 4o make large increases in tuition and then - .8
- assume the state will immediately 1ncrease the share for .- | R
X student need.. . . ~ o N
’ - . L .
' b. The volume of stildent' aid should not be such that if-will . A
I keep marginal -quakity institutions in exiStence. By exces-. " :
sive jpractices in recruiting, not necessarily in the best '
interest of the students, some instititions have been able
. i to get by for some years with_ an ever decreasing quality _ i
and variety of programs. The State should avoid this ——
outcome,

A

°

v . \ . . .

- . Again, my compliments to the Commission and its staff for a_job ‘e
very well done. - .

. “ ., . . ¢

-4 " t - -4 z -

Lyman A. Gienny :

.- ) Faculty Senate Council . T
University of California-Berkeley- . .
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" The following are my comments on the ACR 81 Report to the General .
“Assegbly' S B

- -
)

1. 'The Report reflects almost all of the.thoughtful comments ‘and
discussion of the Advisory Committee. It certainly reflects
the .dominate views and often.takes cognizance of somewhat
divergent views and attitudes. ‘I congratulate the staff and
the Comm1ss1on on an excellent report produced insa minimal
amount of“tlme for such anflmportant.document. e

2. 1 regret véry considerably the inability of the State of Cali-~
fornia to continue its histérical practice of charging students
.as littlecas possible for their higher education. The Commis=-
sion, its staff and most,-if not all, of the Advisory Committee
share these regrets. I hope the General Assembly will . regard
Recommendation: #1\as a contipwed :goal to be achieved in the
‘near future. However diffycult it is to return to an old
standard after new ones have beer adopted, I would hope this
State would be ready to 8o "back to no or very low student °
chargés. . > Y
\ - . . ‘-\ .. B
3. The basis for establishing the foimula ‘and range for student
charges as a pekcent of state appropriatioas is a4 very commend-
able one.  As one of the inventors- and implementors of the
"cost of instruction” model for establishing student chatges, I
. - am well ayare of its wéaknesses, ambiguities and the ability of
minstitutions to manipulate those costs to a considerable degree
* 'in whichever direction appears to their advantage By using

. - appropriations, a much more valid and reliable base can be laid

and kept. Some- campus :leaders will object to this méthod on
the Brounds that if the State should lower the appropriationms
over two or three years,.the institutions would be restricted
also in the amount that could be obtained from student sources.
This is exactry as it should be.  During downturns in the
economy, students suffer financial losses as does the whole of
society and if the State is unable to make full appropriations
it seems very unlikely that the students can either. The
ranges “suggested in the Report are fair and equitable among,
segments and should not be stretched on the upward end under
any conditions. ’ . -

4, In.relation to aid to the private institutions through studélt
aid, I make the following,two comments :

#2a. The percentage increase - Vin’ tu1t10n for purposes of provid-

ing student aid based on need should not exceed the per-
- ) * )

. T 62
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77Priorities and Issues Raised by the Report: ’ ¥

e

§

]

The report also recognizes that future polic§ development concerning the " §

f

community colleges is particularly difficult in light oﬁ the following reasons:

!

"o , Free community colizgh education is a long-standing tradition,
"with roots in the public school system and is a symbol of the - /
; ‘"open door" to postsecondary education. As.a consequence,
. . /. procedures do not exist to implement a mandatory fee policy or
) to provide adequate financial aid to needy students..

°

. -

e Community college students pursue far more diverse academic,
occupational, and avoqétional objectives than do University and
State University students. .

e Substantial variation ékisfs among districts in the use of state
funds becduse of differences in local bdard decisions in meeting
community educational demands arl because of the complexity and
uncertainty in state funding for the community colleges in P .
recent years. ) st

The Commission is concerned that State fiscal stringené¢y may force

the Governors and Legislature’ to impose across-the-board cuts,

enrollment limits, or new student charges without time for careful i

consideration of the educational.and administratfve implications of .,

the¥eactions." .

We support this conclusion with particular emphdsis on the need to allow

appropriate time for careful consideration of change.

We support the recommendation that no-charge practices be continued for students
enrolled in courses and programs that have greatest state priority. In -support -
of this recommendation, various studies indicate that low-income students, many
of whom are self-supporting, would be most adversely affected by a general
student charge, and that™these students are provided access to postsecondary
education primarily through the community colleges. It is absolutely vital
that California continue its commitment to ofﬁer educational opportunftles to
those students least able, to pay. . )

-
-~ .

.~

There are three areas which are of critical concern to the California Community
Colleges: potential cost~of-living increases; enrollment growth; and setting
priorities among programs and students.

A cost-of«living .increase is essential foratheﬂCalifordia_Commnnity“Colleges.'

