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.114TROMICTION

In March 1982, theCaliforni4 L4islature called on the California
Postsec6ndary Education Commission to-Study "the impact of student
charges on access to ,ublic postsecondary education" and to recom-
mend State-policy to -the Governor and Legidlature by May 1 on at
least four topics:

1. The appropkiate relationship between individual and
public levels of financial support for postsecondary
education. .

2. Which costs of.institutional operations are appropri-
' atelvborne by students, and.what proportion of the

expenditures for these operations should be. financed
by student charges.

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.

.

4. The appropriate distribution of student financial aid
among all needy California postsecondary student's.

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

Ther.Legislsture Also called.= the'Commission to conduct this study.
With the advice and participation of an advisory committee broadly
-representative of students,'faculty,'and administrators from public
pastsecondary education and of the Legislative Analyst,plepartmEnt
of Finance, and the Student Aid Commission. The members Of this
committee are 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 problem& of student charges, 'student:financial .-

aid, and access/to postsecondary education was - evident in their
4 timely responses.to requests for information; their insights a,t. all

of the study, their active attendance at committee meetings,

/14. and dAtheir candid, thoughtful, a-constructive discussion of-materi-
.

als prepared by CommisSion staff. All of their efforts contributed
significantly to the CommisSion's recommendations and tohe comple-.
lion of this report by May 1. The Advisory Committee was not asked
to approve or endoise these recommendations-/or-the report, and
respolisibility_for them Aqtat of the Commission alone.

-1-
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To respond to the Legislature's request for policy recommendations,
,the Commission has made two sets,of assumptions about the policy
and fiscal contexts of student charges, student financial aid, and
access. In terms of policy, we assume (1) that the, goals and
principles of, he 1960 Master Plan will continue to be the framework
within which the State provides postsecondary education in
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. .The Regents control-charges in the University of Califor-
nia. In the California Community Colleges, districts have discre-
tion to charge fees for specific purposes and within limits author-
ized bythe Legislature,

In terms of fiscal context, we assume (1) that the most realistic
premise is more pessimistic than optimisticthat it is unlikely
that the State's financial situation will soon return to levels
that, will allow the kind of ;rowth for postsecondary education that
characterized the 1960s and early 1970s) agd (2) .6hat the 1981-82
levels and, istributfon of federal financi1 aid will,not be dras-
tically altered in the near future. If federal adMinistration
ptoposia'for-drastic changes in aid are endorsed by Congress, we
will work with the seghlents, students,and the Student Aid CommiS-

' sion to advise the Governor and'the Legislature on how those cuts
.may be accommodated within the State's own fiscal limits and policy-
objectives.

'The CommissiOn urges legislative.and segmental adoption of the
policies recommended in this report during this legislative session.
We tecognize 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 critically, 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 th?adverse effects of recent ad hoebudgetarydecisions.
Immediate adoption of policies-reven if implementation must be
delayed- -can go-far in avoiding/ unintended, negative consequences'
of the adverse trends of 1981 -82 and 1982 -83.

The Commission's, response to the Legislature's request consists
this report and seven discussion papers listed in Appendix B tha
were prepared by Commission,staff. Part One of the report.sum-
marizes the State's goals-for postsecondary educaion, reviews pa
-policies for achieving these goals; and outlines the options fo
athieving.these goalS in a time ofIfinancial constraint., Part Two
presents ,the principles that-haveled the Commission to its*com-,
mendations and offers six recommendations fot maintaining adcess,

,
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high quality, and equitable student charges through explicitly
defined State policies for shared individual and public'support of
postsecondary' education. Part Three orfers 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 Pl4n roles and missions of
the segments. Part Four is a brief conclusion to piAnt out the
strengths and the limitations of the.recomiendations.
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PART ONE

'11)11QUD HISTORY; CLOUDED PROSPECTS
S

California entered the 1980s with s range of postsecondaly education
opportunities matched by few other states or even nations: The
scope and effectiveness of this system.are the heritage of the
State'slotcommitment to widely, accepted, although sometimes
implicit, g ls of access and excellence, stemming originally from
the State Constitution's charge of 1849 that "the Legislature shall
encourage, by all suitable means the promotion of intellectual, .r
scientific, mora,' and agricultural improvement." Ever since,
access and excellence ha,ve.teen the twin goals of State policy.

aThese two goals, plus a third goal of responsibility for achieving
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-
pate in the type of undergraduate eduqition beyond high
school for which he orshe it qualified without restric-
tions because of sex, ethnicity, socioeconomic level, or
cultural background.

Excellence:. Institutions.and Programs that provide
instruction, research, and public service for California
and its residents that are commensurate with the needg 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
encouraged individual, institutional, segmental, and
State accountability and initiative in order to facll'-
ttie acceso and promote excellence.

These goals And the, tripartite and coordinated system qf.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 4geds 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 and, wide-ranging. Four-strategies for access were made.
explicit iffthe .1960 Master Plan fOr HigherEducation: (1) a large
number of campuses geographically accessible to commuting students;
(2) open admissionto the Community. Colleges and clear opportunity
to transfer to four-year institutions; (3) -no'tuition and=loW or no
feet; and (4) finagcial aid to the most academically qualified
studentsin need of assistance. .

4o
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Since the 1960s, the State's commitment to has expanded to

include (1) outreach to pre-college students, particularly among '

low-ineomeand minority groups underrepresented in college; (2)

ti
counseling and-Other support services f6r these stu nts once they

enroll; (3). small subsfstence grants...for economical y disadvantaged

students; (4) skills programs to imprOve students'-preparation for
college work; and (5) support services to students with disabili-
ties. The result is a wide array ,of programs for achieving educa-
tional opportunity. East element, of which low fees is only one,
makes.a unique contribution to the whole, but none stands alonip in
providing access nor exists as an end in itself. c A

Strategies,for assuring quality have long been equally important
legislative concerns. High quality in education may be difficult-
to define with precision, but it is seldom found among crowded
clasirooms, 'overworked faculty, inadequate library holdings, and
outdated facilities= -the inevitable result of Cumulative reductions

in support for instruction. The Legislature can dolittle directly
to assure effective classroom instruction and rigorouS and imagina-
tive research, but it can help assure conditions under which facul-
ty, administr#tors, and students can achieve quality by such means

-as (1) fully' funaing the costs of instructional programs; (2)-

maintaining reasonable 'student-faculty ratios; (3) prow ding stable
/and predictable constantidoilar funding for enrollments foreeach of

the segments) and 0) maintaining faculty salaries at competitive
levels. -

TRADEOFFS UNDER FISCAL STRINGENCY

...A
.

California has been-generally successful in maintaing its balanced
commitment to access and quality, but it is on the vcrge of abandon-
ing that commitment as State revenues decline. The central finan-
cial problem for the State, the segments, and the Commiss1on 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.
Cumulative budget reductions have been almost completely absorbed
by reducing administratiVe support, delaying mainfeRanc , and

taking other actions that would both leave instructionalp ograms
intact and allot admission of all qualified students. Some further

economies in administration may be,possible: But the Commission is
convinced that such savings will not be-of sufficient magnitude to
avoid encroachment.- an access or-qUality or both, if, as seems clear,

State revenues will not be available'to continue histdricNlevels of
college and university expenditures. ,

-6, ,10
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All available options require some departure from practices of the
past two decades:

Closing some campuses and.reducing State support fdr off-campus
centers, programs,, and courses--thereby limiting geographic
access.

Restrictidg the number of students admitted to.the University of
California and the California State University by limiting State
expenditures forte their instructional programsthereby denying
access to some qualified students.

Continuing to charge Community'College students none of the
costs related to .their education while not increasing State
subsidy -- thereby excluding admitted students from oversubscribed
programs and coursed and protecting the.gppepranct of access at
the expense of educational opportunity.

Raising student charges withoilt adjusting financial aid--thereby
hindering access of the students with limited financial re-
sources.

.

.

Continuing to admit all qualified students without increasing
fundsfor instructional programs--thereby jeopardizing institu-
tional quality and effectiveness: '

s

Admittingsstudentsinto overcrowded programs and courses, making
it difficult for them to progress on a normal schedulethereby
increasing overall costs for them-and the State,' potentially
restricting access, and, over time, threatening quality

Increasing student,charges and increasing financial aid` 'rfor
students with demonstrated need--thereby raising administrative
and psychological barriers to access among the most impoverished.

t Clearly, tradeoffs between access and quality--achievihg one at the
expense of the Otherwould 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 improve. Yet
if, as now seems apparent, limited State resources cannot serve the
public interest fully, a new patternof'State policy and support
must be found that' recognizes the colateral priorities of access
and excellence.

-7-
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. THE TREND OF STAirE PRACTICES FOR -STUDENT CHARGES

4

or the purposes of this report, student charges are defioedvas a-11

of the mandatory,fees assessed to all students as a condition of
enrollment, including' mandatory student ac44vity or student body

fees. ,In addition; at the University of California, these charges

include, butare not limited to, the Registration Fee and Education-

al Eee, currently $510 and.$300', respectively. At the State Univer-

sity, theyinclude 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
meetc'this definition of student charges. Howeyer, Community College
districts are authorized to levy.a:variety of special user,fees
such as those for parking or health services. Any additional fees,
such as the'midyear surcharges levied by the University anO.State
University in.1981-'82, or any permanent fee increases, if ttipLwere
levied on all stUdents'as a condition of enrollment, would be
included in this definition of student-charges-and would be, subject
to the provisions of the recommendationS in thisreport.

The trend of student charges during the `past two decades, and par
ticularW during the past two years, clearly indicates-why the
existing pattern can no longer serve either State or studeatinter-
ests.

s

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

The widely accepted principle that (California residents should not .

pay tuition--that is, charges to support instruction- -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,abut stated that -"students ghould assume
greater.responsibility.for financing their education Py paying fees-
sufficient to cover operating .costs not directly related-to instruc-

qo tion" (1960, p.. 173). The team identified two such kinds of fees:

Costs for the operation of "ancillary" services such as housing,
food, and parking, which should be-entirely self-supported by
their users; and

4, Costs ..for' services "associated with the, educational program"
such as health service, intercollegiate athletics,. and student
activities, which should be underwritten by allftudents. ,

.

.i

anringthe 1960s, "ancillary" services Were clearly s elf-supporting
among all thine public segments of higher education, and the two

four-year segments levied.mandatOry charges form"associated".ser7

-8-
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;vices, using small portionsi to support certain costs directly
related to instruction. The Community,, Colleges continued their
prior practice of generally ipposing4no charges for any but strict-

:

.ly ancillary services..

In 1970 -71, Gov ernor, Reagan proposed tuition for both four-year
-segments, proposal that did not meet with legislitiye approval.
The result was a split between State University practice and that .
in the University of California. In the State University, proposals

for tuition or similar charges were rejected-by the Legislature.
In the University, the Regents did not support the, Governor's
proposal for,tuition--student charge support_ of instruction --bat
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 used to support some instructional costsas wa..11r In 1976, the
Regents voted to use Educational Fee re nues thereafter solely'fdr
student financial aid aftd related se ces. .

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

I,
:Proposition 13 and the 1980s

In the aftermath of,Proposition 13, existing piactiCes with regard
... td student charges were subject to increasing strain. In 1978-79,

_the revenues from student charges were first used to prevent program

cuts. Althbugh 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- College districts curtailed
enrollments and transferred many previously State-funded course to

4 f
. student support.

.

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 reductionsthat were offset by increased charges in
the University and State University. , .:

Subsequently, because of falling State revenues, the University
State ,UniversitY budgets were further reduced by gubernatorial
action in October 1981. The University modified its policy on use
of Educational Fee revenues to allow their use for support' of

13
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central student services that had liAt State General Fund support.
The State University also offtet reductions by increased charges.

These,actions were fundamentally important in two ways:

For the first time, the State imposed reductions witii,the expec-
tation that student charges in the University'an&State Univer-

, sity would be increased 6 replhce State support.

