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University of California comments on 
California Performance Review Report 

Chapter 3: Education, Training and Volunteerism 
 
ETV 02 — Create an Education and Workforce Council 
 
CPR Recommendations: 
 

A.  The Governor should issue an Executive Order establishing an Education and Workforce 
Council. 

B.  The Council members should be executive leaders from the state's education segments and 
the cabinet secretary responsible for labor market information studies and workforce 
development programs. 

C.  The Education and Workforce Council should be responsible for developing the Workforce 
Preparation Strategic Plan, recommending federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
funding, participating in the update of the California Master Plan for Education, providing 
policy guidance on emerging issues of workforce development, and advising the Secretary 
of Education about emerging issues impacting the goals and objectives of the Workforce 
Preparation Strategic Plan and the Master Plan for Education. 

 
UC Recommendations: 
 
Workforce training and development are critical to California’s economy, and the University has 
participated in many efforts to better prepare the labor force.  We suggest that Council include economic 
development and creation of new high wage jobs among its responsibilities.  While a new Workforce 
Council can help better connect educational institutions with the needs of business and the economy, we 
believe that the Master Plan coordinating body for higher education (currently CPEC) should retain the 
function of assessing the need for new academic programs in higher education.   
 
UC Comments: 
 
Job training depends on job creation.  UC has participated in previous state efforts to better prepare the 
labor force.  In addition to workforce training, the emphasis of this council should include economic 
development and activities that lead to the creation of new high wage jobs.   Targeted investment in 
activities that lead to the new industries and new jobs is a precursor to working with the state’s 
educational institutions to train skilled and knowledgeable individuals for those jobs. 
 
Higher education coordinating body has responsibility for examining workforce needs.  The California 
Postsecondary Education Commission or any independent higher education coordinating body that 
succeeds it should retain current responsibilities for studies of higher education workforce needs.  See 
discussion below in ETV 3 about retaining CPEC.  The Master Plan for Higher Education, which 
essentially resulted from a CPR performance review of higher education in 1959, created the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education, succeeded in 1973 by the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission.  One of the key Master Plan functions of the coordinating agency is to review 
proposals for new academic programs, schools, and campuses to ensure that state resources are meeting 
state needs without unnecessary duplication. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV 03 — Consolidate Selected State Higher Education Agencies 
 
CPR Recommendations: 
 

A. The California Community College Chancellor's Office, the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission, the California Student Aid Commission and the Bureau for 
Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education should be restructured and consolidated 
into a single, unified Higher Education Division. 

B. The Higher Education Division should be responsible for strategic planning for each of the 
consolidated entities and for coordination of policy, programs, resources and services 
across these systems. 

 
UC Recommendations: 
 
The University of California has serious concerns regarding the consolidation of several independent 
higher education agencies into a single Higher Education Division within a new Department of 
Education and Workforce Preparation. 
 
Today, as California faces another tidal wave of students entering higher education, we believe the 
Master Plan for Higher Education is as wise and sound a guide as it was four decades ago.  In addition to 
preserving the Master Plan's differentiation of functions and admissions pools, we believe we should 
preserve the principle of lay governing boards and commissions insulated from political considerations 
in higher education policy setting and decision-making.  In particular, we recommend: 
 
Strengthening rather than eliminating the statewide governing board for the California Community 
Colleges.  As CPR recommendation ETV 15 makes clear, community college transfer is critical for the 
success of California students and the Master Plan.   Numerous studies, including Master Plan reviews, 
have all come to the same conclusion—the community colleges need to be treated like an equal segment 
of higher education with a statewide governing board that has authority similar to that of the UC and 
CSU governing boards.  Issues such as transfer and focusing the CCC mission (ETV 19) can only be 
achieved if the statewide CCC governing board and the CCC Chancellor’s office are given sufficient 
authority and capacity to work effectively as a higher education partner with the four-year segments.  .  
Public higher education segments, including the community colleges, should be governed by lay 
governing boards with sufficient independence and authority to carry out their missions.  The majority 
of the members of each board should be appointed by the Governor to fixed and lengthy terms to ensure 
stability and independence. 
 
Maintenance of an independent coordinating and planning agency.  The University strongly supports 
maintaining and adequately funding a higher education coordinating and planning agency such as CPEC 
in order to carry out the important Master Plan functions of higher education coordination, long-range 
planning and policy analysis.  UC believes that the key Master Plan roles of coordination, long-range 
planning, new campus review, academic program review, and independent policy and fiscal analysis 
will be overshadowed if the coordinating function is collapsed into a new division within a new 
Department of Education and Workforce Preparation that has other major administrative and program 
responsibilities.  The coordinating function is best accomplished either under a lay commission that has 
independent authority or a coordinating council representative of all the segments of higher education.   
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Operational responsibilities need be delegated to the segments as much as possible. To allow the 
statewide higher education coordinating entity to be visionary and independent in its assessment of the 
directions that higher education should be pursuing, the coordinating entity should not have 
responsibilities for managing or administering any higher educational programs. Merging operation of 
higher education programs with the higher education policy and coordination functions has great 
potential to (1) compromise the independence/integrity of the policy and coordination functions and, (2) 
in a resource-constrained environment, compromise the ability to the entity to carry out the policy and 
coordination functions because of inadequate resources and attention in comparison to those devoted to 
operations. 

 
State agencies charged with higher education coordination, policy, and planning (such as CPEC and the 
Student Aid Commission) should be governed by boards or commissions with (1) lay members 
appointed to fixed terms that exceed the term of the appointing authority and (2) members that are 
representatives of the affected higher education institutions.  This model insures insulation from undue 
political influence in the establishment of academic policies and facilitates coordination of the various 
sectors of California higher education.  Under the lay commission model, neither the Legislature, the 
Administration, nor the governing boards are excluded from the policy process in that decisions are still 
subject to legislative, budgetary, and administrative actions.  The model does ensure that there is a 
focused place for discussion of cross-cutting higher education issues with some independence and 
distance from the day-to-day politics of Sacramento.   Alternatively, we would be amenable to the 
creation of a coordinating entity composed of representatives of the various segments. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education organized a disorganized system of higher education and 
has been spectacularly successful.  In 1960, with the exception of the University of California under the 
Regents, public higher education was governed by the State Board of Education, with both the state 
colleges (now universities) and the junior (now community) colleges under the State Board of 
Education. 
 