From 1977-78 through 1982-83 support for community college average daily
- attendance (ADA) will have increased slightly more than l4-percent, (an
" average of approximately 3.6% per year). During that same period of time’,

inflation (as measured by, the Consumer.Price-Index) will have grown by slightly
more than 72 peréent. - That translates into a decline in puréhasing power over
that period of approximately 30 percent. 1In other words, each community college
dy&lar is ‘worth almost one-third-less than it was in 1977-78. 1In considering
alternatives for dealing with fiscal stringency addressed in the report, this.
topic was, of course, discussed and it was concluded that a* cost-of -living

 increase is vital for the continuation of quality programs ‘and satisfactory
'working conditions. .. N

P
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* CHANCELLOR'S office (916) 322-4005 = - . .
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES * . . o N :
1238 S STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 . . . .
(916) 445-8752 . v s , ¢
- : ! 4 £ .
May 5, 1982 ' Sy
o . . .
TO: California PostseQ3233ry Education Comriission’ f
FROM: Geragld C. Haydard, Chance11'01:/2?623“\‘w .

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding Commission Reséonse to ACR 81

It is my purpose to highlight those %ssues dealt wi#th in the Commission report
that strike most closely to the hear of the comprehensive mission<of the %,
California Community Colleges. Rather ‘than to comment upon each facet of the
report in detail at this time, I will deal directly in this response with those
lssues'{hat I feel are most critical. I will continue to communicate with the
members of the Legislature régarding all matters addressed E? this report, as
well as related ,areas of concern.

In résponse to the report of the Commission regarding Assembly Concurrent
Resolution 81 the’following topics will be addressed: :

1. The.quality and concepgua? context of the report.,
2. The basic assumptions underlying the report. \ ’
3. Community college prioritieé and issues raised by the report.
4. Comments on Recommendations 5 and 6 of the report. .
»u 5. éummary. ‘ . - ' N '

Ve

Quality and Conceptual Context:

i S

The Commission is to be commended for its recognition that access and excellence
have been, and must continue to be, the primary goals of state policy regarding
postsecondary education. The conceptual context of the report is‘ educationally
sound. Careful consideration has been given to the notion that access, high
quality, and equitable student charges are concepts which must be carefully
prov1ded for, particularly in light of fiscal stringency ) . o

ot -
Basic Assumptions Underlying the Report Regarding Community Colleges: ° .

.

Y

e report states clearly that the Board of Governors of the California
ommunity Colleges serve as the appropriate decisionmaking body in matters
that deal with policy issues affecting access and excellence. This assumption
ig critical to the future role of the community colleges as it places the
responsibility for careful scrutiny and consTderation of complex educational
choices with the appropriate body which can give due consideation to fiscal’
concerns. - . °, . R .-

. 4 ~
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6.1 State apportionments should be reduced by approximately $30 million to
reflect expected savings from implementation of Recommendatidﬁfs 1. =

Response' The report acknowledges in Recommendation 6.1 the\c lear relﬁtlonship
.between Recommendatioms5.1 and 6.1./ This response will address both necommenda-
tions and the interaction between the two.
The California Community Colleges will have difficulty continuing to provide

* access and excellence if additional cuts are made in 1982-83. 1If the fiscal
-situation is such that further cutbacks become necessary, then the most reatistic
and educationally sound means must be to allow the Board of Governors and the
Chancellor's Office the broadest discretion possible in considering "gptions.

We urge the Legislature to adopY policy that will be least disruptive to the
comprehensive nature of the compmunity colleges and will allow for the considera-
tion of local district-by-district impact of change. This is ,achieved only by
rejecting Recommendations 5.1 and 6.1, which run 'contrary to such policy. 1If
shory-term decisions must be made, fhey are mdst appropriately left to .the
discketion of the Board of Governors and the Chancellor's Office. We recommend
then that Recommendation 5.1 be included in Recommendation 5.2 \. The nature of
5 1'is such that considerations of this kind are as important and®™require at
least as muéh careful attention as-do the topics listed in 5.2. The complexities
of determining those courses with the greatest state priority dictate that the
ideas recommended in 5.1 be considered as part of the "conting'!cy plan," as 2
specified in 5.2. In addition, we do not find it appropriate that. a specific
amount of revenue be attached to a recopmendagyoa in response to ACR 81.

Again, the comﬁlexities of the issue and the difficﬁlty of assessing the local

impact make the administration of this recommendation irresponsible without
further consideration and the amount specified unreliable.

5.2 To assure that studé€nt support of Community Colleges falls within the
policies outlined in Recommendation 5, the. Legislature should direct the e Board
of Governors to establish a coﬁflngencz plan for implementing a statewide charge
policy for the Community Colleges. This plan should be pr;gared_gz December 1,
-1982, should 1 incorporate procedures j__ to imiplement charges that are not
permigsive among districts, and (2) to distribute related financial aid, and
should include recommendations on at " least the following:

-

a. The structure of charges, including differentlals for-part~-time students
" ‘and establishment and adjustment of the level of charges according to the
, Same hase an{ process recomméfided for the University and State University
ig Recommenda tgn.Q ) .