. And it imposes a large cutinidyear With °the same expectation
that increased student charges would again replace State General
kinds - -if only on a one-time basis.

.

The 1982-83 Governor't Budget again increases student charges as
well as makes program cut's to offset budget reductions in the two

. four-year segments. Although a*cominon alternative during fiscal
retrenchment, thepractice of increasing Student charges to offset
budget reductions distorts the ways in which students and. the
'segments, expect charges to be adjusted. At least in some ifstances,

increasing charges can be0a disincentive for institutions to-seek
internal economies.

.

---' As-prior practiCes ham given way t6 sometimes fragmented, often ad
hoc, and always short-term budgetary donsiderations;. systemic
'defects have risen to the surfaCe: \\

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

For segmental and'institutional administrators, instability and
Uncertainty of State-supp.ort inhibit effective Ruse of available
revenues and make it virtually impossible to for projected

enrollments.,

For elected officials and for executive and legislative fiscal
staffs, instability, 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 interdependence of student
financial aid and Adent charges and make it difficult to
coordinate efforts to offset increases in charges by increases
in aid; (3) isolate decisions about the level of student charges
from consideration of the consequences pf 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 negotiations.

In a,period of continued State fiscal stringency, long-standing
practices for determining; student.' and for financing public
postseebndary education are no longer viable. New pradtices that
preserve access and quality need to be shaped by explicit State
policies rather than solely on the exigencies of the S e's bud- -

getary process. .

-10-
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PART TWO

,SHARING RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FUTURE

Past accomplishments alone-cannot assure preservation of Califor-
nia's baSically,sound postsecondary educatibn system. Deliberate
recognition and fostering of the State's goals of access and excel-
lence is required. These goals have been the foundation off State
policy in the past; they must be so in the future, Day-to-day
efforts at reaching these goals must be shaped by more specific
principles or guidelines. The Commission finds six such guidelines
useful in responding to prepent legislative concerns:

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

2. 'Me State should bear the primary, responsibility for the cost
of providing postsecondary education, and student charges
should remain as losy as possible.1,

3. The State should assure that financial assistance is available
for eligible students with demonstrated financial need. When
student charges tqfpublic pos*Becondary education are raised,
sufficient student financial Sid must be provided to permit
attendance of students who cannot afford the increase.

4. 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 amongpublic colleges and
universities. The State should continue to support sthdent
financial aid policies which provide access to and reasonable

v choice among many types'or postsecondary institutions, including
public and independent, for qualified students with demonstrated
need.

5. State policy should provide an equitable andconsistent proce-
dure for establishing and adjusting student 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 enrollment patterns. It should also
assure that, increases are-gradual and moderate, and predictable
within reasonable-ranges, in order to avoid disrupting ongoing
idstitutional.programs and student expectations.

:15



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 thdse courses

? that offer clear public benefits in addition to individual

benefits-. No geheral.chaxge should be implementpd _for the .

Community Colleges until the effects of these policies are

known.

. t.

From these six guidelines, the Commission recommends State policies 1

that will continue-the State's commitment to access and,excellence

despite fiscal stringency,by, el) recognizing that the most equitable

student .charges policies are not necessarily no charges or low

charges when student financial aid is available (Resommendatipns 1

and 2) and (2) explicitly relating a student's share of the ust of

State'sto the Stats larger share (Recommendations,3; 4, aBd.5).

- -12-
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ACCESS, HIGH QUALITY,
AND EQUITABLE STUDENT CHARGES
REQUIRE NEW STATE FUNDING POLICIES

. THAT RECOGNIZE STATE FISCAL STRINGENCY

State ,revenne shortfalls are likely to occur in the future, and
thikipossibility must be recognized in determining, 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
their distinctmissions into account.

The success of-these prior practiges and of generous State funding
cannot be ignored. Even though new pragtices are 'required, it is
this success that leads the Commission toits first recommendation:

a

RECOMMENDATION 1. To the extent that resources are ,

available, and withip-thepoTia and procedures recom-
mended in tfiii r:eport,-fffe State and-The segments gEB-Jd
attempt,to' achieve the-Te707T-or-stTlant c arges i n '
constant dollars and-IEe-Tila-ionships of chafes among
TEi-TeTilents as these-T and differences existed in
1980-81. c

. .

These past practices contributed to the State's ptogress in achiev-
ing access and would warrant continuation if the State's fiscal
probleMs did, lint pose dilemmas that make continuation an unrealistic
option. Dilemmas about, levels of charges, for instance, canno
loier be resolved solely on the basis of each segment's perception
of its particular commitment to educational opportunity. Instead,
they often involve tradeoffs, fot example, between educating some
students at little or no cost to themselves while shutting other
students lout completely. In these circumstances, modest increases
.in charges accompanied by Student financial assistance*are prefer-

-,
able because they do the least damage to'acress and quality.

k

RECOMMENDATION 2.- Ifithe choice facing the State is one
..of, curtailing enrol-TierTS', inhibiting the abilitSiFf The

State to provide the conditions underTach qualit EiF
FF-Tbstered, or 57-sing,,studentEFiFges, then charges
should be raedis and the ttate ihould'orovide-alfficient
financiii,TUTo offset the increase471TEharges or

studentsiwiTTidemonstrated-Tihancial need.

-13-;
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If student charges - -all of the mandatory fees assessed, as a condi-
tion of enrollmentmust be increased, the sudden increases imposed
in 1981-82 and proposed, for 1982-83 should be avoided. During most

of the past decade, the State gradually increased its subsidy while
the student share stayed relatively constant. In the past year,

this trend was dramatically reversed, with sharply increased"charges,
accompanied by a real reduction in State support. Sudden changes,

may.ultimately do greater damage to access than higher levels of
charges. Moreover, this <instability tends'to penalize both those
who-have planned most carefully for meeting colle* costs and those
whose personal-financial resources are most limited.

If the 'policies recommended in this report are adopted, changes in
the level of student charges2wouldsbe- moderate and predictable.
But _if new or other policies -are adopted, they should be phased` in

over a period of years if they would result in (1) establishing new
charges, (2),, substantially increasing the levels of existing

charges, (3) widening of the differences in charges among the
segments, or (4) imposing charges without provision of offsetting
student financial aid.

Few, if,Any, appropriations foriubl4 services cfri-be exempt from
cutbacks in times of financial crisis. But it would compound '

--

student difficulties if their financial aid were-reduced to meet,
such a crisis at the same time that their charged were being in-
creased for the same purpose. .Those students least able to Meet
increased charges would be asked to carry' a double burden, a*d we
urge the Governor and Legislature not to reduce student financial

s said when charges are increasedlie

The Commission recognizes polies for student charges and financial
aid cannot control erratic fllictuations in State revenues or the
demands on them. Nonetheless, the Commission believes that, even
if special circumstances cause unavoidable and temporary departures
from policy, these recommendations can be used as a base against
which to measure the impact of such departures, and as the framework
for a return to a stable student charges structure.'

I

The Above recommendations present the overall policy context for
the Commission's response to ACR 81. The remainder of this report
provides recoMmendatio s for State poliCies And suggestions for
implementing. those 01 cies in the four areas of specific concern
to theLegislature.

-14- 1G8
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APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL AND PUBLIC 4t

SUPPORT LEVELS REQUIRE EXPLICIT STATE POLICY 4

FOR SETTING AND ADJUSTING STUDENT CHARGES

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

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 assure that the, relationship continues' to be
appropriate; State policy should explicitly relate the levels of
student charges to levels of State` support for postsecondary.educa-.
tion.

RECOMMENDATION 3. The _State should establish explicit
policiet for setting andirlisiTTRudent charges. Such
policies Would assume 'a co n inuind-EJESThation of State
and stadeaMancing a public postsecondary ealication
and should establish the basis on which adjustments in
student: charbe maae. .

This.recommendation applies equally, to the University, the State
University, 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-yearsegments and the
Community Colleges cadnot be ignored in policy ithplementation.
Separate and additional recommendations recognize the differences.

Policiest for the University and the State University
.

In the University and' State University, an explicit State-policy
would' be an alternative to historical s,egmental practiced 'tor
setting the level of student charges, and would provideitonsisteni
policy basis for setting and adjusting charges. .

RECOMMENDATION 4. Student charges in the University and
State University should be set and as lusted.actording-flY
a regular process. T TiviT-orEharges on eat se ment
should be a percent -Tr E5ii.feraTe7fljet sum of State
General-FUR appropriations and property tai7Fiventiii-Kr
the preiTai three years for the support
equiva ent students in pu5Tic postsecondary education.

-15=
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Commission staff should work with segmental staffs on an,-
ongoing baiiiTo make FeffileMbnts-iiiTiRUifiCiii-ons fly
the calculation of This base, agonecessary..

do-

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

4.2 Total student charge's for full-time undergraduates
in the State University should be 10-20 percent of the
base described in Recommendation 4.

4.3 Graduate and postbaccalaureate professional students
should pay somewhat higher chargesthan do undergraduate
students. Charges for .graduate and postbaccalaveate
professional students should be fixed at between 120 and
130 percent of .undergraduate charges in each segment.
Student financial oastistance shOuld be prOided for stu-
dents whose graduate or professilhal education would be
jeopardized by these charge levels.

.4.4 To assure equitable treatment of part-time students
and to recognize fixed costs associated with their.enroll-
ment, student charges for part-time students shduld be
less' than thdse for full-tim4 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.

Thieirecommendation.meets the Commission's objectives 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 posMecondary education.. The base /chosen to
reflect that funding commitment is total State General F d appro -.;

priations and property tax revenues used to fund postsecondary
education annually, a figure which is readily available, understand-
able, and easy to calculate., Since it includes all the elements in
postsecondary education for wjiich State support is provided, it
offers a base which cannot be manipulated easily to obtain particu-I
lax student charges levels. Furthermore, by using a cdramon base,to'
calculate student charges, the level of'charges in each 'segment
will be directly related to the levels in the other segments. By
using a three-year average 4 funding support) as the basis fbr
adjusting charges; advance engtice of the levels of charges can be
given. Because unexpected ab ?rrations in State revenues or appro-
priations should not be'automaiically reflected in student charges,
the recommended policies allow time far legislative accommodation
of them. Although this propbsal would establish the level, of
charges, this recommendation does not, nor is it intended to, speak
to the issue of the use of thoSe charges..

20
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The Commission hag 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 admittedly arbitrary, but
based on a belief that, the existing level of feea in each of those

'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 198 -83 if currentspropo-
sals by the segmental governing boards and the Governor are adopted.
The - supper limit of the range propoied for each segment was an
amount which appeared to bear a reasonable,refationship 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 existing gap in fee levels between the University
and State University. It should 'be noted that in the case of the
University ofCalifornia, the upper eni of the range would generate
fee levels that could involve student support of instruction- -
tuition- -for the first time.

These policies will assure that the level of student cliarges in
leach segment is related to the State's-fUnding commitment. Imple-

mentation of them will provide procedures for adjusting student
charges incrementally rather that suyehly and establish a basis
for measuring differenceS in charges between segments.

The Commission examined four other major options for the basisof
setting and,adjusting student charges:

1 Relating charges in each segmentsto'the cost of instruction in
that.segment, 'as suggested in the first draft of this report--..
but the -complex cost accounting pr9cedures it would require
suggest that an appropriations base, would be more useful for
setting fee levels.

2. Setting student charges as a percent of the support level in
one of the egments--but_thisiwoult have the shortcoming of
increasing charges in all segments if appropriations in the
base segment were increased, even if apprdpriations in the
other segments did not change. y

3. Basing student charges;in each segment on appropriations in -
that segment--but even iflappropriatiOnt for'unique elements in
each segment- (such as organized research in the University)
were excluded ffom the base, this option would not assure an.
intersegmental relationship of student charges levels.