A key recommendation of the Master Plan was that CSU be given its own lay governing board with 
similar authority as given to the UC Regents.  In addition, the Master Plan recommended that local 
community college districts be separated from K-12 districts and operated as higher education 
institutions.  These recommendations led to the establishment of separate governing boards for CSU 
(1960) and CCC (1967).   
 
A key feature of the Master Plan was for the state to have a planning and coordinating agency with 
senior representatives of each of public and private segments of higher education to coordinate the 
orderly planning and expansion of the higher education system in a period a major enrollment growth.  
The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) succeeded the original Coordinating 
Council for Higher Education in 1973 with similar functions—the major change being a majority of lay 
commission members appointed by the Governor and Legislature rather than a majority of segmental 
representatives.  CPEC retained the important Master Plan coordination functions of analyzing the need 
for and making recommendations on the approval of new campuses and new academic programs.   

The Master Plan successfully transformed a collection of uncoordinated and competing colleges and 
universities into a coherent system.  It achieved this by assigning each public segment its own distinctive 
mission and pool of students in addition to a lay governing board.  The Master Plan established a broad 
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framework for higher education that encourages each of the three public segments and the independent 
sector to concentrate on creating its own distinctive kind of excellence within its own particular set of 
responsibilities.   

The Master Plan created, for the first time anywhere, a system that combined exceptional quality with 
broad access for students.  Enrollments in public higher education have increased nine-fold (from 
179,000 to 1.7 million FTE) since 1960, while the state's population has only slightly more than doubled 
(15.3 to 35.6 million).  UC, CSU, and the community colleges have all grown enormously since 1960 in 
response to steadily increasing demand for education.  UC has added four new campuses (including 
Merced), the CSU has added eight, and the Community Colleges added 46 (from 63 to 109) new 
colleges. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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ETV 04 — Restructure California's Teacher Credentialing Agency 
 
CPR Recommendation F: 
 

The Governor, through the Secretary for Education or his or her successor, should direct CTC 
to resume accreditation visits in FY 2004-2005. The Governor should direct the Department of 
Finance or its successor to authorize CTC, as necessary, to charge institutions for the costs of 
accreditation. 

 
UC Recommendation:   
 
We are concerned that this proposal shifts costs from one set of set of state entities to another, with no 
real savings.  We believe it would be more helpful to focus on ways to reduce the administrative burden 
and the cost of accreditation visits. 
 
UC Comments:  
 
UC is concerned with Recommendation F that suggests that the CTC charge institutions for the costs of 
accreditation in order to reverse recent loss of revenue due to reductions in applications for emergency 
permits.  UC campuses already incur significant costs and staff time in order to prepare for CTC 
accreditation of their programs (which takes approximately two years), and any additional costs would 
be especially burdensome to the University.  In addition, paying for the entire cost of accreditation raises 
conflict of interest questions of concern to the University.  If institutions are “paying” for accreditation, 
we would need to be certain that the accreditation is truly independent.  
 
The CTC has convened a working group, in which UC participates, to address issues related to 
accrediting teacher preparation programs.  The working group is reviewing the entire accreditation 
system in an effort to ensure that accreditation is cost efficient and effective for both the institutions and 
CTC while at the same time maintaining the rigor and integrity of the process.  The CTC currently 
provides institutions two years notice prior to engaging in an accreditation review of their programs. 
(The 2003 evaluation of California’s accreditation policies and procedures conducted by the American 
Institutes for Research, confirms the requisite two-year time frame to prepare for a visit.)   
 
In 2003-04, the Commission voted to suspend accreditation visits during the 2004-05 academic year.  
UC is concerned that the recommendation to resume visits in 2004-05 does not allow the work group to 
complete its review, it violates the Commission-approved action on accreditation for 2004-05, and does 
not allow institutions adequate time to prepare for visits this year. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV 15 — Make it Easier for Students to Transfer from a Community College to a University 
 
CPR Recommendation: 
 

The Governor should work with the Legislature to develop core, lower division, general 
education and major requirements that are recognized and accepted by all California public 
universities, as well as a conditional acceptance process that guarantees a transfer student’s 
admission to a specific campus and major if the student meets the stated requirements. 
 

UC Recommendation:  
 
The University supports the aim of this recommendation to simplify and streamline the transfer process.  
Rather than specifying details about the curricular content of the lower division program and other 
program inputs, UC recommends that state should set output goals for increased transfer success the way 
it has in recent compacts. 
 
Transfer is a very important and complex function.  Each student has different needs depending on their 
life situation, field of study, and educational institution.  We believe transfer success depends upon 
providing students a wide variety of tools based on their needs and to ensure that they are academically 
prepared to succeed at a four-year institution.  UC will continue efforts to ensure that transfer students 
do not take unnecessary courses in either the lower or upper divisions of their baccalaureate degree 
programs.   
 
UC Comments: 
 
We agree that the public segments should work to create clear transfer paths and to minimize the 
number of unnecessary classes students take in pursuit of their baccalaureate degrees.  Over the last five 
years, new fall community college transfers to UC have increased by an average of 7.5 percent per year.  
In addition, community college transfer performance is very high once these students transfer to UC—
77 percent graduate within four years of transferring to UC and the average time to degree for a transfer 
students is 2.3 years, almost the same as for continuing UC students (2.2. years).  To further improve our 
transfer efforts, UC: 
 
• Adopted the Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC), a series of courses 

prospective transfer students may complete to satisfy the lower division breadth/general education 
requirements at both the University of California and the California State University; 

• Supports Project ASSIST— the official statewide repository of articulation information that provides 
community college students and counselors a quick reference guide to determine whether or not a 
course is transferable to any given UC or CSU campus, and, if transferable, whether the course 
satisfies a major preparatory, general education, or IGETC requirement (course “equivalency”);  

• Articulated the top 20 high demand majors at six campuses with all 109 CCCs.  UC expects to 
complete articulation of the top 20 majors at the other general campuses with all CCCs by 2005-06 
(Partnership Agreement between UC and former Governor Davis); 

• Articulated all majors at five campuses with all CCCs and plans to complete articulation of all 
majors at the other general campuses with all CCCs by 2005 (Higher Education Compact with 
Governor Schwarzenegger); 

• Has agreed to work with other public segments on a new common course numbering system as 
outlined in recent legislation (SB 1415, Brulte); and 
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• Participates in IMPAC—an intersegmental project to facilitate regional and statewide faculty 
discussions on lower division course requirements for completing transfer to UC or CSU, including 
major prerequisites. 