1

b. Differential charges based on either course characteristics, or on whether
" students aré enrolled in an  educational grogram or taking courses on an
intermittent basis.

-~

c. The structure and funding level of student financial aid programs to offset
the adverse impact of student charg_g and Specifically t to assure that at
least those students® who currently receive aid from need-based public
asgistance programs such as AFDC, SSI, "SSP, or who meet the qualifications
for EOPS are exempted from charges either through waivers or fimancial aid

offsets.: v, ///’/

-«
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Pressures for enrollment growth continue to accelerate in the community colleges:
In light of increased demands for transfer education (which may increase even
more as fees are raised in other segments and as student financial aid declines)
and vocational education (in particular response to high technology skill needs),
pressure for enrollment growth will continue. Kdditional‘pressure is caused by
the continuing influx of refugee students. Pres'sure for growth in the community*
- colleges has always been present during times of a depressed economy and high
unemployment. Access has, in fact, been already limited for significant numbers
of students. To postulate that a policy of no enrollment growth is an option
for dealing with fiscal stringency is unacceptable. Enrollment grewth is an
educationally sound goal and is appropriate in its responS1veness to the ‘greatest
public and state benefit.

In diversified, 1oca11y governed districts perhaps most difficult of all is the
concept that statg priorities may” need to be established among programs and the
academic intentions of students We are Pleased to see the Commission has
recognized-in its report that diversity among community college districts and
among the students atfending community colleges. Surely policy decisions of
th1s nafure are approprlately placed .-with the Bowrd of Governors.

3

In times of severe fiscal constraint, ‘state and local agencies are faced with a
series of unpleasant alternatives. The idea that, given limited state resources,
state subsidies should be given to those courses and programs-which have the
greatest state priprity is not unreasonable. However, the complexities involved
in determining which courses or programs. ought\ to have the greatest state
priority requires time and careful conmsidergtiom by Board “f Governors and the
.Chancellor's Office in consultation with community college districts. Given
the diveksity of community college offerings among districts, careful attention
must id to the differential impact on individual districts. In this vein,
it s not educationally acceptable-to single out disc nes within the
drriculum. (for example, P.E. and fine and applied/df%giias having a lower
riority for state funding. Determinipg student intention is also extremely
complex, costly, and difficult to administer. While recognizing the complexities
which attend these tasks,, we agree with the: Commission's recommendation that this
is preferable to the establishment of a statewide mandatory fee.

L3 o ~

Recomimendations 5 and 6: 4

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should establish explicit policies to assure a
combinatign of State and student support of Community .College programs that,
to the extent possible, continue existing nd-charge practices for students
enrdlled in courses and pro%iams that have greatest State priority. .

b o

Response: Support ) . i
5. 1 To assure that only those programs or coursesg that yg_g;ga;ggt State -

grioritx are subsidized by the State and to assure equitable support rates for
similar courses in different d the Legislature should direét the Board
of Governors to develop Title 5-regulations: Mﬂ_iinngmmsm

eligible for State support; (b) applying 2 uhiform support rate of $1,100 per
ADA for all courses in-adult basic education, high school digloma Qrograms,

English as a second language, citizenship, and community -education; and §c2~
determining which avocational, recreational, and personal development courses
*should be offered as community services classes on a self-supported basis.

» 13- S ' \
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Response: We oppose a statewide charge on community college students. We oppose
this recommendacion as rary to the Commission statement: "The

stringency.

v ! ) ‘.

Summary: . .
2ummary \\ . ‘

The Commission's report provides a useful tool to help the postsecondary

educational community and the Legislature begin the development of a moreé

orderly process of establishing public polici for student charges. Within .

that context, 1'd like to reemphasize; in Ty, our primary points. .
|
|
|
|

1. We agree with the Commission that no general statew1de°student .
ki charge should be imposed-on the community colleges in 1982-83. ’
AN . .o
2. We agree that no consideration of' a mandatory statewide student
charge should be made until the Board of Governors has developed

a comprehensive contingency plan.

3. We do not believe that the community colleges, currently igcing \\;h_ .
. local‘and,Statewide deficits, should suffer additional furmding ’ )
. ] . % reductions. »\ ¥

- 4, Weabelieve that it is .inappropriate for the Commission to recommend
- specific (potential) dollar reductions to’community college .
N . apportionments. 3 )
5. We are convinced that if reductions to.community college/;;BBEEion-
ments should be,required in 1982-83, authoW¥ty® should be given to the

. Chancellor and the Board of Governors to manage such reductions in .
cooperation with local districts. N
GCH/mh
~ ¢ -~y
cc: Patrick Caglan -
—_——— - - * —_———— - — —— \
N -
_— »
P4 P
- -
- .
.
. ‘ :
. . f - ‘ -
* Ll : . - * : ~
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d. The relationship between ‘revenues raised by student charges and Comm unltx - © o
. Colleges financ;;g,mechanis:i’/, .
Response: The recommendation appears to.be sound, I; the adeption of the ' .

recommendatlon,atiming may need to be more flexible than indicated as state.

and local level participation are necessary if the resulting plan is to be
realistically ‘applied. Consistent with the thrust of the recommendation, the :
Board of Governors has begun to address some of these issues through.the Long-
‘term Finance Plan, the Course Classification System, and adoption of the Grading
Policy, as well as other related actions. The Board will contlnue to address o,
these and other issues. ' ' .