' 4. Establishingstudent charges lev is as a-portion of,thesv,erage
charges paid by students Public comparison institutions4
of each segment--but this would base California student_ charges

P

., 717-

A

4-

O



4

c

A <

on the fiscal and educational decisions of other states rather
thanon the particl.lar fevenue and expeiditure needs of post-
secondary education.`in California. ,

Only the selected option--appropriations plug property tax revenues

" meets the critical criteria of sortable stability over time,
s'mplicity, economy, recognitio of ntersegmental differentiation
o function,' and responsivenes to California fiscal and educa-r , ti.sal ;concerns. This option'Ang sts that fee levols in, the
Uni ersity and State University beset within a range of percentages
of is base.' Once the percentage is determined, it should be
main ined,fwith minor variations, over time. 4Under this plan, the
base or establishing 1982-83 student charges levels as described
in Re ommendation 4 wouldbe-$3,000. This figure is derived,by '

'taking the aVerage.annual SuRport over the last three years for
public .ostsecondary education - -$3,225,192,000: -and dividing by ths.
average umber of students annUally over that period--1,075,064.

i .0._ .

i muo
.

.

Using th percentages in Recommendations 4.1 4nd 4.2, undergraduate
student charges at theUniversity and-State University would range
from...approximately,$1,200 to 81;500 and from $300 to $600, respec-
tively. Thig compares-to.proposed 1982-$3 fee levels of $1,194 in
the'UniiTersity:and $322 in the State University. The actual amount

___

'of these charges, should he,determined,according di Segmental needs
___

/ .4

Land the amount of financial aid that All/spe made avilable.by the
,.. "'hate.. 'According to preliminary estimates, between $8 million and

$16' nil-lion in additional fin nsial aid would have to be prollided
by the' State to limit,enroll t losses in the University if fee11
levels ere set within thA 'range recommended in this repoit. In

the St to 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
when .the Commission's student charges model is Modifie0in May to
take into account.the.:latest Chinges in-federal financial 'aid
programs. Appendix C includes the segmental enrollment,ansd appro-
priation figures for 1979-800.1980-81, and 1981 -82 used to calculate
the base for getting fee lev,els..,

Recommendation 4.3 estaplishes a basis for differential charges in
the University and State University that would reflect to some
degree the greater personal benefits ancl'higher costs of graduate
and postbaccalaureate professional programs in those segments. As

students progress to higher and*more costly levels of education, it
is not unreasonable to expect them to pay somewhat higher charges
than do undergraduates,. assuming that sufficient student financial
aid is provided foithose.With,demonstrated financial need. At the
present time, the University's Educational Fee for graduate students
is $60 more/than undergraduates,' and there is no differential in

'f)
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the State University. The Commission finds the proposed Uifferen--
tial reasonable, consistent withpracticeszin many Other states; .

and unlikely .to have an impact on enrollments.
,

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 findings before
January 1983. ...-

Recommendation4.4 addresses issues of part-time enrollments. The
ability to attend college on a, part -time basis, while working or
meeting family obligations provides many students with their only
chance for access to postsecondary education. In 1974, the Legisla-
ture seated itt'inteot "that fee structures,- admissions policies,
and financial aid pOlicies and programs at institutions of public''
postsetonahry educ4tionnot discriminatkagainst park. -time students
andstudents choosing to combine or altelnate education with other
learning experiences such swork Or travel" (Ass 'embly Concurrent -

Resolution 161).

The University of California currently charges undirgraduate stu-
dents whb 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-tithe professional degree pro-
grams for which the system has developed separate' student charges
policies.

Currqfitly, the Califopia .State University charges iraduate and
Undergraduate students attending on a limited (enrolled for six
units or less) basis approximately:$30 less than student ,enrolled
on a regulae basis, or between 75 and.85, percent of-regularfees.
The Board of Trusties has adopted a policy for 1982-83 which would
eliminate any differential in ale level of the Student Services Fee
between limited and regularly enrolled students, although the
Legislature has not 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 iseimposed
in response 'U the 1982-83 fiscal crisis; the charge bedifferent
for students taking 5.9 units or less than for those taking 6.0
units or more.t

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

-19-



option of part -time atterAnce'at a lower level of student charges

serves as a form of inditect student ass.istance. 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.

Policies for the Community Collages

The .Cajifornia Community Colleges fiCe the same critical tradeoffs

among maintaining access, preservibg quality, and imposing student

charges that chgllenge 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:

* Free Comtunity College 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 implemeht a mandatory fee policy or
to provide adequate financial aid to needy students.

Community College students pursue far more diverse academic,,

occupational, and avocational,objectives than do University and

State University students.
.-0

Substantial variation exists among districts in the use of State

funds because of differences in local board decisions in mdeting
cDmmunity'educational demands.and because of the, complexity and

uncertainty in State funding for the Community cp,Igieges in

recent years. , °

.1
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 implications of

these actions. Fur'

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should establish .explicit
policies to assure a comb TEitTETTR State and student
su ort ort6iniarTiTy.College programs tat, td the extent

posse e, continue existing no-charge piaTices for sfrideiTs

enrolled Tii-J71es and programs that have greatesT-STaTe

prioritx.-

5.1 To assure that only those programs or courses that
have greatest State priority are subsidized by the State
andto assureequitable support rates for similar courses
in different' districts, the Legislature should direct the

.
-20-'
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Board of Governors ka develop Title 5 regulations: (a)

Identifying noncredit courses eligible for State support;
(b) applying a,untform support rate of $1,100 per ADA for

- all courses in adult basic education, highschool diploma
programs, English as a second language, citizenship, and
community education;.and(c) determining which aVocational,,
recreational, angl.personal development courses'should be
'offered as community service& classes bn aself-supported
°basis'. -

5:2 To assure that student support of CommunftyCol1eges
falls within the policies outlined in Recommendation 5, the,
Legislature should direct the Board of Governors-to estab-
lish a contingency plan for implementing a statewide charge
policy: for the Community Colleges. This plan should 6e
Oepared by December 1, 1982, should incorporate procedures
(1) to implement charges that are not permissive among
districts, and.(2).to distribute related financial aid, and

t, should include recommeAdatrons on at-least the following:.

1*. '

a. The structure of charges, Including differentials for'
part-time studenti and establishmeht and 'adjustment of
the level of charges according,to the same base and
process recommended for theUniversity'and State Univer-
sity in Recommendation 4,

b. Differential charges based on either course character--
istics, Or on whether students.are enrolled in can
educational program or taking courses on an intermit-
tent basis.

e: The structure and fuhding 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, o'r
who meet the' qualifications for EOPS are,viempted from
charges either through waivers or financial aid offsets.

he relationship betweeh revenues raised by students
charges aa.Community Colleges financing mechanisms.

5.3 The 'contingency plan for a statewide fee policy recom-
mended in 5.2 adbve should be implemented in 1983-84 or

-7-thereitter only if the State is unable (a) tok replace
One=time revenues used in 1982-83 or thereafter to offset
budget_reductions for the Commtinity Colleges,.(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.
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`Fee education for Community College students must' be weighed.
,,aiainst its effect onthe charges paid.bY their counterparts in the
University and State University. In the two four - year segments,
student charges'have increased dramatically in the past two years.
University and State University students have been required to make
up the difference between available State funds and amounts needed
'to,tontipe existing high standards of access and excellence. If,

as the COmmission 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
Colleges will Continue to mean higher charges for University and
State University students. In the Community Colleges themselves,
continuation of _existing practices of across.-the-board reductions
and-enrollment limitatiOns as responses to fiscal crises will have
a direct and adverse impact on access and can, by diluting instruc-
tional support, threaten educational effectiveness and excellence.
Policies far-a statewide charge policy may depart frism long-standing
tradition, but are necessary in this time of State fiscal con;
straint. Blind adherence to the symbol of free education in tie
Community Colleges can make -inroads on access to postsecPndary
.education as a whole.

The wide diVersitysof Community College offerings stems frOm the
expansion of the college curriculum beyond the explicit' Master.Plan
missions of academic and' occupational education into developmental,
community education, recreational and avocationai,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 Commissionqelieves that a-

more precise formulation of State priorities is essential, and that
higher priority for State support should bt given to academic,
developmental, and oceupationel=rams than to community education
Courses that are largely avocae or recreational in nature.

In theUniversity and State. University, students share similar
kinds of educational ispiationd, and the.impositiop of,a single,'
mandatory charge in each segment is'reasonable. In cdntraft, 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 should, as a.general rule, subsidize the education of
otheil students. Most Taixticularly, the implications of abandoning
the no-fee policy in the-Community Colleges simply because recrea-,
tional and avocational courses continue to receive the same State

,priorityfunding ,priority as academic., developmental, and odcupatinnal-
coursesmust be seriously considered.' We are also concerned about
the possible actumulation of categorical fees in any segment. Thy

Affect of such fees is to provide special protection for specified
activities, which makes them exempt from -the rigorous scrutiny and

-22-
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pressures for 'greater efficiency that other State-Minded elements
of postsecOndary education are subject to in times of fiscal strin-

gency. 1

The Community Colleges do not require .formal enrollment procedures
for all sthdents. compaicalle to those in the four-year segments
under which student intentions, basic skills, or prior educational
experience, for example, might be determined. The Commission
believes'that the possibility of instituting such enrollment prone-
durei should be examined anddetermined by the hoard of Governors.
Alternative procedures should,be assessed' for simplicity, for

educational purposes such as.remediation, counseling, and fqr their
relationship to the role and mission of the Community Colleges. If

feasiblea7s educational measures, then such procedures should be
examined for their implications,- if any, for student charges.

Information from the Co mli unity College Course Classification System
reveals inequities in the way similar courses are offered and
funded' in different colleges. These ,variations arise from the
nature' of local decision making in the Community. Colleges, and a
slack of explicit State priorities for funding or for-student sup-

,

, port. In times of relative'conomic prosperity, such variation and
. lank opridrities might be tolerated. Given the current economic

conditions and State revenue outlook, however, there is a need to
establish priorities-for the distribution of limited.State resources
-and'statewide policies for student support which have as a basis

4.# the State's educitional,objectivesgfor the.Community Colleges,

. The' criteria fOr noncredit course funding are broadly defined
categories and subject -to considerable variation in interpretation.
Variations in the treatment,of certain developmental courses create
additional funding inequities. Most Community College districtS
offer adult basic e4scation,* high school diploma programs, ESL, and

- citizenship,and'community.education courses as noncredit funded at

the $1,100 perADA rate mandated in,JUB 1626. In many districts,

however, similar courses are *offered for credit even thgugh the
credit often is not applicable toward a certificate or associate
degree program. Districts whidh offer these courses in the credit

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

.. ,

Finally, in many districts, personal development, recreational, and
avocational courses such as jOgging,- surfing, jazzerclise, needle-
point, and ballroom dancing, areofferedoffered' credit at-the average
credit rate of $1,930per ADA with no user fees. -In other dis-
tricts, these.same.tubjects are offered as noncredit courses. at the

.$1,100 per ADA noncredit rate with no fees.. In still other dis-
tricti, such subjects are offered as community service clasees and
charge student fees. Given,limited resources, such funding and
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student charges inequities cannot, be,Termitted to continue. Fur-
theTore, 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:10percent.
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 taking the courses as part of any
certificate or degree program.

The Commission believes that the heavy concentration of student
enrollment and resulting State apportionment payments in recreation-
al and avqcational 'courses which, yield primarily personal benefits
represents a serious 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 appropriately as community seres
classes on a fee-support basis. .

The fiscal situation faced by t* State in 1982-83 may require that
apportionments to the Community Colleges, be adjusted to generate
savings to the State General Fund. The.Commission,has identified
several one-time measres 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 chairges and
funding needs that have bee5.made elsewhere in this, report, the
Commission feels.,._thai such an approach in,1982-83 justified in

terms of the time it will allowthe State and the Community Colleges
to develop student siaa.rges procedures and funding priorities for
subsequent years. Fffthermore, such an approach provides sufficient
lead time for the implementation of new policies and different
priorities to:reduce disruption to students and districts.