 
Core lower division general education and major requirements.  Beyond these initiatives designed 
to make transfer from community colleges to public four-year institutions easier for students, UC agrees 
that the system could use additional improvements.  The CPR report states that the absence of uniform 
major requirements across systems and campuses discourages many students from pursuing a bachelor’s 
degree and, for those who persist, leads to an inefficient and costly expenditure of state postsecondary 
resources.  Specifically, it reports that community college students transferring to UC accrue an average 
of 90 semester units—20 units more than the maximum number allowed for transfer credit.  The 
University is concerned about this finding and will review this conclusion since this is inconsistent with 
related data UC has on transfer students.   
 
Absent additional information at this point, it is still crucial to consider why transfer students may be 
taking extra units.  To what extent are extra units attributable to factors other than major requirements, 
for example change of student major or goals, misinformation, etc.?  To what extent do campus 
variations in major prerequisites contribute to large numbers of excess units?  Are such variations 
warranted given disciplinary specializations?  Could these variations be minimized to stimulate more 
efficient transfer by greater numbers of students?  Would greater similarity in core requirements by 
major decrease the number of extra units students take?  Would students continue to be adequately 
prepared for upper division work at particular campuses if lower division requirements are too 
homogeneous? To what extent would homogenization of lower division curricula result in students 
being less prepared for upper division work, resulting in higher student attrition levels for transfers? 
 
These questions are important and should be explored before mandating development of major core 
curricula to be recognized by all public universities in California.  Significant considerations in 
contemplating the CPR recommendation on transfer include: 
 
1.  Value of curricular diversity.  It is critical to balance the demands of clear, efficient transfer paths 
with the vitality of diverse curricular offerings.  One of the great strengths of California’s higher 
education enterprise is the diversity of its programs and the ways in which this diversity serves societal 
needs.  Increasing refinement of knowledge in several fields, particularly science and technology, 
requires specialization relatively early in students’ educational careers.  For example, many lower 
division students take calculus but the type of calculus course taken depends on intended major or even 
intended emphasis within a given major.  Prospective math, engineering, and physical science majors 
take a very challenging theory-based series while social science and non-science majors take an applied, 
slightly less difficult series.  Certain disciplines such as economics do not automatically prescribe one 
series or another; which series is most appropriate depends on the nature of the upper division work 
students wish to do.  All upper division work in the UCLA economics department requires the rigorous 
application of mathematical concepts so the economics major on that campus requires the more 
challenging series.  At other UC campuses, students can choose from a variety of upper division 
emphases in economics that use calculus to a greater or lesser degree.  The calculus requirements vary 
accordingly. 
 
2.  Ensuring student academic success.  Fundamental to all changes in transfer, including the potential 
development of core general education and major requirements, is the effect those changes have on 
academic outcomes.  When working toward greater uniformity in transfer requirements, the segments 
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must ensure that students are well prepared for the upper division work specific to majors at their 
destination campus.  It is highly undesirable that transfer students enter a major where continuing UC 
students have had the opportunity to receive much stronger preparation; such disparities raise attrition 
levels among transfers.  Transfer students have been quite successful at the University as demonstrated 
by GPA, time-to-degree and graduation rate figures.   Strong lower division preparation—whether 
covered by an individual articulation agreement or a broad set of core requirements—is needed to 
maintain this record of success. 
 
3.  Limits of potential “remedies” to the excess units phenomenon.  Students, both traditional 
college-going 18-22 year-olds and their older, non-traditional counterparts often do not follow a straight-
line path to a degree.  Some amount of exploration and sampling of classes helps students ascertain 
which area of study best suits their interest and ability to contribute to society.  The personal choices that 
lead students to take additional classes and/or switch majors in the course of this search may not be 
controllable through changes in state or institutional policies. 
 
The University recognizes that improving the transfer function remains an important challenge which all 
segments must help meet.  We concur that some commonality of major expectations would be helpful to 
transfer students.  In fact, such commonality already exists to a degree among UC campuses and 
students have a mechanism to identify areas of overlap.  An “explorer” function in ASSIST allows 
students to compare the major requirements for multiple UC campuses.   
 
Moreover, the University’s Academic Council plans to continue discussions on various aspects of 
improving transfer.  Topics include whether equivalency of transferable community college courses at a 
subset of UC campuses should translate into equivalency of those courses at all University campuses.  In 
addition, University faculty involved with IMPAC are conferring to understand common ground in the 
disciplinary knowledge base expected of students for a given major.  This type of collaboration is an 
essential precursor to the potential development of any major core requirements in the future. 
 
Conditional acceptance process to guarantee major and campus-specific admission.    The CPR 
report recommends development of a conditional acceptance process that would guarantee a transfer 
student admission to a specific campus and major if the student meets core general education and major 
requirements.  As noted above, disciplinary specialization by campus often necessitates that lower 
division work include unique elements to appropriately prepare transfer students to upper division study 
of a given major at a particular campus.  Accordingly, should some type of core requirements be 
developed in the future, fulfillment of those requirements alone would not necessarily guarantee students 
admission to specific majors on a specific campuses. 
 
The University does currently offer a variety of regional programs that guarantee transfer admission to 
certain campuses and majors.  Such guarantees are possible as they are based on agreements between 
UC campuses and individual students enrolled in community colleges located in a UC campus’ region.  
Very successful for participating students, these programs are also costly to organize and administer.  In 
order to enlarge existing programs or develop new programs, resources would be required.  The amount 
depends upon the type and scope of such new efforts.  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV16 — Provide a Fee Waiver in Lieu of a Cal Grant Award 
 
CPR Recommendations: 
 

A.  The Governor should work with the Legislature to amend relevant Education Code 
sections replacing portions of the state's current Cal Grant A and Cal Grant B programs 
with a new fee waiver program at the state's public universities. 