3. 3 The contingenciiplan for a statewide fee leicz recommended jin 3.2 abgyg
should be implemented jg 1983- 84 or thereafter only if the State is unable
{a) to replace one-time revenues used in 1982-83 or thereafter to ofﬁgg;
budget reductions for the Community Colleges, jhl to maintain gx;g;ing levels
of revenue per ADA in constant dollars, or (c) to-fund reasonaﬁie enrolThert
growth in courses or programs that have State g;lor;_z N '

- *

.Response: The greater the amount of one-time revenues, the greater thg likeli-
hood that there will be no other alternative to the implementation 5f a statewide -
fee policy. We would argue that 'the use ‘of one-time sources of revenue to fund
on-going obligations is not good public policy We, therefore, urge theé ¢
. Legislature to mifimize to the extent possible th® «use of one-time fotley:

RECOMMENDATION 6. If the Agislature requires adjustment to Community. College
apportionments to generate savings to the State General, Fund in 1982-83 and to . ath
avoid imglementation of a permament stateW1ae fee .policy in 1982-83:

py .
6.2 State apportionments should be reduced by approximately $50 milf&gn as'a

one-time offset to be taken from district reserves under reguT—_ldﬁi\tg Qe_ :
developed by the Board of Governmors. - ;- - - [

Response: This red“mmendation deals/with a f1sca1 strategy rather than
presenting a policy thrust -and goes beyond the specific charge of ACR 81.
While we recognize that there may be a negative fiscal impact on. community
college funding in 1982- 83, we find it inappropriate for the Commission to
recommend specifi%iﬁihof squrce€ or amounts for potential revenue savings. As
stated earlier by bo%k the Commission and in the Chancellor's Office ‘respopse,
the diversity.among districts, students, and progrims discourages simple answers.
If additional savings are to be made through adjustments inithe community college
4‘app9ntionments, the amount should be specified by the Législature and a procedure
implemented by Board of Governors and the Chancellor. o . F

- N N . B [}

" 6.3 The Legﬁslature should not impose a.charge on Commynity College students in
1982-83 unless required budgetary saving_»are greatex than those achieved under
‘this_recommentatipn. An interim charge should be considered only as an dmergenc

s

"' alternative to‘impalriﬁg—access to, or the effectiveness of, coursés and rograms

of high State priority, and provisions for them should (a) assure that the State
provide offsetting financial'aid or waivers for students receiving need-based v
publi‘c agsistance to 'bé distributed according to .geriteria established by the s
Board of Governors, jhl be uniform Statewide} not¥permissive among distrigts,™ .
and L_Z differentiate between full-time gnd part-time students. o

. .
- - “ - .,
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- .+ It is clear that ‘adequate financial aid is paramount, as_the

® -

makes the recipient overquallf...ed and overspec:.allzed for npon-academic
employment ; and suits him. for an academic career at less than private
sector wages. The justification of con515ter1cy with other states has - .
been correctly rejected as a“factor J.n other proposals, yet odd.ly remains
"here. nnst conclude that the retmmng Justification, minimal impact on
éenro, is the driving"one. It is hard to believe that a 38 to 87 .
percent i in fees will have minimal impact. Especially since 70
percent of all postbaccalaureate students now receive finahcial'aid, 50
percent of which is loans. Even if the impact were minimal this: proposal
is inequitable since it visits'a sudden and disproportionate fee J.ncrease
upon a population without fiscal reserves after the flnanplal aid -
application deadlines have passed.

-

Camuission stresses throughout its proposals. The recent practice of P
-unallécated reductions: to the University of California's budget with

the expectation that student fees will make up the différence has been °
extremely pernicious.' Since student fees generate 15 percent of under-
.graduate and 30 percent of graduate financial aid, fee levels must be
raised proportionatély higher to campensate for those unable to pay -

the increase or else" financial aid must be watered down. In 1980-81

and 1981-82 rationing'of financial aid was necessary. -This, trend must
stop. The recent outcry in Washington shows strong support for student
financial aid in the electorate. -

The brevity of this document attests to the fact that I am in
general agreement with the Cammission's report. It would be a tragedy |
if, in the press to deal with the State's fiscal crisis, the guidance
this study provides were overlooked. In this I believe all- the member's
of the Adv:.sory and Ad Hoc Gommittees would concur.