RECOMMENDATION 6. If the Legislature requires adjustment
to,Community College apportionments to generate savings
to the State Genera, Fund in 1982-8.17hd7Tid'im e-

mentatiOTZTapermarientstateiTiepoliey"Tnir
.

6.1 State apportionments,should be reduced by approi-
mately $30 million to reflect expected. savings from
implementation of Recommendation 5.1.

.2 State apportionments should be reduced by apprIxi-
mately $50 million as a one-time offset to be taken from
district reserves under regulations to be developed by
the Board of Governors.
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6.3 The Legislature should not impose a charge on Commu-
n4tiCollege students in 1982-83 unless required budgetary
savings are greater than those achieved under this recom-
mendation. An interim charge should be considered only
as an eme ency alternative to impairing access to, or
the effectiveness of, courses and prograds 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 public assistance to, be
distributed according to criteria established by the
Board of Governors, (b) be uniform statewide, not permis-
sive among' districts, and (c) differentiate between
full-timb and part-time students.

The course classification_ and funding recommendations outlined
above would bring the .gommunity Colleges into greater' compliance
with this report's sixth guideline which calls for greater consis-
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 Commissionirecommends
that the useof 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 distficts'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 determinean equitable' echanism for the mandated
use of district reserves. In calling f r the -one -time use of
district reserves for 1982-81 funding, th Commission believei that
the Board of Governors shbuld be directed to establish appropriate
procedures for such use rather than having such procedures enacted
in statute.

O
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PAIIT THREE

RESPONSE'. TO THREE OTHER LEGISLATIVE CONCERNS.

Legislative concern over access and student charges during a period
of constrained State resources is broad and pervasive. Recommenda-
tion 1 through:6 have already addrssed whatthe Commission per-
.teivei as a mandate from the Legislature to suggest comprehensive
State policy for access, excellence, and equitable student charges
during fiscal stringency. At, the same time, Recommendations 3
through 6 respond to the specific legislative inquiry in Assembly

!Concurrent Resolution 81 about the appropriate relationships between
' individual and ptblic 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 financial, aid, use of revenues
student charges, and segmental Master Plan roles--are no °lessless
central to maintenance of access and quality than is the relatio,n7,
ship of individual and public support. Form, not importance, sepa7
rates discussion 4,sfinancial aid (Recommendations 7 and 8)', use of
revenues (Recomftidation 9), and Master Plan, roles (Recommendation
10) from. the earlier ones.-

vJ
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APPROPRIATE DISTRIBUTION
OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID
REQUIRES STATE FUNDING SUFFICIENT
TO OFFSET INCREASES IN STUDENT TARGES

.

Legislative QRestion: What is the appropriate distribution of
student financial aid to all needy California postsecondary.educa-
tion students?

Commission Response: 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 futures, State policy
should explititly relate levels and distribution oraid to (1)
student-scharges in the public segments, (2) 'tuition and fees in the
indegendent 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 is'a key strategy- that the
State has used to assure access by preventing students' financial
circustances from limiting their educational opportunities.
Student charge policies and Student financial aid policies are
there'fore interdependent. Any fundamental shift in policies re-
lated'to one should be accompanied by a correspotrding change in the
other.

,

1

RECOMMENDATION 7. The State should provide financial
assistance to qgalidaTidenTi-Wiase ability to attend
postsecondary institutions is jeopardized by'increasesin.
student charges. Such asiistance shouldbe provided--
through programs all- assure equifiFIT-treatment of
students -with similar resources and needs.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Students throughout California should
be treated similarly 12y State financial ass- i tance poll
Fes regardless of attend,

and the State should d-ge a common and consistentiitha-
Mgy to assuri-FITalii5retreatment.

8.1 The State should provide 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-
de nts--wi ththe--fewes-tfinanci al--rource swho do riot
receive Student Aid Commission grants.

-29=



8.2 The writint of 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 eligibility.

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
Commistion grant recipients and who would qualify for
full fee grants.

8.4 The State should continue to assist, qua ified stu-
dents.with demonstrated financial need to at nd private
collegevand universities, thereby protectin educational
diversity and-the public interest in,the nongovernmental
sector of ,higher education. Protection will require:, -

(a) increases in maximum Student Aid Commission grants
for students who attendAndependent institutions so that
grants remain sat the same constant dollar levels in.
19R-83 as in 1981-82; (b) adjustments to funding levels
and number of awards in the Student Aid Commission progY'am
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
independent sector in the integ-rated budget review pro-
posed in Recommendation 10 below.

In order to estimate the amount offfunding which the State should
provide to offset the impact of cha4e increases for students with
the fewest financial resources,. the State should use a method which
considers (1) the amount of,any proposed increase in charges (2)

the number of financial aid recipients already e (3) the
.number of additional students who might becomeeligible with'higher
Charges,_(4)th amount of additional federal fi ancial 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
or not additional aid' will offset only ingreased charges, or both
the increased charges and pending federal financial aid cuts.

The State's estimate of ,additional financial need/ should also
consider (1) the currentlIcome distribution of students within
each segment, (2) the current proportion of financial aid recip-
.ents--within each -segm(3)-the-price-responsiven-ess-of-students
with different income levels, and (4) the availability of federal
funds and Cal,Grant funds. Additional funds from these sources.? if

.-30-
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any, should be.subtracted from such estimates to ensure that there
is no double counting,overawards, or major differences in the-lway
estimates of additional aid needs are made.

. -

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

.Currently, each segment has its own procedures for estimating
student financial aia 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 will con-
tinue to work with the segments to refine and improve it. The

Commission urges its,own and segmental staff to develo a method
for estimating the diversion of students from one segment to another
1)ecauseof differential charges.

,Sr
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OPROP'RIATE USE OF REVENUES
FROM=STUDENT CHARGES
SHOULD BE REVIEWED AS PROPOSED

THE.LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

Legislative Question: Which costs of institutional operations are
appropriatelytbornd by students, and. what proportion of the expen-
ditures for these operations should be financed by student charges?

Commission Response: The Commission believes that historical
levels and uses of student charges for institutional operations
have not had aff"adverse impacton State goals-of access. Withini-

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 Odportidds of costs that
should be financed by.the students. As noted earlier, students
have not borne costs of instruction, but they have borne the costs
of most ,ancillary operations (e,g.,bousilig, parking, fond services,,
etc.), and at least part ofiome 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 Commission still complete such a
study by nextDecember.

RECOMMENDATION 9.. Pending the Commission's recommenda-
tions on the use .of revenues from student charges as
reouesfii4.1by the LegiiiiiTT/TAniTilt7TOTTElinp analysis
of restrictions on the use of charges and their use for
student financial"' aTT -5-1E5 UniversiTi, no ifiages
TETifirbe715TEFiTane cUrrent uses of these revenues.

The use of revenues derived from charges is not as important to
maintaining access as the amount of these charges and the availabil-'

ity of financial assistance. As matters of principle, however, the
Commission ip gravely concerned about two major issues iivolving
the use of these revenues: 4

O
1. Restrictions on use of revenues from student charges to specific

student services gives 4a protected status to these activities.
:So shielded from the impact of. State budget reductions, these
protected activities are in a far'different position from
instructional programs' which must bear the full impact' of
reductions (California Legislature, 1982, pp. 1385-1386). Re-

...I,.
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moving restrictions, however, could allow use of revenues for
instructional purposes such as faculty salaries, and would .thils
depart from existing policies that have encouraged full State
support, of instruction and mean imposition of "tuition'," the
symbol of restricted access for many years.

4
. .

.;

2. At the University-of California, student charges sup ort student
iinancial aid programs. Neither the State Unive sity nor the
Community Colleges use student charges for t is 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 education of other students. Yet thew
other students are eligible for aid that the State,has not thus

. far provided and that is not available in the other two public
segments.

a
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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

LegiAative Question: What is the impact of sttdent chaiges upon,
each public postsecondary,segment'sability to realize its role and
Mission in the California 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 finds that levels of. student charges"' have not yet
had an adverse impact on the roles and missigus of the segments. as
set out in -theiMaster Plan. The-Commission is concerned, however,
that the substantial increases in-charges in the Uhiversity and
State University made in 1981-82 andproposed'for 1982 -83 may have
n adverse impa on role and missions, lor these increases may
ke price, ratter th egmental function,.a primary motive in

student-selection o campuses. Ad*erse impaCts can be expected if
State'policy do not expricitly relate (1) student charges, (2)
Master Plan r es and missions, and (3) the implications of priobable
financial and enrollment stress-.

RECOMMENDATION 10..:The Governor Budget should (11,
display in a single conso rate mar eaer3WrIVe
current and proposed levels of charge for each segment

lain the ratioFilli-or any proposedrdjustments,
show the current -aidl anticipated -funding for

student fliiTicTiT aid from ET majo sources. The le6Ts-

TifiVITi9751-1171TicaMittees-Would revile-Effs,iiifarmation
inn a sameIorm, examining all three.publiTsegments and
the 11T.Commission togahiF-09mq budget hear-,
TETts7---7-the implications for the
independiht sect7547gOuTUTEFEEnsidered. The Legislative
Analyst and TErrailT6iFia Postsecondary Tacation Com-
missionWEUTB-Provide comments to thelegliTifiiii-85-the
ITIOTIT-Eliarges and75-570-iTa-proposed inThe
tWnor-T-s budget.

A

The disttihutiolff-of sLudeht. e r0 ents-among-three-segments, with
.distinct functions cannot be adequately considered when charges. ape
set in the waning hours of the State budget process-just a- few

-35-
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weeks before the opening of classes in the fall. Time., is not

available for sufficient consideration of the appropriate relation-
ship of chargesvathvng 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 State 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 presept-ed and reviewed
iiIependently, thereby limiting opportunities'to examine critical
relationships =bag the levels of segmental charges or between
chSrges and student aid funding.

4
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PART FOUR

OUR CERTAIN GOALS; OUR UNCERTAIN FUTURE

California's postseconda'ry 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 urgeht 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 dverriding public interest in
maintaining access and quality and establishing a consistent State
policy in this area.

The Commission's reluctance is based in part .on the departure from
its on history of supporting no or low charges in public colleges
and universities. But that reluctance also stems from the danger
that charges may be increased without offsetting 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 rebort. If long-teim policies are exPlicit-'
,ly stated, emergencydepartures can be recognized and plans laid
for stabilization within those policies.

Within the broad context of access, narrower but extremely serious
questions arose. Time washort for resolving these quedrtions, but
more Important than time, a proper context foroconsideration was
lacking. Two major questions in particular=-(l) "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, offsetting, State-funded student
financial aid.

Prior to 1980-81, State funding levels allowed the four-year seg-
ments to charge low-fees; and-the-differences-among-the-segmental
charges were probably notenough to have inadvertently diverted
students because of price. However, recent' rapid increases in.'

".
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charges in the university and State University have made it apparent
that "benign neglect" of this4rea of State financing is no longer
possible. With ''best of motives, independent setting and
adjusting of,studeat charges by the segments, compounded by separate
State consideratimeof segmental and Student Aid Commission budgets',
may generate serious adverse consequences for-histqrical standards
of access and educational effectiveness.

Choices must be made, however-, and all available choices involve
tradeOffs.among equally worthyjoptions: 'access, excellence, and .

..equity. The Commission is convinced that 'there is an overriding
public interest in continuing and improving existing standards of
excellence. If charges are not rai d, both access and quality.

swill be threatened. Those students of turned away outright from
institutions may be adMitted only to find overcrowded classes and
programs. Raising student charges m y provide revenues to maintain
quality, ,programs, but some students may no longer be able to afford
the price of admission.

Raising student charges and allocating sufficient funding for,
financial aid pretents an alternativethat provides the revenues
necessary to continue excellence'at the same time that it provides
.funding to protect students with demonstrlited financtl need from
the negati4e effects of charge increases. 'Admittedly, the increased
price will present-a real psychological barrier for.some students
even. though offsetting aid is provided. Nevertheless, sharing
responsibility through highe.i charges and high financial aid is the
,least damaging othe sad assortment of options available.