 
B.  Beginning in 2006-2007, Cal Grant funds for financially needy students at California 

community colleges should be appropriated directly to the community colleges. 
 
UC Recommendation: 
 
UC enrolls the highest percentage of low-income students at any public or private research university in 
the country.  The University has serious concerns that the recommendations of ETV 16 in their current 
form would reduce the University’s ability to remain accessible for all eligible students regardless of 
their economic circumstance.  Instead, UC recommends achieving the proposal's goals of cost savings 
and administrative simplicity by moving towards a streamlined Cal Grant delivery system. 
 
The state could simplify the Cal Grant program and achieve administrative savings through less drastic 
measures that would not reduce access for low-income students.  Specifically, UC recommends that the 
Student Aid Commission pursue the following objectives: 
 
 Streamline the Cal Grant application process.  UC recommends that the Commission work with the 

segments to accelerate its efforts to enable all California high schools to submit students’ GPAs and 
any other necessary information to the Commission electronically, thereby relieving applicants of 
this responsibility.  This would simplify the application process for students and should result in 
lower administrative costs for CSAC. 

 
 Communicate more efficiently and more effectively with students.  Currently, the Commission issues 

one or more letters to students via U.S. mail in order to inform students of their award status and/or 
to request additional information.  Often this communication is redundant or confusing because the 
student has already received a similar, preliminary notification or request from the institution(s) to 
which the student has applied.  We recommend that CSAC work with the segments to reengineer its 
processes to reduce duplicative or confusing communication with students and to reduce its 
operating expenses. 

 
UC is already an active participant in discussions with the Department of Finance and Commission staff 
on ways to reduce state expenditures and to provide better service to students.  UC recommends that the 
state continue these efforts to improve the Cal Grant program.  We do not support converting Cal Grants 
into fee waivers. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
The University has three serious concerns regarding the proposal:  First and foremost, the proposed fee 
waiver program would divert critical financial aid resources away from the neediest students and toward 
students with less need.  Second, the proposal would not make the financial aid application process 
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appreciably clearer or more predictable for students and their families.  Finally, there would be 
uncertainty in funding the program that could impose a burden on UC's already strapped budget. 
 
The CPR cost estimates for ETV 16 are based upon data from 2001-02, which pre-dates the recent fee 
increases at UC.  As a result, the cost estimates are significantly understated.  Using more recent data, 
we estimate that the cost of such a proposal in 2004-05 would be as follows (assuming fee waivers are 
capped at student need, and that there would be no increase in the number or distribution of aid 
recipients): 
 

Cost of providing fee waivers to eligible students:  $400.6 million 
Funds provided by the state/ 

  Estimated 2004-05 Cal Grant awards:   $213.6 million 
Funds reallocated from UC institutional aid:   $187.0 million 

 
The proposal would thus reallocate $187.0 million (85.4%) of the $218.9 million in University Student 
Aid Program (USAP) funds that UC students will receive as need-based institutional grants in 2004-05.  
This is not “a relatively small portion” of UC institutional aid as suggested in the proposal.  As a result, 
only $31.9 million of USAP would be available to use flexibly to address the total educational costs to 
UC’s neediest undergraduates for essential non-fee expenses such as housing, meals, transportation, 
textbooks and other living expenses.  These non-fee expenses constitute the bulk of UC students’ total 
cost of attendance, and are estimated to be $13,726 in 2004-05 (70.7% of total cost of attendance). 
 
ETV 16 attempts to reduce the administrative expenses associated with the Cal Grant program.  
However, it would also reduce access to the University for the state’s neediest students.  
 
 The proposal would reduce aid available for most low-income UC students, including most Cal 

Grant B recipients, in order to provide fee waivers to less needy students, including students whose 
family resources exceed the Cal Grant program’s current income and asset ceilings.   

 
We estimate that under this proposal, the net cost of attending the University would increase for at 
least 68% of undergraduate need-based aid recipients; the average parental income for dependent 
students in this category is approximately $30,350.  In contrast, we estimate that the net cost would 
decline for about 26% of undergraduate need-based aid recipients; the average parental income for 
dependent students in this category is over $73,400.  Among independent students, the net cost 
would increase for 91% and decrease for only 9%. 
 
It is important to note that this proposal does not increase the overall amount of financial assistance 
available to UC students – it merely reallocates a large portion of the assistance from students with 
high need to students with relatively less need.  This proposal would transfer approximately $41 
million in aid from independent students and dependent students from families earning less than 
$50,000 to dependent students from families earning more than $50,000 per year. 

 
 This proposal does not make the financial aid application process clearer or more predictable to 

potential students and their families.  Although students would no longer have to submit a GPA 
verification form in order to receive a Cal Grant at UC or CSU, they would still need to submit a 
form if they were considering a private or proprietary school.  Also, students would have almost as 
much difficulty predicting eligibility for a fee waiver as they now have predicting their eligibility for 
a Cal Grant.  Families would still not know in advance if they qualified for the fee waiver until after 
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a) their FAFSA (Free Application for Federal Student Aid) was submitted, b) they received their 
student aid report from the federal processor, and c) they consult the cost of attendance information 
for the campus the student had selected.  Even then, the student’s eligibility would be subject to 
verification by the institution the student attends. 

 
 The viability of the proposed program is based upon the unstated presumption that the state would 

fully fund the program in the future.  The state has fulfilled its strong commitment to the Cal Grant 
program for many decades in part, we believe, because of the high public visibility of the program as 
a distinct state priority.  We feel that a segmental fee waiver program might not enjoy the same 
commitment, particularly during times of economic distress.  UC would thus be committed to 
offering fee waivers to students, but then might not be fully reimbursed after the completion of the 
state budget process.  UC would then have to divert resources from other sources to pay for the gap. 

 
 The proposal is vague on several key aspects of how the fee waiver process would work. 