°




sudden change is the suggestion that postbatcalaureate students pay 20 to

-

In the past two and a half months the Callfomla Postsecondaxy
Education Cammission has managed the" extraprdinary task of examining the
impact of student charges on access to public postsecondary education in
California. The Commission, in this short time, has arrived at a set of

‘.feaswle yet ranarkg'l_}:_)_ly equltable proposals in the face of the disparage -
interests represented in this issue.  As the Univeyrsity of California
student member of .tHis project's Advisory sfommittee I thank the Cammissdon's
Ad Hoc Committee members for their openess to djscussion’and suggest.lons,
and for this opportunity to pmmde my perspectiye on the Comnlssmn S~
recomnendations.

The Camnission has correctly identified uncertainty about the
level of fees as a 'na;or hurdle faced by students planning their -
education. Making Student charges ‘a fixed percentage of the average
of the state's previous three years of allocations introduces a needed
stability to the process of determining fee levels. It also explicitly ' |
es the fact that higher education is a partnership between the |
staté and the student and that suddenchangesmﬂlecorxiltlonsofthat
part:nershlp are a disservice to both parties.

¢ Such a sudden change is possible-in 1982-83 The Ieglslature can,
by. choosing the fixed percentage to be 45 percent, dnstitute tuition at the

° University of California. s 35 percent increase in fees would be a

break with tradition comparabl€ with that of initiating a student Charge

policy ‘at the Commnity®olleges. - I suggest that the decision on ™ o

whether to implement tuition be deferred until 1983 aloﬁg with the
Commission's recammended deferral of the decisidn ot Community Co’llege
student charges. Given the gravity of both issues, it would be unfair
to allow tuition rext year simply because it would be easier to implement.

Another proposal that constitutes, in my opinion, an urwarranted

Card

‘4

-

30 percent more than undergraduates. I find the justifications for this’
proposal flawed. The.Camission suggests that this would relect the higher
cost of these programs. :Such an argument is valid only if students pmy
for instruction whicH they now do not. ‘Since the Camission suggests’de-
ferring discussion of the appropriate use of student charges, sur eNe
possible implementation of this proposal must await the outccme of such -
a discussion.. Greater personal benefits to the student are also cited

as’ Just::.flcationr ‘With few exceptions such benefits are intellectual

- rather than monetary. The spec:.allzat.lon required* for an advanced degree
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The Honorable Gary Hart May 5, 1982°

<

« . In a climate of stringent financial rc3traints there is .

. unlikely to be a realistic solution that pleases everyone. . o=
Because the CPEC report proposes changes in the status uo,
it will provoke some discomfort &nd' suspicion. The very fact
that it proposes a relatively uniform approach for all three -
segments may appear to be a disturbing departure from current .
practice. 'Nevertheless, the report resulted from a process of
consultation involving students, faculty, and administrators '
from all three segmfents. [We had the opportunity to consider
the full impact of the recommendatiébns on the educational
process ip each segment and to consider how the recommendations

wil

affect the- transfer

process from one segment to anegther.

We think that the €ffect of the

proposals have been weighed -

responsibly in the report.
as a commendable first ste

We hope .you will accept the report
P towards addressing theprobiems of:

financing higher education,

®

: i . B |
§¢nc§rely,

.
0

@/ Cﬁ ; , . 7
' . * Robert D. Kully, é{? -

o ; . Academic Senate CSU" . .
e RDK/jsm . .

. cc: Pat Callan" : ’ . ,

C . Members, Executive Committee

¥ . Academic Senate CSU . ' ] . '
. Members, Ways and Means Subcommittee :

#2 on Education ,
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400 Golden Shore, Suite 134, Long Beach, California 90802 ® (213)590-55780r5550, ATSS: 635-5578 or 5550

‘ Office of the Chair .

The Honorable Gary Hart . -
Mémber of °the Assembly and : .
. Chalrman, Ways and Means Subcommlttee S ’ ’
§2 on Educatjon -
State Capitol . .
' Sacramento, California- 95814 . ' .

Dear Assemblyman Hart:

i )

e ” Scheduled conflicts will prevent any representatlve of
; the Academic Senate of The California State University from
. being present on May 11th when the Ways and Means Sub-
. R * committee #2 on Education considers the California Post-
v segcondary Education Commission - ‘Report on Student Charges,
' Student Financial Aid and Access to Postsecondary Education.
I am writing to _you oms behalf of the Academic Senate CSU to
indicate that we believe the proposals outlined in the CPEC-
report deserve your .close consideration and support. At the
Jdnitiation of the adv1sory committee proce#s which helped
develop this report in response to the charge contained in
ACR 81, we were concerned that the complexity of- the issue
and the brief time before the report was due mlghtjfesult in :
superf1c1a1 recommendations. Now that the advisory process
is complete, we are gratified to observe that the report |
. . offers an informed and realistic approach for determining how . . *
much student charges and how much the General Fund should
. . contribute to postsecondary education.’