The Commission offers its recommendations' with 'e intention that
they,be adopted. It must,' in this conclusion, add cautions that -
must be,heeded regardless of adoption of its recommendations. The L-

State and the .segments must take' extreme care over the
months and yeareto avoid exacerbating what the Commission sees as
actual or emerging threats to access and -excellence. Among these
threpts: widening the gap in'charges between the lipaiVersity and
the State University; increasing student\darges in the absence of
offsetting 'State-funded student financi aidj, unintende&realloca-
tion'of existing student aid from stude is attending independent
colleges and universities to students in public institutions:106
sound 'as California's postsecondary edu tion system is it is
still vulnerable to an inadvertent a5sAm lation of small, incre-

-

mental stresses.

The Commfssion has,few illuiions that its recommendations will m8et
universal approbation among its many-and diverse constituents. Yet
it finds great encouragement in the deliberations of the Advisory
Committee.and in the invaluable help that the Committee provided.,
Committee members did not always-agree with ourpoint of view; and+

II
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equally often they seriously questioned other members' opinions.'
But agreement was reached, the CoitmiSsion believes, on the major
issues faced by postsecondary educatign. At least of equal impor-
tance, disagreement-and conflict over resolution of the issues was
not allowed to interfere-wlth progress- toward tlineTy completion of
the ,report. The Commission believes that this same even-tempered,
infoymed, and conscientious dipokssion can continue over- the trying
years ahead. The issues are Eritial; reasonable di,fferences on
their resolution will continue; and resolution must take place in a
changing a9d 'unpredictable environment. But -all who speak in the
name of postsecondary education and its'intereqts bare .a vital,

concern that. the issues be resolved.
,
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In additionstO the Cpmmission's own Ad Hoc Committee:oft,AC,81
(identified by asterisks on the inside front cover), therCommiision
established as Advisory Committee consisting of the following
faculty members; students; and administrators fro, three public
segments of California postsecondary education is well as repre-
lentativew of the Legislative Ah'alyst, the bepartment of Finance,

' and the California',Student Aid Commission:

APPENDIX A'

ACR 81 Advisory Conimittee

7,.

'William R. Frazer

Lyman Glenny

_ Gerald Hayward,

Michael Johnson

Arthur Marmaduke.

Nancy McFadden

Dale Shimasaki

. Silverman

Anita Silvers

John MqSmart

Wenus Stadcell
, 2-,7

An Terrell

University of California
Systemwide Administration

University of California
Faculty Senate

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

Univesity of California
Student Body President's Council

California Student Aid_
.Commission

California State Student
Association

Office of the Legislative
Analyst

9

California Community Colleges
Faculty Senate

California State University
Faculty Senate

California State University
Systemwide Administration

_

Department of Finance

California Community Colleges
Student'dovernment Asiociation.

...
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The following observers from independent colleges participated in

the discussions of the AGR 81 Advisory Committee:

Robert Fuentes.

Morgan Odell

California Association of
Independent College and

University Students

AssociatiOn 6f"Independent
California Colleges and

Universities

The Committee met three times: (1) on February 22, 1982, to discuss

consultation with the Commisiion 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 preliminarranalysis, conclu-

sions, and recommendations.

In addition to providipg400mments 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 Commission:s

report on issues of greatest conseqdence..

The written comments of members of the Committee on the final

report are being compiled and will be distributed to the appropriate

legislative committees andto Advisory Committee members. .They

wjll be available from tho,Commission as Commission Report 82-21.

,

.
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Discussion Papers Viand .-Resource Docuients

In order to provide backgrounOo the members of the ACR 81 Advi-,
sory Committee and the Commisgion's Ad 4pc- on' ACR 81,

Commission staff developed the' followinepapers on topics related
to financing postsecondary education, access, and student charges
issues: -

1. Student Fees and Fee 'Policies in California.

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

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

4. Alternative Policies for 4tting Student Charges.

5. The,T960 Master Plan forOgigher Education in California: Past
and Present. -- .N.

.
! . . /

6. The State's Provision of Access: 1960 to the Present.
,

.

Finance Policies, Prospects, and issues.
1.

These discussion papers are available without charge as Commission
Report 82-16_from the Commission offices.

In addition to these papers, staff relied qn a number of policy-and
analytic papers on the.subjects of student charges, financing
postsecondary education, and Student financial aid as gegources
the development of this report, including:

...

Breneman, David W. 'Financing Higher Education: State Issues for
the 1980s,." Paper prepared for a - Regional Conference on Crit-,

O.cal Choices in Western Higher Education, Denver, Colorado, ,
"October 26, 1981.

California Postsecondary Education Commission. The Price of Admis-
sion: An Assessment' of the Impact'of Student Charges on
Enrollments and Revenues in California Public Higher Educa-
tion. Commission Report $612. Sacramento: The Commission,
1980. r
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'Determining the Cost of Instruction in California Public
Higher Education. Commission Report 80-13. Sacramento: The

Commission; 1980.

Tile-Challenges Ahead: A Planning Agenda for California Post-

setondAy Education, 1982-1987. Commission RepOrt
Sacramento: The Commission, 1981.

The Challenges Ahead: ISsuet in Planning for California
Postsecondary Education, 1982-1987. Commission Report 81-26.

acumentol The Commission, 1981.
,

.

Implementation of the CaliTornia. Community Colleges Course
Classification §iite'm. Commission Report 82-14. Sacramento:

The Commission, 1982.

. Carnegie CommiSsion on Higher Educatidn. Higher Education: Who

Pays? Who..Benefits? Who Should Pay? Rew Ydrk: McGraw-Hill,

1973.

Carnegie Coincil on.Policy Studies in Higher' Education. Three
Thousandjutures: The Next Twenty Years for Higher Education.
Final Report of the Carnegie Council onolicy "Studies in

*Hi her Education. San Fra,ncisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980.

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

rado: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education,,
1981.
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APPENDIX C

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

Tables 1 and 2 provide the segmental appropriation and enrollment
figures for 1979;-80 to 1981-82 which were used to calculate the
base. for setting and adjusting fee levels in the public segments as
proposed in liecommendatiod4. Annual enrollment and:appropriation
figures were averaged over these three years, and then average '
appropriations-were divided by averagesdnrollments to calculate
average State support per student for these years.
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, TABLE ,1

ANNUAL STATE GENERAL FUND, PROPERTY TAX,
AND STUDENT FEE REVENUES SUPPORT FOR PUBLIC
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 1979-80 to 1981-82

(millions of dollars)

1979-80

University of
California

.

California
\State University

California .

,Community Collezes.

1946-81

University Of
California

- California
State University

California
Community Colleges

1981-82 /
.

University of
California

1 Califonia (

2
:1' Stateyniversity

California
Community Colleges

'General
Fund

Property
Tax

Student
Charges. to Total

"

901,951-

814,453

1,002,100

$1,074,584

952,052

1,100,700

$14098,986

963,453

1,092,300

$295,000

, m

I.

$308,,000

$405,000

,$ 84,154a.

42 000b

4= CO

$'97,268a

44,00011

.1M

$121,419a

72,000c

- -

$ 986,105

856,453

1 297 10
$3,139

0 t

$1,171,852

996,052

1,408,700
$3,576,604

$1,220,405

1,05,453

. 1497,500
$3,753,158

a. Educational Fee and Registration Fee revenues.
,b. Includes Student Services tee revenues used for Student Services.
c. Include Student Services Fee revenues used foi Student Services,

$16.50 fee increase imposed for Spring 1982, and $46 fee surcharge
imposed because bf.the 2.percent budget reduction in current.year
budget:
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TABLE 2 .

ANNUALFULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FTE):
AND AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA) G'

ENROLLMENT .IN CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUGATION
1979-80 to-1981782

1979

UniVersity of
California

California
State

University

,

7,4

fornia
Community'
ColTe es7

(FTE) (FTE)

(actual) 122,761 67.0,115.232;936'

1980-81
. (actual) 126,119 239,015 727,768

1981-82
(projected) 123,466 236,850 745,962

t

0

,r47- 47

Total

0 At

1,025,812

1,092,902

1,106,478
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PREFACE.,

O

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, theieactive
participation in4tommittee meetings/ and their candid and construc-

, tive suggestions about draft materials,

At the request Of :the legislative cdMmittees which will review this
report, the-CoMmission asked members of the Advisory Committee t6
submit written comments on the final ACR 11 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 submitted ,

.

comments are noted with an asterisk on the following page.

31
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Mr. Patrick M. Callan
April 30, 1902 w

Page 2

The Commission and its staff should becommended for thii

efficient way in which the ACR fil'project has been'uncer_

taken. In a short time period very semsitfye and sigrificant

issues have been -dealt We are appreciative- of the fact'
that throughout the process the staff has been V'ery okr tb
suggestions and comments.frorThe CalrfOrnia Statue University.

The prcess hat bqfp effective, given the exigencies of the

situatiyn. We look'forWiasd to continuing to work'with the
inCommission n the second 1-hase .of the project which will

address the question.ef the use 4f student fee income and
implications to the long-standing pripciple of tuition-free
public higher educa*en in California. We will be exploring
with ,your staff in` the coming _days thoTe steps which rust be

taken to resolve technical issues inherent in the -iPp)emen-

tation of the Commission's recommendations. .,

GSO:pg

. 0 cc: Or. ..:1a4dia Hafr,pt:.-,n (

'Ms. :',Imela Ary: "y:"Cr

Mr. carry Itar:71o1
Qr.. K:01;:-Ith i. VOvie-,
Dr.. :IM -M. SI,ar',.

StnceTi.

S.'Duac
Chancellor
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1

..

I

ft



f

,fr

THE CALIFORNIA STATE OM VEISITY AN!) COLLECE:S
Rstgivo VIAY 5 1982 ,

mot FIc L.S.1 (.111.A1 taillt..A1-7. 1,11 knit, - FLUX TON lAy AV.) h i

PKIN a. SA. err° a At* SEX-4 %Anew) s voutif..:0 SAN Ilt ASO Sett S.V4

OFFICE OF Titifi CHANCELLOR '
(213) 590 6507
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es,

April 30, 1982

Kr. Tatrick*M. Callan
Director
California Poitseoondary
Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Pat:

The Commisli.on has extended to.inte1rested parties ancpsor-
tunity fbr final comments on the,Commission report pursuant
to-ACR 81-f Student Charges, Student Nnancial Aid, ,iind Access
to PogtsecolidiFy Education which was approved Fi-ttle C9FITTTTion
aot its-Apyil 26, 1982-meeting.

We believe the final doc.Nment and its recommendOlons,
as they apply to Thg California, State University, provide a
useful Framework for the discussion of student charges Issues
.by the egrnental governing boards and the Legislature. while
no 9te is Al favor' of.a'dditional 'charges to students if they
can be avoiaedA.,,the current fiscal situation ,dictates .914 ,

need for,very diff4cult decislons. The urgency of t'he sit6-
ation is forcgfully described in the report. The Comm4silon's
statement together with thevery well-dOne lAckground. comments
furnish a much needed eloration of matztMortant_pol'6.
considerations.

As the LogiSlature'oons'tders the Commissiorrs
we share the Concern Abori theimperative weed for th,-: State

to provide financial aid for those students with firdnc;.0
eed.sheVId it be necessary to increap-the level oc

charges. It is only through such action that
-,and quality canbe. maintained.,'

_

In the w..le'i.-aWad,--we eITS-cussing.t-h-.= tr,p1t;.
of the C.- mission's eetcnmenc:Iticns wLhin she cd1IL-:
State University and :41 Og f.allowing-witn"grod*.
legislativ4 corsidvaticn of Co7mis.siws

t,

)040(; & 4. VI - . 1 R 1111t .1
`:PO4 ' .i

CAUChini41;
um...444y 444 r0.404
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Director Cllan
May 4, 1982
Page Tw6
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4

If, in the shorl run, the University and the other segments are to m6e further
away from the spirit of the Master Plan fee policy, then some guidelines are
needed. You grasped. this point very early on in the debate over-fees, access,
and prograrryquall ty-.Yairendorsed the ,need-Tor a policy study. That study, and
in. particular the guidelines set forth the beginning of Part Two of the Report,

tturing fhe ongoing discus$ons.will prove very useful in structuring

We regard the report as a discussion Aich mast be viewed in light of the very
real possibility of tuition in the segments. With the large and apparently

1

li

growing shortfalls in revenue confronting the State, the need is even greate to
move the debate away from the nonproductive discussion of the desirability fees
toward the-essential question of how we can best, assure continued access an 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 specifically to twCaspects of the report which
deserve particular comment.