 
 No mention is made of how students attending independent or proprietary schools would be 

handled.   
 The CPR savings estimates are inflated by including savings from FY 2004-05 and 2005-06 

when the proposal is assumed not to be in effect until July 1, 2006, after FY 2005-06. 
 

 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV 17 — Make Higher Education More Affordable by Reducing the Cost of Textbooks 
 
CPR Recommendation: 
 

The Governor should work with the Legislature to enact state law in an effort to reduce the 
cost of college textbooks. 

 
UC Recommendation: 
 
UC is concerned about the rising costs of college textbooks and recognizes that there is a need to 
establish processes to help ease that burden.  However, UC would be concerned about restrictions that 
would prevent university faculty selecting course textbooks based on academic considerations. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
The University of California is concerned about the increasing cost of higher education, including the 
rising cost of college textbooks.  We understand there has been growing concern around the nation 
regarding college textbooks – that they are too expensive, unnecessarily bundled with other items that 
drive up prices, and revised more frequently than needed.  Reducing the burden of college textbook 
costs is a worthwhile goal that the University supports.   
 
UC campuses already have processes in place to help ease the burden of high textbook costs for 
students.  For instance, campuses have in place textbook buy back programs whereby students have the 
potential of selling their books back to the campus bookstore after completion of a course for up to 50% 
of the market price; there are also online book exchanges and textbook swaps available at the campuses. 
 
The University recognizes that additional activities may help reduce the cost of textbooks for students.  
UC has reviewed and participated in discussions regarding two state bills, AB 2477 and AB 2678 that if 
enacted would begin to address the problem of college textbook costs.  These bills have passed the 
Legislature and are currently awaiting the Governor’s signature.   
 
An important point noted by UC is that ETV 17 in its current form contains language suggesting that 
university faculty be required to take certain steps with respect to their selection of course textbooks, 
such as choosing books only from publishers who agree to follow a certain practice.  This aspect of the 
proposal goes against the academic freedoms extended to faculty in all segments of higher education.  
Efforts to contain textbook costs should not have negative consequences on the quality of education 
provided to university students.  The faculty should be free to select whatever textbook will give 
students the best, most competitive education in their field of study.  To dictate which course materials 
faculty may use or how they should select course textbooks would impinge on the academic judgment 
that has long been purview of faculty alone.  This language is not in the two bills under consideration in 
the Legislature. 
 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV18 — Increase College and University Tuition for all Non-Resident Students 
 
CPR Recommendation: 
 

The Governor should work with the University of California Board of Regents, the California 
State University Board of Trustees, and the California Community Colleges Board of 
Governors or its successor to increase non-resident tuition at all state colleges and universities 
by 45 percent above 2003-2004 rates. 

 
UC Recommendation: 
 
We suggest the State continue to follow existing policy for increasing non-resident tuition and not set a 
specific target beyond recent large increases, which already have the potential to adversely affect 
academic programs and California’s ability to recruit the “best and the brightest” from other states and 
countries.  Some of the CPR projected savings of over $1 billion will already be captured by recent 
increases in non-resident tuition, but that estimate should be revised to take into account financial 
assistance provided to UC non-resident graduate students.  Further, this proposal will result in a revenue 
loss for the University because non-resident students pay the full cost of their education and in some 
cases, help subsidize certain programs. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
Existing state policy regarding adjustment of tuition provides that two factors be taken into 
consideration:  (1) the average cost of instruction; and (2) the average of total tuition and fees charged at 
comparable public institutions.  The University has set tuition rates consistent with the state policy since 
it was adopted in 1990. 
 
Tuition and fees for nonresident undergraduate students is estimated to be approximately $23,200 in 
2004-05, an increase of nearly 65% since 1999-2000.  For the past three years alone, increases in total 
charges for these students have averaged nearly 16% annually. 
 
As noted in the report, UC’s charges were already 36% higher than the national average for comparable 
institutions prior to the significant increases in the 2004-05 academic year.  Given the significant 
increases in tuition and fees for nonresident students for 2004-05, we are concerned that increases of the 
magnitude recommended in the report will impact the number of nonresident students enrolled at the 
University.  The University has already seen a decline in the number of nonresident applicants for the 
University for 2004-05 and will soon know how many nonresident students are actually enrolling.   
 
The University may be approaching a point where further non-resident tuition increases may be counter-
productive.   If additional, significant increases in tuition and fees reduce enrollments, the University 
could experience a net reduction in non-resident tuition revenue, rather than an increase.  Because non-
resident students pay the full cost of their education and in some cases, help subsidize certain programs, 
non-resident enrollment declines do not necessarily translate into more spaces for resident students. 
 
We are concerned that the University will become less competitive in attracting nonresident students to 
the University if tuition and fees are increased so significantly.  A large number of nonresident students 
find employment and remain in California when they have completed their degrees.  If UC is unable to 
attract the best students for its degree programs, the California workforce may also be impacted. 
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The University draws from the very best students in the state, the nation, and the world.  Our diverse 
student population contributes to the University's rich intellectual environment in part by providing 
perspectives that enhance efforts to understand societal and cultural differences critical in many areas of 
study.  In this way, the presence of non-California and international students enhances both 
undergraduate and graduate education, and enhances our ability to prepare students who are able to 
function well in our increasingly global society and economy.   
 
The CPR Report asserts that increasing the non-resident tuition would not “scare off” non-resident 
students, citing as support the abstract from a 2003 study of public universities’ nonresident tuition 
policies.  However, that study (a) did not address whether or not student enrollment decisions were 
influenced by changes in tuition rates (b) did not include graduate student enrollment, and (c) was based 
entirely on data from the 1980s and 1990s, prior to significant tuition increases at public institutions.  
Indeed, the authors found that “public universities use out-of-state enrollments primarily to augment 
student quality, not to make up for losses in state appropriations.”  If UC were to significantly raise 
nonresident tuition, many of the most sought-after nonresident students – who often enjoy multiple 
offers from other institutions – would likely decide to enroll elsewhere, thus diminishing a valuable 
institutional resource.  Raising non-resident tuition imposes a cost that is not included in the CPR 
Report’s calculations.   
 