.. As you are aware, there has been a‘tendency in each year s
budget deliberations to accept ad hoc resolutions about how ,

« . . much students should contribute to the financial support, of .

their education. We think ese budget decisions ought to be

based on systematic applicatlion of state policy, which not

only reflect existing fiscal constraints, but which also are "

sensitive 'to several other-essential factord. The CPEC' report

describes these factors and points out what considerations

must be made if we'are to"deal with our financial problems -

without destroying access to effective postsecondary education

in. California. . o

.
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May 7, 1982

Mr. Patrick M. Callan - . -

‘Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Pat, *

- In proposing Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81, the

student leadership had little idea of the outcome of a

- study that includes such pervasive, questions, as those -

addressed in the.Commission‘stepd§t on Student Charges,
Student Financial Aid and Access to Postsecondary :
Education.

However, the students were compelled to pose those
questions after recognizing that the problems with

fee increases Wwent beyond the doilar amount. The -
ad hoc and erratic timing of fee hikes, the process

of setting fee levels based on purely budgetary .-
considerations and the increasingly evident erosion. -
of educational quality all caused dissatisfaction

among the students with fee practices following . .
Proposition 13. ‘ . ", o b

' Upon reviewing the Commission’s response to ACR-81,

it is clear that these .concerns were greatly considered
in the formulation of your policy recommendations. In |
general, the Commission has provided a sound set of )
jdeas for solving the problems inherent in preserving
an accessible educational system of excellence during

a time of 1imited_$tdte resources. - .

‘Abave all, the CSU students believe that California

should reaffirm its committment to low cost, quality
postsecondary education, withstanding the state's |
fiscal pressures. We agree that the goals of access
and excellence are equally important and one should

_not be sacrificed for the sake of the other. A

mediocre university with open doors is just as bad as

/ <
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Mr. Patrick M. Ca]]an l
May 7, 1982 . '

- fage £

an excellent university with economic barriers.

. When choices are unavoidable, modest fee increases accompanied by

/

an equitable and adequate financial aid program are reluctantly
preferable. It must be emphasized .that CSU students are gravely
concerned that the inextricable 1ink between fee increases and
financial aid not be denied.

We are not yet convinced that the Commission's recommended process
for determ1n1ng fee levels for CSU represents the best option for
assessing student charges and hope that this recompendation generates
thorough discussion. Two features of the recommemggd calculation
method are attractive: (1) It sets'a ceiling of fees, although it

- should be noted that the upper limit results in a substantial fee

\
‘

incréase; and (2) It has the potential of providing stability over
time. Ve do believe that the inclusion of fee differentials. for
undergraduate/graduate students and part-time/full-time students
is equitable.

“ -~

. “Recognizing the far reaching implications of the Commission's

/

recommendations, we will continue to be involved in the discussions
regarding student .fees and access, both at the statewide level and
the system level, where implementation decisions can, at times, be
more significdnt than basic policy decisions. We a]so look forward
o5 part1c1patﬁng in the upcoming study of the use of fee revenue.

Recogn1z1ng the difficult decisions that will be.made in the upcoming
weeks, we can only hope that the Legislature decides on a course that
will be least harmful ‘to postsecondary education and the principles
of ‘access and quality. <The Commission'ssresponse to ACR 81, at the
very least, providés the framework for dec1d1ng that course.

v
v

. Sincerely, . .

-

“cc: Mr. BilT Klein

B
- ’

.
o 1 .

Nancy E. McFaddeh
Leg1slat1ve Director~

Y . -
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state support which'do not fall into-the highast priority categories of ‘the

col leges. Through the application of the course classification system by the
Board of Governors .and the Chancellor's Qffice- In'association with the Academic
Senate, the system Is doing just that.. One area of concern that Is mentioned in
the report |s physical. education. It Is noted that physical education
represents about 9 percent of the total work load in communlty colleges.
Probably 75 percent of the physical education of fering Is*essentlial to transfer
programs and is paraltel to' courses offered in the UC and CSUC ‘$ystems, and
therefore deserves state support. The rema ining 25 percent should be moved into
the community services classification and be paid for by the student.

The other concept that ought to be examined before IncreasIng student fees
involves thé identification of students who may be avocational or ‘enrol led for
life enrichment motives. Their fees shéuld be increased I'm order that open.
access to high priority students enrolled in the high priority programs can be’
preserved. [The plan proposed by the Commission to encourage the Board of .
Governors to explore these two areas through a future study. is an excel lent lIdea
and is an absolutely necessary prerequisite to Imposing a student chaﬂie on all
students. Such a study may indeed recommend that fees be charged for fertain
classes and certaln student catégdries so that students with defined motives who
are taking courses in transfer, job skills training and developmenfal programs’
«©f the colleges can recelve state support. . , \
i .