--- We certainly 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 Legislgure in December 1982.

--7 Vital issues have been dealt with in the section on Community College.
fees and finance. These are issues which have been debated in the
Legislature in recant years and which will no doubt continue to be.
Any change in State policy should efftourage and certainly not retard
the continued development of a strong transfer function in the Colleges. -.

Weiare now embarking on internal consultations which will serve to clarify our
position both with respect to fees generally and the ACR 81 report specifically.
Your appearance before the Regents! Educational Policy Committee on May 20011
provide a useful exposition of the report for The Regents, faculty and students.
In addition, I have instructed my staff to work_closely with the Commission staff
in modifying various components Of the financial aid projections needed for
implementing the report. Also, we ?'re prepared to cooperate in discussing details
(i.e. the calculationOf the base) which 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 report.

cc: da

PresidenrSaxon
Special Atsistant Paige
Professor Oliver Johnson

Sincerely, .

William R. Frater
Academic Vice President

O
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANGELES RIVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

Office of the Academic Vice President

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

May 4, 1982

Patrick M. Callan, Director
The California Postsecondary Education Commissiod
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA, 95814

Dear Pat:
I

In response to your recent request I am writing to set forth some preliminary

views in connection with the ACR 81 study.. As I think I made very clear throughout

the brief, productive period during which the report was develbped, I appreciated
the open and cooperative work of you and your staff which greatly facilitated oL7ir.,

mutual, efforts.

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

. provided 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 issues which ideally we would prefer not to confront.

As you know, our basic position at the University is that we support the poliCy
,And indeed the lung 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 provided a guiding hand when
the Legislature 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 State 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-loaded, 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, permitting the segments to return
these fee-supported items to General Fund support.

-3-
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(2)

there are Alternatives to long-range mandatdry
fee contingency- Plans.

v

(b) We-would be strongly opposed to ditferentiai fee
charges brsed'on either course characteristics, or
on whether stuaents are enrolled in an eaucationai.
program or taxing courses on an intermittent basis. /

(c) Financial Aid
-

We teei that coMmuilityrc liege student financial
aia programs are,inaaequ e ana prepared to
implement such a massive inane al aid pfogram
increase.

In our opinion, this woula create furthur obsta es
to non - traditional students in determining eligibil-
ity.

In this recommendation, tnere is no equity in charg-
ing students; ie. Shoula some students pay more to
supportothers wno cannot atfoild fees -vs- state
support in tunas receivea by all citizens?

item S. Contingency Plan

Since at least one of these items is likely to pre-
vail, we feel, that this item is a tacade tor imple -
menting tuition/tees°, wnile. at the same time attempt-
ing to refute them.

Item o.1 Reduction In State Apportionments

We could not support this recommendation, because
it is our concern, that in order to recover tnis
4,30 million feesyoula be assessed. °

Item 6.2 Community College Reserves

we would not be strongly opposea to, a, one-time use
of deserves as a methoa of relieving the state's
buaget, problems.

Item 6.3 Imposition of Charges

We agree that charges should not be imposed on com-
munity collegestmaents and tnat other one-time mea-
sures should be implemented in J982 -83 to generatp
such savingsoas,needed. )

Since we are actively supporting revenue enhancement
measures, and also, as tne state's financial situat-
ion is bounUto improve over the next few years,
students oppose any premature tuition .policy proposals.

-6- I
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liallyCALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

ie fr , STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION

11111mk_ ;
MAY 6,19827

Mr Patrick Callan, Director .s, '

Calirornia Postsecondary',
Education Commission -

1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear MT. Callan,

As you knoy, our Association supported Ae concept of a study

of student fees and charges in the three segments of public
postsecondary eOcation. We do, however, have some immediate

concerns regarding the Commission's renort to thetegislature
thi the study mandated by Assembly Concurrent Resolution #81.

Above all, our organization, is dedicated .to preserving the

Open access poliCy Of community colleges. Our organization

has taken the following positions on the Commission's report:

Item 5.1 Greatest State Priority
I

(a) In our opinion, the term "greatest state
priority ", is very vague, and the report does not

elude to the question of whether the identificat'i'on

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:

credit courses. We also feel that this recommenda-
tion confuses the subjects of revenue support and

mode of instruction.

(c) Our question4to this recommendation is;Ifthe mai-
.city of these courses are being a t e our yea aReveci

level (CSU and UC) , why should community colleges (011-01cr''
be Prevented from receivinethe same method= of

funding?

Item 5.2 ,Mandatory Fee Contingency Plan

(a) It is our opinion that instruction of students ,

should be reviewed based on individual cost,
rather than, being based on a percentage of all

student- in the three,segments.sWe also feel that
-5-
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If there are any questions concerning the positions our
organization has taken,..glease fee!. freeto contact me
at 016j 442;-4436 or 444-0732.

Very Sincerely,

Rooert A. Giroux
President CCCSGA

ir

cc MarjDickihson
.Gerald Hayward
Assemoly ways and Medns
sub-committee it,2

-7-
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centage increase, in the average cost indexing for all . -..
private California colleges and universities for the pre= .
vious_two or perhaps three years. Private colleges should
not expectdto make large 'increases in tuition and then 6T

-assume the state, will immediately increase the share for .
.t,

student need.. .

.
. ,

b. The volUme of student aid should not be such that iCwill
, ..

,.-

keep mariinalqUaJiity institutions in existence. By-exces-r.

sive4mactices in recruiting, not necessarily in the best
interest of the students, some institutions have been able
to get by'for some years withan ever decreasing quality

.

and variety of programs. The State should avoid this
outcome. 0 ii----------

. ,

Again, my compliments to the Commission and its staff for ajob ,.

very well done.
.

z

Lymah A. Glenny
Faculty Senate Cbuncil
University of California-Berkeley,

OD
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May 3, 1982

"The following are my comments on .the ACR 81 Report to the General ,

Assembly:
14

1. The Report reflects almost all of the ,thoughtful comments and
discussion of the Advisori. Committee. It certainly reflects
the .!dominate views and often.takes cognizance of somewhat
divergent views and attitudes. -.I congratulate the staff and
the Commission on 'an excellent report produced inxa minimal
amount of'time for such an- important document.

2. I regret' vary considerably the inability of the State of Cali-
fornia-to continue its historical practice of charging students
as little,as 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
Recommenation,111\.as acontierad goal to be achieved in the -

'near future. However difficult) it is to return to an old
Standard after new ones haqe been adopted, I would hope this
State would be ready to go back to no or very low student
charges. ..

3. The basis for establishing the fohmaaand range for student
charges as a pAcent of state appropriations is a very commend-
able oue% As one of the. inventors. and implementors of the
"cost of instructioh" model for establishing student chaiges, I

, am well are of its weaknesses, ambiguities and the ability of
,,institutions to manipulate those costs to a.considerable degree

° in whichever direction appears to their advaniage By using
appropriations, a much more valid and rellable base can be laid
and kept. Somecampus,leaders will object to this method on
the grounds that if the State should lower the appropriations

,- over twesor three years,.the institutions would be restricted
also in the amount that could be obtained from student sources.
This is ex#Ctly.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,
segmenti and shOuld not be stretched on the upward end under
any conditions. .

-

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

0a. The percentage increase intuition for purposes of provid-
ing student aid based on need should not exceed the per-

C2
-9-
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The report also recognizes that future policy development concerning the
community colleges is particularly difficult in light of the,.following reasons:

o

"i Free community college education is along- standing tradition,
with roots in the public school systen'and is a symbol of the
11open 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.;

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

Substantial variation exists among districtg in the use of state
funds because of differences in local board decisions in meeting
community educational demands anti because of the complexity and
uncertainty in state funding for the community colleges in
recent years.

The Commission is concerned that State fiscal stringendy may force
the Governors and Legislaturd to impose across- the -board cuts,
enrollment limits, or eW student charges4without time for careful
consideration of the educational.and administrative implications of
these actions."

We support this conclusion with particular emphasis on the need to allow
appropriate time forcareful 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 thae*theie students are provided access to postsecondary
education primarily through the community colleges. It is absolutely vital
that California continue its commitment to offer educational opportuni'ties tc
those students least able,to pay.'

Priorities and Issues Raised by, the Report:

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-diving,increase is essential for__the__Califcrrnia_Ccxamunity Colleges.
From 1977-78 through 1982-83 support for community college average daily
'attendance (ADA) will have increased slightly more than 14-percedt, (an
'average of approximately 3.6% per year). During that same period of time,
inflation (as measured by.the ConsumerPrice-Index) will have grown by slightly
more than 72 percent. That translates into a decline in purchasing power over
that period, of approximately 30 percent. In other words, each community college
dpellar is'worth almost one-third-less than it was in 1977-78. In considering
alternatives for dealing with fiscal stringency addressed in the report, this
topic was, of course, ckscussed and it was concluded that cost-Of-living

'Increase is vital for the continuation of quality programs and satisfactory
'working conditions.

-12-
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CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE (916) 322-4005

CAUFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1238 S STREET

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814

(916) 445-8752

May 5, 982

<V

TO: California Postsetadary Education Comthission

FROM: Gerald C. Hayward, Chancellor
/I

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding Commission Response to ACR 81

.1

It is my purpose to highlight those issues dealt with in the.Commission report
' that strike most closely to the heaq of the comprehensive mission ,of the '44

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
issueslhat I feel are most critical. I will continue to communicate with the
members of the Legislature regarding all matters addressed in this report, as
well as related,areas of concern.

In response to the report of,the Commissidn regarding Assembly Concurrent
Resolution 81 the following topics will be addressed:

1. The quality and conceptual context of the report.,

2. The basic assumptions underlying the report.

3. Community college priorities and issues raised bythe report.

4. Comments on Recommendations 5 and 6 of the report.

5. Summary.

Quality_and Conceptual Context:

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 tothe notion that access, high
quality, and equitable student charges are concepts which must be carefully
provided for, particularly' in light of fiscal stringency.

Basic Assumptions Underlying the Report Regarding Community Colleges:

e report states clearly that the Board of Governors of the California

immunity Colleges serve as the appropriate decisionmaking body in matters
that deal with policy issues affecting access and excellence. This assumption

is critical to the future role of the community colleges as it places the
responsibility for careful scrutiny and coarderation of complex educational
choices with the appropriate body which can give due conside4ation to fi%cal

concerns. .

-11-
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6.1 State apportionments should be reduced bx approximately $30 million to
reflect expected savings from implementation of Recommendati4 5.1.

Response: The report'acknowledgea in Recommendation 6.1 thiNclear relltionship
.between Recommendations5.1 and 6.1.( This response will address both recommenda-
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. If the fiscal
-situation is such that further cutbacks become necessary, then the most realistic
and educationally sound means pust be to allow the Board of Governors and the
Chancellor's Office the broadest discretion possible in considering-dptions.
Me urge the Legislature to adopt policy that will be least disruptive to the -

comprehensive nature of the community'colleges and will allow for the considera -t
tion of local district-by-district impact of change. This is achieved only by
rejecting Recommendations 5.1 and 6.1, which runicontrary to such policy. If
shor-term decisions must be made, )hey are most appropriately left to.the
discction 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 ail require at
least as mush 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 "conxingilicy plan," as A

specified in 5.2. In addition, We do not find it appropriate That- a specific
amount of revenue be attached to a recommenda5on in'response to ACR 81.

