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Presentation Notes
 This is the first in a series of discussions with the Board about key policy and planning issues facing California and the University.
 
  This effort was encouraged by Regents Preuss, Hopkinson, Davies and Kozberg, who were concerned about maintaining the excellence of the University during this decade of exceptional enrollment growth.
  
 Provost King, Senior Vice President Mullinix, and Vice President Hershman have joined me in this effort.  We have been ably assisted by Jerry Kissler, Sandy Smith and other colleagues.



University of California

Educates 187,000 students

Touches the lives of every 
California family

An economic engine for jobs, 
local dollars and tax revenues
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 The University is extraordinary in its scope and in its quality.  It educates 187,000 students. 

 The University employs 155,000 faculty and staff.  Another 250,000 non-university jobs exist because of UC expenditures.  And tens of thousands of additional jobs exist because of companies whose origins are linked to UC. 

 Direct and indirect spending in 2002 will exceed $11.6 billion and will, in turn, generate $4 billion in state and local tax revenues. 

 With more than $15 billion in revenues, UC financial activities would rank it high on the Fortune 500 list were it a company. 



Today’s Agenda
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 Today, we will focus on some of the key challenges in maintaining quality during this decade. 

 I will begin with an overview of California’s demographics in the decades ahead and then review some proposed benchmarks to monitor academic quality, the viability of our financial resources, and progress toward important policy goals. 

 Vice President Hershman will review enrollment planning and the funding needed to accommodate this growth while maintaining the  quality of our programs. 

 The quality of the University is defined by, and realized by, its faculty.  Provost King will discuss the challenges of hiring 7,000 faculty this decade.  There is no issue of greater importance to the University.  The faculty we hire this decade will determine the quality of the University for the next 30 years. 

 The high cost of real estate in California affects students, faculty and staff, who find it difficult to afford housing near our campuses.  Senior Vice President Mullinix will report on the efforts of the Housing Task Force. 

 Lastly, I will conclude our presentation with a summary and a discussion about future topics. 



Universities Are More 
Important than Ever

University research advances 
California’s economy and quality 
of life

UC’s contributions are even more 
vital as the world shifts to more of 
a knowledge-based economy

UC is an economic engine driving 
regional industry clusters
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  UC has been, and continues to be, crucial to California’s economy and quality of life.

  Our education and research programs have created innovations and a workforce that propels the economy.  UC scientists discovered how to remove alkali salts from Central Valley soils and thus transformed California into the most productive farming region in the world.  And recombinant DNA technology was a development of the UCSF campus, which helped give birth to California’s biotechnology industry. 
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 Education has become the determinant, or at the very least the arbiter, of opportunities in the United States today.

 Personal income, health, civic participation, and opportunities for one’s children are in many ways a function of a person’s level of education.

  While a person’s life should not be reduced to one’s annual income, Census Bureau data indicate that earnings—and unemployment—are closely correlated with educational attainment.  And the income gap between college graduates and high school graduates is widening with each passing decade.
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 If California is able to make college education a reality for more of its citizens, then it will have replicated its success in the past half century.  If not, the consequences could be profound.  Few societies have long survived that have been presided over by a privileged few while the majority has seen itself as excluded from the opportunities enjoyed by the few. 

 The following tables show educational attainment by race and ethnicity for Californians: 

High School Diplomas[1]		Bachelor’s Degrees[2] 
Whites		78%		Whites	    36%
Asians		78%		Asians	    47%
Blacks		59%		Blacks	    18% 
Latinos		55%		Latinos	      8%

 Polling shows that all Californians share common educational aspirations for their children.  This gap between the educational aspirations of our fellow citizens and their actual educational attainment will be a principal issue facing California, its elected officials, and its schools and colleges in the decade ahead. 