The second assumpflon Is that the avallablity &t state resouhces and the publlc
commitment to community colleges will remain at today's levels. Hopefully,
levels of state 'funding wkl| Instead increase in the future.  Through such
possibilities as an end to the present recession, new revenue sources or
increased taxes generg) student fge changes may not need to be as drasflc or as
permanent as the mendations suggest:

A third dssumption that was used in .the preparation of the Commission's report

was that federal student aid would remain stable. However, all indicatlions arg
that federal student ai¥ will actually decrease_and that increased portions ofé
any fees collected will as a resuit have fo- be used for state studgnt aid. e

The Comﬁqsslon recommended that the Board of'Governors study and prepare
contingency plans during the 1982-83 year for possible Imptementation in 1983-84
is a positiye and reasonable approach. Howeyer, the present conditions in the
state minimize the chances for that study to odcur before a financlal solution
Involving the ImpQsing of fees may be Implemented. Recommendation 6 in the
ACR-81 report states that $80 mlllion can be obtajned from two sources within
the community col leges to solve the financial crisis for 1982-83, But that if
this money is not aval able or Is not enough, then a general fee should be
imposed on &)1 students\ '} submit that the $80 '‘million Is not reasonably
available from the sources mentioned.’ The time needed to frame an improved
course classiflcation sysfem would ensure that the process could not be,
activated before spring, 1983, thereby reducing by one-hal-f the amoumnt of money
saved. For colleges losing courses from their credit offerings, target ADA
levels must be reduced so that new credit courses need not be added to achieve
ADA goals. The reserves may not be legally or politically accessible In th
quantities anticipated in fhe commlssion's report. Under. this recommendafl n, a
general ..fee seems Inevitable. Thereforg, other alternative saving measures
should be explored by the Board of Governors to ensure a dellberate process
during 1982-83 and fto minimize the possibility of a uniform fee for next year.
Here are several ideas which ought fto be Invesfigafed further: * .
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The report titled Student Charges, STudenTlFlnancial Aid and Access to

. Postsecondary Education prepared by the Callfornia Postsecondary Education
Commission at the dlirection of Assembly concurrent resolution 81 proposes
radical changes for the Californiga Community Colleges. .1 am the faculty
representative appolnfed by the Adademic Senate for Californla Commun ity
Colleges, to the advisory committee for ‘this 'study. In this paper, | am
registering my concerns about recommendations 5 and 6 in this report, under the
heading Policies for the Communlity Col leges and in particular, my opposition to
" any Imposition of a general fee on all community college students at this time.

.

The Cal ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission wgs responsive to comments and
suggestions madg by the advisory group in® preparing this.study. However, the
final recommendations went far beyond the charge of the Assembly whlch was to -
"study the Impact of sfudenf~charges on access to public posfsecondary
-education” in Callifornia. Speclfic dol lar amounts to be realized by a
reexamlnafion of course classification and reducing state apport lonment to
districts with avallable reserves as stated in-recommendation six seem outside
the boundaries of this charge.

K
.

The public social good fust be remembered in this time of shrinking funds.to
support postsecondary education. Public resources should be maintained to
support the high pFiority students (i.e., disadvantaged, minority, women and
unskilled) of the state. Currently, the community golleges enroll 28 percenf
minority, 55 percent female and 46 percent s?udenfs with income below $ 2,000
per year (Chancellor's Office, 1981). It has been shown by the Chancellor'
Of fice study in December, 1981, and the New York City' University experjence.
{CPEC, 1982) that any uniform nonpermusslve fee would necessarily be ° . A
substantial, since the fee would need to be used to Increase student Ald and To
of fset the cost of collection asl well as to Increase revenues of the col leges.
This level of fee would then become a barrier to access To,posfsecondary
education for high priority students. Therefore, a no fe& policy-should U!
maintained in programs which have the greatest social good. Any-charge Imposed
has the potential of becoming permanent and forcing the Cailfornia Commun ity
Colleges into the nationwide trend of increasing fees. Reducing access of high
priority’ students by high priority programs will have an adverse affect on the
future of Cal ifornia Community Colleges. Between 1964 and 1977, public ~
community college tuition and fees were .increased by 291 percent in comparison . °
to 155 percent. and 175 percent for public universities and oTher four year
colleges, respectively (Nelson, 1979).. ° - AR .