.

Again, the complexities of the issue and the difficulty of assessing the local
Impact make the administration oP this recommendation irresponsible without
further consideration and tie amount speCified unreliable.

5.2 To assure that student support of Community Colleges falls within the
' policies outlined in Recommendation 5, the,Legislature should direct the Board
of Governors to establish a codtingency plan for implementing a statewide charge
policy for the Community Colleges. TOis plan should be prepared tz December 1,
4982, shoulld incorporate procedures S1.2 to iMplement charges that are not
permissive among districts, and (2) to distribute related financial aid, and
should include recommendations on at least the following:

a. The structure
and establi
same bAse an
in Recommenda

b. Differential
students are
intermittent

of charges, including differentials forpart-time students
ent and
process :2:stmeridtedo:: :11:eglve:scitt17:::

according

ion 4.

charges based on either course characteristics, or on whether
enrolled in an educational program or taking courses on an
basis.

E. 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 studentewho currently receive aid from need-based public
assistance programs such as AFDC, SSI, SSP, or who meet the quillinLions
for EOPS are exempted from charges either througE-waivers or financial aid
offsets.'

'ft



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 decline's)

and vocational education (in particular response to high technology skill needs),
pressure for enrollment growth will continue: Additional pressure is caused by

the continuing, influx of refugee students. Pressure 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 growth is an

educationally sound goal and is appropriate in its responsiveness to the-greatest

public and state benefit.

,t)

In diversified, locally governed districts perhaps most difficult of all is the
aconcept that state priorities may'need to be established among programs nd 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 attending community colleges. Surely policy decisions of
this nature are appropriately placed with the Boxrd of Governors.

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 prograth' which have the
greatest state priprity is not unreasonable. However, the complexities involved
in determining which courses or programs.oughkto have the greatest state
priority requires time and careful consideration by Board of Governors and the
Chancellor's Office in consultation with community college districts) Given
the div sity of community college offerings among districts.; careful attention
must a id to the differential impact on individual disricts.' In this vein,
it s not educationallyacceptableto single out disc nes within the

rriculum.(for example, P.E. and fine and applied rts) s 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 theCommission's recommendation that this
is preferable to the establishment of a,statewide mandatory fee.

Recommendations 5 and 6:

RZCOMEENDATION'5. The,State should establish explicit policies to assure.a
combination of State and student support of CommunityiCollege programs that,
to the extent possible, continue existing nog- charge practices for students
enrolled in courses and rp ogxams that have greatest State priority.

Response: Support'

5.1 To assure that only those programs or courses that have greatest State
priority are subsidized the State and to assure equitable support rates for
similar courses In different districs. the Legislature should dire& Ihg Board
of Governors develop Title 5regulations: (a) Identifying noncredit course
eligible for State support: (b) applying:a uniform support rate of $1,100 per

All for all courses in,adult basic education, high school diploma programs,
English as a second language, citizenship, ABA community education; and,
determining which avocational, recreational, and personal development courses
.slapuld be offered as community services classes on a self supported basis.

- '
=13-
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Response: We Oppose a'stateWid charge on community college students. We oppose

this recommendation as rtins co rary to the Commission statement: "The
Commission is concerne. that State iscal stringency may force the Governor and
Legislatfire to impose across-the-bo rd'Cuts, enrollment Limits,, or new student.
charges without time for careful con ideration of the.educational and adminis-
trative implications.of ,these actiot

In addition, this recommendation run's c 04 trary to the purpose of ACR 81, which

calls for reasoned policy rather than eme ency measures in times of fiscal

stringency.

Summary:

The Commission's report provides a useful tool to help the postsecondary
educational community and the Legislature b in the development of a rave

orderly process of establishing public polic for student charges. Within

that context, I'd like to reemphasize', in ry, our primary points.'111111

1. We agree with the Commission that no general statewidestudent
charge should be imposed'on the community colleges in 1982-83.

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 facing
localadd.statewide deficits,.should suffer additional funding

tt. reductions.
ti

4. We- believe that it is .inappropriate for the Commission to recommend
specific (potential) dollar reductions tw'community college
apportionments.

5, We are convinced that if reductions to.communiiy college apportion-
ments should be,required in 1982-83, authollitshpuld'be given to the
Chancellor and the Board of Governors to manage such reductions in.
cooperation with local districts.

GCH/mh

cc: Patrick Callan

414

. -16 - .

67



d. The relationship betweenrevenues raised liy student charges and Community
-t.----. .

Colleges financing mechanisms. ,

. -

recommendationResponse: The recommendation appears' to.be sound. In the adoption of the

recommendation,vtiming may need to be more flexible than indicated as state,

and local level participation are necessary if- resultingesulting plan is to be

realistically-applied. Consistent with the"thrust of the recommendation, She

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 continge to address

these and other issues. .

.
.

5.3 The contingencYlplan
,

for a statewide fee policy recommended in IA above
should be implemented Iii. 1983-84 or thereafter only if the State is unable
(a) to replace one-time revenues used in 1982-83 or thereafter to offset
budget reductions for the Communiey'ColleRes, Al to maintain =Wing
of revenue RE ADA in constant dollars, or (c) to fund reasonatile enrol tent
growth in courses or programs that have State priority.

Response: The greater the amount of one-time revenues, the greater tip likeli-
hood that there will be no othef alternative to the implementation Of 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 thd

-Legislature to minimize to the extent possible tilt Ilse of one-time &Rey:

RECOMMENDATION 6. If the Legislature requires adjustment to CommUnityCollege
apportionments to generate savings to the State General Fund in 1982-83 and to .

avoid implementation of a permainent statewide fee.policy in 1982-83:

4
.

6.2 State apportionments should be reduced by approximately $50 milLorfas,a
one -tinge offset to be taken from district reserves under reguliFiON,to be

developed by the Board of Governors. -.., . . .

. . . .

Response: This redOmmendatidn deals/with a fiscal.strategy- rather than
presenting a policy thrust rand gops beyond the specific charge of ACR 81.

While we recognize that there may be a negative-fiscal impact on. community
...."--

college funding in l982-8S, we and it inappropriate for the Commission to '

..
recommend specifi of spurceror amounts for potential revenue savings. As.

stated earlier by bo the Commission and in the Chancellor's OffiderespOpse,
the'diversity.among districts, students, and progrims discourages simple answers.
If additional savings are to be made through adjustments in the community college

eila0Rottionaents, the amount should be specified by the Legislature and a procedure

implemented by Board of Governors and the Chancellor.
to '

...,

6.3 The Legislature should not impose a.charge on Commgnity College students in
1982 -83 unless required budgetary savings are greater than those achieved under -

this recanmentatipn. An interim charge-should be considered only as an dmerfency

)1 alternative to impaiting-access to, or the effectiveness of, courses and programs
of high State priority, and.provisions for then should (a) assure that the State'

provide offsetting financial -aid or waivers for students receiving need -based

public assistance to'be distributed according to criteria established la. the

Board of Governors, be be uniform statewide; not permissive among districts,-

and ...I7differentiate between full-time and patime students.,

C8 -15-
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A

makes the recipient overqualified and 'overspecialiZed for non-academic
employmerit, end suits him, for an academic career at less than private
sectipr wages. The justification of consistency With otheistated has
been corredtly rejected as a-factor in other proposal", yet oddly'remains
here. must conclude that the remaining.juttification, minimal impact on
anro ts, is the driving one. It is hard to believe that a 38 to 87 .

percent in fees will have minimal impact. Especially since 70
percent of all postbaccalaureate'students now receive finahcialaid, 50
percent of which is loans. Even if the impact were minimal this proposal
is inequitable since it visits'a sudden and disproportionate fee increase
upon a populatiOn without fiscal reserves after the financial aid
application deadlines have passed.

It is clear that'adequite financial aid is paramount, as the
Commission stresses throughout its proposals. The recent practice of 000
-trallOcated reductionsto the University of California's budget with
the expectation that student fees will makeup the difference 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 proportionatgly higher to campensate for those unable to.pay
the increase or else-financial aid must be watered down. In 1980-81
and 1981-82 rationingof financial aid was necessary. Thistrend must
stop. The recent outcry in Washington shows strong support for student
financial Aid-in the electorate. -4

The brevity of this document attests to the fact that I am in
general agreement with the Commission'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 members
of theAdvisoxy.and Ad Hoc Committees would concur.

.11

O
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In the past two and'a half months the California Postsecondary
Education COmmission has. managed theextraordinary 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

...feasible yet remarlcely equitable proposals in th.4 face of the disparate
interests represented in thig issue. As the University of California
student member of .this project's Advisory committee I thank the Commission's
Ad Hoc Committee members for their openess to discussion'and suggestions,
and for this opportunity to provide my perspective on the Commission's...
recomftendations.

The Commission has correctly identified uncertainty. about the
level of fees as amajor hurdle faced by students planning their
education. Mating 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 partneEShip'between the
state and the student and that sudden changes in the conditions of. that
partnership are a disdervice'to;both parties. ,

SuCh a sudden change is possiblein 1982-83. The Legislature can,
bychoosinf the fixed' percentage to be 45 perdent,.institute tuition at the
University of California. This 35 percent increase in fees. would be a
break. ith tradition ComparablZ with that of initiating a student charge
policy'at the emmunitylitolleges I suggest that the decision on'"
whether to implement tuition be deferred until 1983alOilg with the
Commission's recommended deferral of the decislion on Community College
student charges. Given the gravity of both issues, it would be unfair
to allow tuition next year simply-because it would be easier to implemint.

,

Another proposal that Constitutes, in my opinion, an unwarranted
sadden change is the suggestion that_postbatcalaureatestudents_pay 20.to '
30 percent more than undergraduates. I find the justifications for this
proposal flawed. The.COmmission suggests that this would relect the higher

' cost of these.programs. Such an argument is valid only if students pay
for instruction whiCh they now do not. ,Since the Commission sugge&tS*de-
feJrring-dimission of the appropriate use of student charges,.surel44p
possible j]mplementatian of this proposal must await the outcome of such
a discussion.. Greater personal benefits to the Student are also died
asjustification. "With few exceptions such benefits are intellectual
rather than monetary. Tile specialization require0.-for an advanced degree

70
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The Honorable Cary Hart

4

-2- 'May 5, 1982'

In a climate of stringent financial rdbtraints there is
unlikely to be a realistic solution that pleases everyone.
Because the CPEC report proposes chahges in the status 91,
it will provoke some discomfort And' 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 segments. /We had the opportunity to consider
the full impact of the kecammendatiOn6 on the educational
process each segment and to consider how the recommendations
will affect thetransfer process from one segment to another.
We think that the effect of the proposils have been weighed-
responsibly in the report. We hOpe.you will accept the report
as a commendable first, step towards addressing thelproblems of.
financing higher education.

A
N,ncerely,

RDK/jsm
f,///

cc: Pat Callan',
Members, Executive Committee

Academic Senate CSU
Members, Ways and Means Subcommittee

#2 on Education

Robert D. Kully, Cha
Academic Senate CSU'

1
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ACADEMIC SENATE

OF

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
e

RECEIVE{ MAY 7,t182°'

400 Golden Shore, Suite 134, Long Beach, California.90802 (213)590-5578 or 5550, ATSS: 635.5578 or 5550

Office of the Chair
ikt ,,*4

May 5, ';982

The Honorable Gary Hart .
t.

Mbmber ofothe Assembly and
Cheirman,, Ways and Means Subcommittee
#2 on EducatOn .

State Capitol .