California workforce needs also may be negatively impacted by significant increases in tuition and fees 
for nonresident students.  In addition to the benefit California receives from the many non-resident 
students who stay in this state to contribute to our economy as academics and as highly trained 
professionals in fields such as information technology, we also benefit from having international non-
resident students return home because they establish economic, political, and scientific exchanges with 
California and the U.S.  Students educated here in fields such as public health and business may use 
their training in their home countries in ways that will be of benefit to all.   
 
The University of California is one of the world's premier research universities, in part because we draw 
the most talented students both from this country and from around the world.  Talented international 
students contribute to the “intellectual capital” of the University.  Diminishment of the international 
student population would impede the University of California's efforts to maintain its status as a world 
class research institution.  At a time when knowledge on global issues and sensitivity to other cultures is 
most urgent in this country, international sophistication in California must be reinforced.  The cost of 
non-resident tuition has already made prohibitive enrollment by many foreign nationals, and increasing 
non-resident tuition yet again would create even further disincentives to seek an education at UC. 
 
Finally, non-resident tuition and fee increases could hurt the quality of UC’s graduate programs.  
Currently, the University provides tuition fellowships and research assistantships to graduate students in 
academic disciplines that cover approximately 50% of the nonresident tuition paid by these students.  An 
increase in nonresident tuition would increase the cost to the University of providing this support.  The 
potential impact would be particularly acute for international students, who are among the most 
accomplished graduate students at UC.  Large increases in nonresident tuition would provide many 
faculty researchers with a disincentive to offer assistantships to these students, given the financial 
constraints of their research grants.  If the University is unable to support prospective international 
graduate students by covering tuition and fees, these students are likely to enroll elsewhere.  Since many 
international students are uniquely qualified to act as professional researchers on vital UC research 
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projects, many projects (including grant funded projects) might be endangered, resulting in major 
scientific and economic losses. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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ETV 21 — Improve Higher Education Accountability to Meet State’s Needs 
 
CPR Recommendations: 
 

A. The Governor should issue an Executive Order containing a clear set of statewide goals and 
expectations for the state's system of public colleges and universities.  

B. The Secretary of Education, or his or her successor, and the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission, or its successor, should work with key stakeholders to develop an 
enforceable state-level accountability system that produces meaningful information to 
measure progress toward the state policy goals established by Executive Order.  

C. The Secretary of Education, or his or her successor, should publish a report with the 
results of this state-level performance measurement. The report should be provided to the 
Legislature by November 15 of each year.  

D. The Governor should support the concepts contained in Senate Bill 1331 to establish a 
statewide California postsecondary accountability structure.  

 
UC Recommendation: 
 
The University supports the aim of this section: to improve higher education accountability to meet the 
state’s needs.  This can be done without creating a third accountability process beyond the two 
frameworks discussed below. 
 
For segmental accountability linked to the budget process, Governor Schwarzenneger’s Higher 
Education Compact provides an approach that links state resources to segmental performance in 
achieving state goals.  The Compact specifies a six-year funding commitment, which is dependent on 
UC’s ability to meet key goals, including: guaranteeing enrollment access to students consistent with the 
Master Plan; ensuring students access to the courses they need for timely graduation; improving course 
articulation to streamline transfers; and improving graduation rates and time to degree.  The Compact 
also has detailed reporting requirements that specify UC provide annual data to the Dept. of Finance on 
issues that have traditionally been of high importance to the State. 
 
For statewide accountability, UC supports the Higher Education Accountability Framework contained in 
SB 1331 (Alpert, 2004).  SB 1331 provides the most promising path to implementing an accountability 
framework in an efficient manner that builds on a consensus that was developed between representatives 
of the segments, the Legislature, and national experts in higher education policy.   An independent entity 
such as CPEC or its successor should oversee the higher education accountability framework and that 
framework should inform policy and budget development but not be a performance-based budgeting 
system that would duplicate the budgetary accountability provided by the Governor’s Higher Education 
Compact. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
We agree with the underlying aims of Recommendations A, B, and C: that California should have a 
clear set of policy goals, that stakeholders should collaborate to develop an accountability system to 
measure progress toward those goals, and that an annual report should contain measures of state-level 
performance.  However, the essence of each of these three recommendations is included in the statewide 
Higher Education Accountability Framework proposed in SB 1331 (Recommendation D).  That 
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framework builds on existing consensus developed among the segments, the Legislature and national 
higher education policy experts. 
  
Policy goals for public postsecondary institutions derive from three sources: the Master Plan for Higher 
Education, long-term budget agreements such as Governor Schwarzenegger’s Higher Education 
Compact, and enactment of state law.  The Master Plan provides the long-term foundation for the state’s 
higher education goals such as access.  The compact/partnership agreements seek to stabilize higher 
education funding and set specific segmental accountability goals directly linked to provision of state 
resources.  To complement these aims, a proposed state law (SB 1331) could accommodate a 
deliberative process between the segments, the Legislature, and the Administration to establish statewide 
goals and to create an accountability mechanism to monitor progress toward meeting those goals. 
 
SB 1331 would implement the recommendations of the California Higher Education Accountability 
Advisory Group, a panel convened in March 2003 by two legislative entities (Senate Office of Research 
and the Joint Committee to Develop a Master Plan for Education).  The group included national higher 
education experts, segmental representatives, and legislative staff.  Through extensive discussion, parties 
outlined key principles for state-level accountability in California and enumerated four higher education 
goals: (1) educational opportunity, (2) participation, (3) student success, and (4) public benefits.  In 
addition, they identified categories of data relevant to each goal and specific indicators appropriate to 
each category.  Indicators could be measured on a statewide, regional and/or segmental basis depending 
upon the appropriateness and availability of data.  In sum, the Advisory Group produced a template for 
an effective tiered accountability system that would measure overall progress on broad state goals and 
would provide for reporting of segment-specific information. 
 
The state goals, measures of progress, and reporting requirements contained in SB 1331 are the result of 
successful collaboration between the Legislature and the public segments, informed by national experts 
in the field.  Rather than duplicating this effort with gubernatorial and executive branch actions outlined 
in Recommendations A, B and C above, the state should implement Recommendation D and continue 
building on the accountability foundation articulated in SB 1331. 
 