L - i ’ . <.
When ‘fees rise in the private, UC and CSUC seémenfs of. postsecondary education, |
students who are «wxcluded because of 10w resources™®ap attend another segment of .
the s¢stem. Students who are excluded from the community colleges. by Higher .
fe'es and possibly tultion have no other segment to turn to and are essen?lally
denlied access to postsecondary education. Thus free edefaflon for: hlgn priority
studentis “in the commundty colleges should be confinued

-"
7 . oo

In the Commlssion s report, there are Three assumptions which should be examined
when discussing the imposition of fees. The first assumption is Thaf .
ad justments. among quality, access, and charges’ arg the only way To'compensafe
for changing avallability of state support. |+ Is‘an over-slmpfiflcaflon to
assume access should be equal for all and charges should-be 'raised to.maintal
quality. Two imporfanf concepts ought to be explored before rai5¢ng student
charges . Flrsf ittls reasonable in.times of economic conceﬁps for the’® *®
community college system to examine course gfferlngs and el iMinate courses from

- 'las-




1.
2.
. 3.

4.
L

-

Stow the rate at"which funds are apportioned to districtss
Reconsider aid t& large and smail districts.

Examlne appor‘ﬂonmenf levels for education serwices confracted with
agencies outside the col legs.
Conslder.an-audi t program wivth-dn appropr‘:afe fee a1'1'ached.

Explore other categorical .fees which may:Include reglsfraﬂo‘h fees,

N
-~
.

drop féés and a fed&

)

has withdrawn prevlously.

*for enrol ling In a course frofm which the student

P aN

N .

-

in summary, the, report from the Commlssion is & r‘esponslble approach 1’0 the /
Assembly resolution which Idantifles. many concep'l‘s which the Board of ‘Governors
should continue to study now and others: which should be @onsldered in the near
future. However, any uniform, nonpermlssive ‘fee applied to the commun | Ty
college students should be avoldevd to preserve Phe social benefit of an educated
public In Callfornla.
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. . The California Postsecondary Education Commission

~

waS created by the Legislature dnd the Governor in.
1974 as the successor to the California Coordi-
nating: Council for Higher Education in ordér to
céordinate and plan for education in California
beyond Fthh school. - As a state agency, the Com-
mission _i§ respotisible for assuring that . the
State's resources fox postsecondary education are-
utifized effectively and eff1c1ently, for promot-
ing diversity, 1nnovat10n, and respon51veness to
the needs of ’students and society; and, for

dvising the Legislature  apd. the Governor qp
stateW1de educational pollcy and funding.

. The’ Commission consists of 15 mEmbers Nine rep-

-

resent the general “public, . With - three .each™

- appéinted by the Speaker of: the Assembly, -the .

%enate Rules Committee, and the Governor « The _

_ other six represent the mpJor educataonalxsystems

of the State. . ) ‘ .
The Commission holds ' regular’ public meetings’
throughout the year-at which it .takes action on
staff studies” and adopts pgsitions on legislative
prbBosals affect}ng postsecopdary education. Fur-
ther information® abouf the Commission, its .
meetings, its-staff, and its other publications
may be obtained from the Commlsslqn offices at
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, CallfﬁfnLa 98514;
telephone (916) 445-7933.




Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 81—Relative to
student charges. <

. LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DICEST

ACR 81, Hart. Studérit charges.
This measure would direct the California
Postsecondary Education Commission to conduct a study

_ of the impact of student charges upan access to public

postsecondary education and  present - its
recommendations to the Governor and the Leglslature
by May 1, 1982.

:WHEREAS, The State of Californidhas a long-standing

" history of tuition¥free, low-cost public postsecondary

education; and 4
EREAS, Se ere " state budget constraints

necessitate an e tidbn of public postsecondary
school finance, including student fees and tuition; and

WHEREAS, Theré exists no comprehensive state
policy concerning the appropriate use of student fees and
tuition;-now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, the
Senate theredf concurring, That the California
Postsecondary Education Commission conduct a study of
the impact of-student charges on access ‘to public
postsecondary education; and be it further .

Resolved, That the study include recommendations for

state pohcy on these ¢opics and others relevan;\ to the

discussion of student charges, including: -

(1) The appropriate relationship between individual
and public levels of financial support for Bostsecondary _
education.

(2) Which -costs of university operations are
appropriately borne by students, and the proportion of

the expenditures for these "opérations - that should be

-finanged by student charges.

(8)*The impact of student charges upon each public
postsecondary segnient’s ability to realize its role and
mission " in the California Master Plan for Higher
Education.

(4) The appropriate distribution of student financial

aid among all needy California postsecondary students;

and be it further .

Resolved, That the California Postsecon Education
Commission conduct this study with the advice and
participation of: aw. student from each public
postsecondary segment, aPlented by the appropriate
student organization; a Tepresentative from the
administration of each of the segments, appointed by the
chief executive of each of the segments; a faculty
representative from “each -of the public postsecondary
segments, appointed by the faculty governing body of
£ach of thesegments; and a representative each from the
Legislative-Analyst, the Department of Finance, and the -
California Student Aid Commission; and be it further

Resolved, That the study be presented to the Governor
and the Leg:slature by May I, 1982.

ERICT Clearinghouse for }umor Colleges
96 Pawell Library Building
University of California &8¢
Los Angeles, California 90024
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