SacraMento, California- 95,814

Dear Assemblyman Hart:

Scheduled conflicts will prevent any representative of
the Academic Senate ofThe California State University from
being present on May 11th when the Ways and Means Sub-
committee #2 ,on Education topsiders the California Post-
secondary Education Commission. Report on Student Charges,
student Financial Aid and Access to Postsecondary Eduoation.
I am writing to.you on, 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
:initiation of the advisory committee process which helped
develop this report in respone 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 might7fesult in
superficial 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 GenerafFund 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 these budget decisions ought to be
based on systematic application of state policy, which not
only reflect existing fiscal constraints, but which also are
sensitive''to several'othersessential factorg. The CPECt report
describes these factora and points out what considerations
must be made if we-are iddeal with our financial problems
without destroying access to effective postsecondary education
in. California.

()

.,.
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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 pro-posing 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's,Rawirton 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 'dent beyond the dollar 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.

Upon reviewing the Commission =s response to ACR81,
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
ideas for solving the problems inherent in preserving
an accessible educational system of excellence during

a time of limited Sta1e resources. .,

Above 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 sacHficed'for the sake of the other. A

mediocre university with open doors is just as bad as

o
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Mr. Patrick M. Callan
May 7, 1982

ge 2

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 link between fee increases and
financial aid not be denied.

We are not yet convinced that the Commission's recommended proCest
for determining fee levels for CSU represents the best option for
assessing student charges and hope that this reco ndation generates
thorough discussion. Two features of the recommended calculation
method are attractive: (1) It sets' a ceiling of fe s, although it
should be noted that the upper limit results in a substantial fee
increase; and (2) It has the potential of providing stability over
time. We 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 significant than basic policy decisions. We also look forward
to participatling in the upcoming study of the use of fee revenue.

Recognizing the difficult decisions that will be.made in the upcoming
weeks, we can only hope that the Legislature decides on a course that

I will be least hirmful,to postsecondary educatiOn and the principles
1 of 'access and quality. ,The Commission's response to ACR 81, at the

very least, provides the framework for deciding that course.

Sincerely,

,
Nancy E.,,McFadden
Legislative Director,

cc: Mr. Bill' Klein

-22-
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A'RESPONSE TO STUDENT CHARGES,

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID AND'ACCESS

TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Presented to theGovernor and the Legislature

a

by

Robert M. Silverman, Academic Senate
for California Community Colleges and member ofipe ACR-81 Advisory, Committee

t

May 5, 1982
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state support whlch".do not fa0 intothe highest priority categories of the
colleges. Through the application of the course classification system by the
Board of Governors ,and the Chancellor's Office. In'association with the Academic
Senate, the syStem Is doing just that.. One area of concern that Is mentioned in
the report is physical education. It Is noted that physical education
represents about 9 percent of,the total work load In community colleges.
Probably-75 percent of the physical education offering Is'eSsential to transfer
program and is parallel to courses offered in the UC and CSUC 'systems, and
therefore deserves state support. The remaining 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 the identification of students who may be avocational or enrolled for
life enrichment motives. Their fees shOuld be increased im order that open.
access to high priority students enrolled in the high priortty progr'ams can be
preserved. ,The plan proposed by the Commission to encourage the Board of
Governors, to explore these two areas through a futurestudy.is an excellent idea
and is an absolutely necessary prerequisite to imposing a student c l e on all
students. Such a study may indeed recommend that fees be charged for rtain
classes and certain student categories so that students with defined motives who
are taking courses In transfer, job skills training and developmental programs'
of the colleges can receive state support.

.

- /
The second assumption Is that the avallablity of state resoutsces and the public
commitment to community colleges will remain at today's levels. Hopefully,_:.L--

levels of state 'funding whIl instead increase in the future.' Through such
possibilities as an end to the present recession, new revenue sources or
increased taxes gener I student fete changes may not need to be as drastic or .as
permanent as theomeamendations suggest:

A third assumption that was used in ,the preparation of the Commission's report
was that federal student aid would remain stable. However, all indications arp
that federal student al?fl will actually decrease and that increased portions of44
any fees collected will as a result have to. be used for state student aid.

The Comnilssion recommended that -the Board of'Governors study and prepare
contingency plans during the 1982-83 year for possible implementation In 1983-84
is a positiye and reasonable approach. However, the present coinditions In the
4

state mlnrmize the chances for that study to occur before a financial solution
Involving the imposing of fees may be implemented. RecOmmendation 6 In the

ACR-81 report states that $80 mullion can be obtained from two sources within
the community colleges to solve the financial crisis for 1982-83. But that if
this money is not available or Is not enough, then a general fee should ¢e
impo4ed on all-studentA: submit that the .$80sm11 lion is not reasonably
ayailable from the sourceSmentioned.° The time needed to frame an improved
course classification-system would ensure that the process could not be
activated before sprkg, 1983, thereby reducing by one-ha l-f the amount of money
saved. For colleges losing courses from their,credit offerings, target ADA,
levels must be reduced so 'Mat new credit courses need not be added to achl Ve
ADA goals. The reserves may not be legally or politically accessible In th
quantities anticipated in fhe commission's report. Under,this recommendati
general-fee seems inevitable. Therefore, other alternative saving measures
should be explored by the Board of Governors to ensure a deliberate process
during 1982-83 and to minimize the possibility of a 'uniform fee for next yepr.
Here are several ideas which ought to be Investigated further: '

-26-
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The report titled Student Charges, Student Financial Ai d and Access to
Postsedondary Education prepared by the California Postsecondary Education
Commission at the direction of Assembly concurrent resolution 81 proposes
radical changes for the Cal forn I Community Col leges. .1 am the faculty
representative appointed by the Aolademic Senate fers California Community ./

Colleges, to the adv IsOry committee for th is study.. In this paper, I am

registering my concerns about recommendations 5 and 6 I n this report, under the
heading Pal !cies for the Community Colleges and in particular, my opposition to
any imposition of a general fee on al 1 community col lege students at this time.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission wis responsive to comments and
suggestions mad by the advisory group neprepar ng th is, study. However, the
final recommendations went far beyond the charge of the Assembly which was to
"study the impact of student- charges, on access 'to public postsecondary
education" in California. Spec! f c 'do I lar amounts to be realized by a
reexami nation of course class i f scat ion and reducing state apportionment to
districts ith 'available reserves as stated in, recommendat ion s ix seem outside
the boundaries of this charge.

.

The public social good must be remembered in this time of shrinking funds..to
support postsecondary education. Public resources should be ma intained to
support the high priority students ( .e., disadvantaged, minority, women and
unskilled) of .the state. Currently, the community col leges enroll 28 percent
minority, 55 percent female and 46 percent students with income be I ow tS,12,000

ra per year (Chancel 1 or''s Off ice, 1981). It has been shown by the Chancel lot's
Office study in December, 1981, ,and the New York City' University exper)ence.
,(CPEC, 1982) that any uniform nonpermi ss lye fee would necessarily, be

f'
substantial, since the fee wou I di need to be used to increase student aid and to
offset the cost of col leci ion as well as to increase revenues of the col leges.
This level of fee wou I d 'then become a barrier to access to postsecondary, .
education for high priority students. Therefore, a no feEt pokicyShould
maintained in programs which have the greatest social good. Foy charge impoied
has the potential of becoming perfnanent and forcing the California Community
Colleges into the nationwide trend of increasing fees. Reducing access *of high
priority' students by high priority programs will have an adverse affect on th9
future of Cal fornia Community Colleges. Between 19.§4 and 1977, public
community college to it ion and fees were ,inereased by 291 percent in comparison
to 155 percent. and 175 percent for public universities and other four year

6 colleges, respectively (Nel son, 1979) .. .

4 .

When 'fpes rise in the private; UC and CSUC segm ents bf.postsecondary education,
students who are ,exci uded because of I Ow resources'tap attend another segment of. /

the s4pstem. Students who are exc I uded from the community col leges Itigher
Wes and possibly tuition have no other segment to turn to and are essential I y
denied access to postsecondary education. Thus free education for .h iOrity
studpnts in the community col leges should be continued. '

7

In the Commission' s report, there are three assumptions which 'shou 1 d be examined
when discussing the imposition of fees. The first assumption is that'

justments among qua I ity, access, and charges' are, the only way to 'compensate
for changing availability of state support. it is 'an over..s f leaf ion to
assume access shou I d be equal for al 1 and charges should ,be'ra I sed to ,ma I n
qua I ity. . Two important concepts ought to be explored before re i sing student
chSrges . First, i t al s reasonable in .t imes of economic concefns for the'
community college system to examine course offerings and el I'M nate courses from

, .
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1. Stow the rate at-which funds are apportioned to districts.-
2. Reconsider aid td' large and imal I districts.
3. Examine apportion-me/It levels for education services contracted with

agencies outside the college-. -;
4. Consider7an- audit program wicl-h' an

r.

5. Explore other categorical .fees wh
drop fees and a fee -for enrol I Ing
has w I th dra wn prev,lous I y:

in summary, the report from the Commission is a reiponsible approach to the
Assembly resolution which identifies, many concepts which tie Board of Governors
should continue to study now and .otherswhich shobld be igcinsidered in the nearfuture. However, any uniform, nonperrnissive 'fee app..lied to the community
college students should be avoided to preserve the' social benefit of an educatedpublic In California.

It appropriate fee attached.
Ich may. Include reg I stra'tio7i fees,
in a course froth which the student
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. . . The California POstseGondary Educatibn Commission..

w4 created by the Legislature and the Governor in

-

. 4 .

.
l'074 as the successor to the California Coordi-

.

nating:Council for Higher Education in orr to
- coordinate and plan for education in 'California .

beyond irdh school. -As a state agency, the Loin-

..1 mission A. rtsponsble for assuring that - the

State's resources fot postsecondary education are-
-

utilized effectively,and efficiently; for promot-..,

. ing diversity, innovation; aneresponsiveness to

r%
the needs of 'students and society; and , for

. fdvising the Legislature' and. the Governor' ip

statewide educational policy and funding.

f. The' Commission consists of 152members. Nine rep- /-

resent the, general 'public, .'itsrith' three, eacii-

appointed ,by the SPeaker of: the,Asstmbly, the
-st,.

'.7,-4
Senate Rules Committee,.and the .Governor. , !Me.

1 - other six represent the major educational:-systems "'"NL o
. ,

of the State.

C

.

4

.4/

The Comirission holds , regular' public meetings'

throughout the year,:at which it.takes action on
staff studies' and adopts positions on legislative,
prbRosals affecting postsecondary education. Fur-
ther informatidir about the CoMmisSion, its

meetings, its Jstaft, and its other publications
may be Obtained from the Cotmissidn offices at..

1020 Twelfth Street, Sicramento, Califb4fnia,9g514;

,i'eephone (916) 445 -7933.
,
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Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 81Relative to
student charges.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSELS DIGEST

AC11-81, Hart. Studdiit charges.
This measure would direct the ('alifornia

Postsecondaijr Education Commission to conduct a study
of the impact of student chirges upon access to public
postsecondary education and present its
tecommendations,to the Governor and the Legislature
by May 1, 1982.

=WHEREAS, th State of California-lias a long-standing
history of tuitio ee, low-cost public postsecondary
education; and 4

EREAS, Se ere state budget constraints
necessitate an e ban of public postsecondary
school finance, including student fees and tuition; and

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

Resolved by the Assembly of the State oF California, the
Senate theree 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 policy. on these 4opics and others relevant\ to the
discussion of student charges, including

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

(2) Which -costs of university operations are
appropriately borne by students, and the proportion of
the expenditures for these operations that should be

-financed by student charges.
(3)/(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
Educaticin.

(4) The appropriate distribution of student financial
aid among all needy California postsecondary students;
and be it further

Resolved, That the California Postsecondary Education
Commission :conduct this study with the advice and
participation of a.. student from each public
postsecondary segment= appginted by the appropriate
student organization; a representative 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
.each of thesegments; and a representative each from the
LegislativeAnalyst, the Department of Finance, and the
California Student Aid Commission; and be it further

Resolved, Tliat the study be presented to the Governor
and the Legislature by May 1; 1982.

'ERIC .Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges
96 Poe!' Library Building
University of California 0
Los Angeles, California 90024
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