The University believes that an independent entity with higher education expertise (such as CPEC) 
should oversee and implement this accountability framework.  Such independence is important for 
consistent, impartial reporting of accountability information over time.  Creating and managing an 
effective accountability structure requires a long-term view—in the articulation of state goals, in the 
identification of meaningful measures toward those goals, in the reporting of information over a period 
of many years.  This long-range perspective would be better served by an established organization 
specializing in higher education policy and operating with autonomy than by elected officials and their 
appointees who turn over regularly and are subject to shorter-term political constraints. 
 
Second, UC supports state-level accountability that informs policy and budget development but that does 
not create a performance-based budgeting system.  Though not included in the formal recommendations, 
performance-based budgeting is discussed in the CPR section on higher education accountability.  The 
report from the CSU Sacramento Center for California Studies by Nancy Shulock and Colleen Moore 
cited throughout this CPR section does not support an accountability framework that includes 
performance-based budgeting.  That study recommends “that accountability be clearly separated from 
performance budgeting and that the latter not become a central feature of an adopted framework for 
California.”  While appealing in theory, performance budgeting has not worked well in practice and has 
been abandoned by many states that attempted to use it.  The practice has inherent controversies 
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regarding the use of imperfect measures, targets, weights, and formulas for adjusting budgets.  
Moreover, most performance budgeting plans identify only a small percentage (2-5%) of the budget for 
rewarding performance.  Compared to an approach that demands results from the state’s entire 
budgetary investment, this approach marginalizes progress in critical areas of higher education. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV22 — Reduce the Cost of the State's Student Loan Guarantee Function 
 
CPR Recommendations: 
 

A.  The Secretary of Education, or his or her successor, should ensure that the California 
Student Aid Commission, or its successor, issues a Request for Proposals to solicit 
competitive bids for the delivery of student loan guarantee administrative services required 
under the Federal Family Education Loan Program. 

 
B.  The Governor should work with the Legislature to amend Education Code Sections 69522-

69529.5 to allow the state's public benefit auxiliary corporation to compete as a provider of 
student loan guarantee services. 

 
UC Recommendation:  
 
At the present time UC is satisfied with the level of service provided by EdFund.  Putting the loan 
service process out to bid might result in a new contractor who would provide a lower level of service to 
UC and UC borrowers.  EdFund has also expanded volume and used voluntary flexible agreements to 
generate revenue that has resulted in an operating surplus, which has been available to the state.  Given 
the uncertainties involved, any decision to replace an entity that is performing well through a bidding 
process should be approached cautiously. 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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ETV23 — Expand Options for Obtaining a Bachelor's Degree 
 
CPR Recommendation: 
 

The Governor should work with the Legislature to create a pilot program allowing approved 
community colleges to offer bachelor's degrees. Under the pilot program, individual 
community colleges interested in offering a bachelor's degree would submit a proposal for 
approval by the Secretary of Education, or his or her successor. 

 
UC Recommendation: 
 
The key Master Plan for Higher Education principle on differentiation of function should not be 
modified to allow the community colleges to offer bachelor’s degrees independently from the four-year 
higher education segments.  Instead, we suggest assessing the need for bachelor’s degrees throughout 
the state rather than giving the community colleges authority to independently offer this degree.  
Providing bachelor’s degrees to any identified underserved areas can be addressed through innovative 
programs delivered by the faculty of the four-year segments either on the campuses of community 
colleges or through distance education.  Those approaches should be fully explored before a major 
rewriting of the Master Plan is undertaken. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
In our discussion above of ETV 03, we support that concept that community college governance needs 
to be strengthened.  However, UC is strongly opposed to Recommendation ETV 23 that seeks to create 
a pilot program allowing community colleges to offer bachelor's degrees.  California’s Master Plan for 
Higher Education has worked precisely because functions and responsibilities were differentiated among 
the segments both so the segments could focus on excellence in their own area and also to provide major 
cost savings to the state.  Major cost savings were realized through the structuring of undergraduate 
admissions: UC and CSU agreed to tighten admissions standards such that the top one-eighth and one-
third rather than larger proportions would be eligible and the community colleges were to handle a much 
greater number of the students undertaking their first two years of a baccalaureate program.   Restricting 
the community colleges to first two years had two benefits—it allowed for much smaller class sizes at 
the lower division and allowed the state to limit the type of investment it would need for the more 
advanced upper division laboratories and facilities to UC and CSU.   It also allowed for UC and CSU to 
have a greater diversity of majors and hire faculty at the cutting edge of their disciplines.    
 
For the community colleges to teach upper division courses would require large start-up costs to provide 
those facilities and might require hiring more specialized faculty at considerable cost above current 
levels.  As it is, in the sciences, many community colleges already struggle to offer sophomore level 
courses due to inadequate lab facilities.  Asking community colleges to teach junior and senior courses 
would exacerbate that problem rather than addressing the issues raised in other recommendations in your 
report:  ETV 19 asks the community college to focus their enrollment priorities and ETV 15 
recommends improving the transfer process. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 



 
 

21

ETV25 — Balance Career Technical Education and College Preparation in High Schools 
 
CPR Recommendation A: 
 

The Governor should work with the Legislature and the State Board of Education to adopt 
high school graduation requirements that allow a choice of courses of study including 
university preparation and academic/career technical education. 

 
UC Comments: 
 
The University of California strongly supports efforts to make rigorous high school curriculum, 
including the “a-g” curriculum required for UC admission, as well as strong and vigorous career 
technical education courses, available to every student as a menu of academic options.  
 
The Master Plan for Higher Education makes the promise that postsecondary education will be available 
for those who want it.  To make that promise real, the state needs to ensure that students are not denied 
access to the preparation they need in high school.  Therefore, needed supports must be in place before 
this can occur, including resources and infrastructure these courses require, a cadre of teachers qualified 
to teach college preparatory courses, and adequate facilities, including laboratory space.   
 
The University supports access to vocational and skills-building courses for students who wish them.  
Additionally, the University feels that academic preparation for university coursework is not 
inconsistent with career technical education.  UC has worked productively with schools and vocational 
education teachers for many years to help them understand the process for approving college preparatory 
courses such that they could meet the criteria for “a-g” eligibility.  In fact, both high schools and the 
University have made progress towards developing career-technical courses that contain substantial 
academic content (high schools) and approving career technical education courses for eligibility in 
meeting the “a-g” requirements (UC); the University has certified hundreds of courses that could be 
considered career-technical in such areas as agricultural science, biotechnology, business management, 
communications, engineering, and the arts.  UC continues this work and has developed an “a-g” website 
to simplify the process.  
 
The University would not support the “a-g” curriculum becoming the default high school curriculum in 
the state and is not seeking to impose this curriculum on students who do not want or need it.  Not only 
would this create a tremendous burden on high schools, which would need substantial resources to 
implement these curricular requirements in order to achieve this, but it would not necessarily be the 
most effective way to meet the needs of California’s labor market.  Nevertheless, the state should have 
an educational interest in ensuring that those who dream of pursuing higher education are not denied that 
option because of limited access to the preparation they need. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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ETV33 — Require Community Service of Public College and University Students 
 
CPR Recommendation: 
 

The Governor should work with the Legislature to require all students enrolled in California's 
public colleges and universities to perform a minimum of 16 hours of community service in 
order to receive their degree or certificate. 

 
UC Recommendation: 
 
UC agrees with the spirit of this recommendation, although not with the merits of a mandatory 
requirement of all students prior to receiving a degree or certificate.  UC faculty support engaging 
students in meaningful service activities tied to students’ academic and personal interests.  UC has a 
strong record at involving a greater percentage of students in voluntary community service, and we 
support expanding efforts in that direction before embarking on a burdensome and costly mandatory 
requirement. 
 
UC Comments: 
 
An increasing number of our students come to UC with a service ethic already well established through 
their high school experience.  These students fully understand the benefits of this activity, and they want 
and expect to continue to engage in meaningful, worthwhile service work throughout their university 
career.  The University recognizes its responsibility to both nurture this interest and to develop and 
foster a similar interest in all students who come to the University of California.   
 
We are proud that many UC students do volunteer their time to community service activities, and that all 
our campuses provide resources that help facilitate student service. Recent surveys indicate that over 
40% of UC undergraduates voluntarily perform community service at or above the 16 hours that would 
be required by the CPR recommendation.  In fact, those who reported participating in community 
service indicated that they average over 4 hours a week.   
    
Several years ago, the University considered the idea of establishing a community service requirement 
for its students, in response to a request that it do so by then-Governor Davis.  At that time, an extensive 
study of this proposal by the University’s Academic Senate concluded that: 
 

1) UC faculty overwhelmingly supported engaging students in meaningful service activities that are 
tied to students’ academic and personal interest; 

2) UC faculty did not support a universitywide requirement for public service. 
 
In its report to then-President Richard Atkinson, the Academic Senate recommended that instead of 
instituting a community service requirement, UC campuses should be encouraged to develop a long-
range plan that would establish incentives for students to serve and ensure that every student who wishes 
to serve has the opportunity to engage in a productive, meaningful, and worthwhile service experience.  
There was concern that making community service a requirement undermines student interest in this 
activity.  Indeed studies show that adults who are mandated to perform community service as part of a 
college requirement are less likely to engage in community service activities than are adults who 
voluntarily performed service during their college years.  
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The faculty were especially concerned with making performance of community service a graduation 
requirement.  The requirements for graduation from the University are set by the faculty, in keeping with 
longstanding tradition, and these requirements must be based upon sound academic grounds.  Such a 
requirement would necessitate faculty oversight and approval of the appropriate community service 
opportunities, and this would be a significant burden.  The faculty costs of such a program would be 
substantial.  
 
Moreover, it is not realistic to require such service from all students; even the recommendation 
recognizes that “California's public colleges and universities enroll a significant number of students who 
have full-time employment or who have significant family responsibilities, it is not a desire to create an 
undue hardship on these or any other students.”  Unfortunately even a small public service requirement 
for graduation may be too burdensome for some students who have to work, who have family 
responsibilities, or who have other life circumstances that would make it a hardship.  In addition to the 
service itself, students would have to locate service opportunities and have their service certified by the 
administration.   
 
Finally, the estimated cost benefit of $192 million outlined in ETV33 may be based on unrealistic 
assumptions.  Rather than producing significant financial benefits to the state, such a requirement would 
create considerable costs to the University and the state.  The recommendation states that costs that 
would be incurred by state colleges and universities would be limited to informing students of the 
community service requirement and entering participation data into student records.  However, the 
University, in bearing responsibility for ensuring that students meet this requirement prior to graduation, 
would need to invest significant resources towards establishing an infrastructure at each campus for, 
among other things: 1) tracking student participation; 2) identifying agencies and organizations that 
would be willing to participate in the universities’ community service program, and having faculty 
confirm that the volunteer placements are appropriate to count toward graduation requirements; 3) 
informing students of volunteer opportunities; and, 4) certifying the validity of the service performed by 
students.  In addition, although there is no doubt that students could make significant contributions to the 
agencies at which they volunteer, the reality is that the agencies most likely would incur costs in having 
to set up service opportunities, training and supervising students, and creating the appropriate 
infrastructure.  That is not to say that volunteerism is too costly, but it must be recognized that the 
proposal would involve costs as well as benefits.    
 
In the past four years, the University has involved an ever-increasing percentage of its students in 
community service.  Campuses across the UC system have developed searchable, user-friendly 
community service websites where students can access and connect with literally hundreds of service 
opportunities.  UC campuses are developing exciting service-learning courses, such as those at UCLA 
and UC Irvine, where students, faculty and community partners join together in programs that integrate 
teaching, research and service.  These activities are designed to foster civic skills and knowledge, a 
service ethic, and an informed perspective on issues of diversity and democracy.   
 
Although the University has made significant progress in involving our students in voluntary community 
service, we can expand our efforts to promote such opportunities and to integrate service activities with 
traditional teaching in a number of fields so students do earn credit and learn from their community 
service experience.   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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