[1] The data on high school diplomas represent the percentage of 8th graders who go on to graduate from high school.
[2] The data on bachelor’s degrees represent the percentage of Californians aged 25 and over who hold bachelor’s degrees.
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 This chart illustrates that lifetime earnings are more a function of one’s level of education than of one’s race or ethnicity.  
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 One of the principal factors driving the future of the state and the University is population growth.  We will examine this topic in depth at a future meeting, but let me give you a brief overview of California’s demographics in the decades ahead.

 California, Texas and Florida will account for one-half of the population growth in the U.S. from 1995 to 2025. 

 California, the nation’s most populous state, will experience the largest population increase—an increase equivalent to the current population of the state of New York. 



Fastest Growing States 
1995-2025

48% 50% 52% 54% 56% 58%

Nevada

Arizona

Hawaii

New Mexico

California

Percent Change

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Surprisingly, California will also experience the greatest percentage increase in its population.

Several factors will drive this trend:
Birthrates. California is projected to have the highest birthrate of any state (20 births per 1,000 population).
 Interstate migration is expected to play no role in California’s growth.  California will lose a net of 4.4 million people to other states during this period.  This is the greatest out-migration anticipated for any state.  However, interstate migration is expected to alter the educational and income characteristics of Californians.  Persons migrating to California from other states are typically college graduates, while out-migrants typically have a high school education or less.  Incomes of persons moving to California are typically higher than incomes of people leaving the state.
 International immigration.
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 California is quickly becoming a multi-national, multi-lingual, multi-ethnic and multi-racial society.

 The impact of legal international immigration is having a profound effect on California’s demographics.  From 1940 to 1970, less than 10% of California’s population growth was due to immigration.  Since 1970, however, nearly 50% of the state’s population growth has been due to immigration, primarily from Latin America (44%) and Asia (43%). 

 As a result, 25% of California’s current residents were born outside the United States.  And another 25% of California residents are the children of parents born outside the U.S. 

 For the 30-year period covered by this slide (1995 to 2025), more than one-third of all immigrants to the United States are expected to become California residents.  More immigrants will settle in California than in the next four highest states combined.

 These immigrants are younger than California’s population.  Male immigrants are typically six years younger than male California residents, and female immigrants are typically five years younger than female California residents.  The largest number of immigrants are ages 15 to 19 and 25 to 29 when they arrive in California.
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Population under 
14 Years of Age

1985 2020

United States 20% 18.6%
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 To put this in perspective, this slide compares the U.S. with Western Europe. 

 The U.S. and Western Europe are diverging in their birthrates and in the number of international immigrants they admit.  This is affecting the age distribution of their respective populations. 



Median Age

2000 2050

United States 35.5 36.2 

Western Europe 37.7 52.7 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 This divergence is most pronounced in projections of the median age of their respective populations in the year 2050. 

 This slide demonstrates that the median age of both populations is very close in 2000. But in 2050, the median age of the U.S. population is projected to remain relatively stable.  Europe, by contrast, is projected to age rapidly. 
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 Turning back to California, the complexion of California’s population is also changing, as demonstrated in the next four slides.

Slide 15 shows the ethnic and racial make-up of California’s population in 1980. 
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Slide 16 provides the same information for 2000. 



California’s
 Population in 2020
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Slide 17 projects the ethnic and racial composition in 2020.
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Slide 18 projects the same information in 2040.

 Between now and 2040 California’s population is expected to grow 69%.  During that period, however, the state’s racial and ethnic groups are expected to grow by the following percentages:

	Latinos	163%
	Asians	127%
	Blacks	  38%
	Whites	    3%
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 This chart summarizes the ethnic and racial changes that are projected to take place between 1980 and 2040.
 
 At the same time, these racial and ethnic distinctions may blur as inter-ethnic and inter-racial marriages continue to increase. 
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 Note the income differences for each of these population groups.
 
 Since income is largely a function of education, California’s colleges and universities will be under greater pressure to admit students from population groups experiencing the greatest growth. 
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 Turning from the general picture to the specific effects of population growth on UC, this chart depicts the California Department of Finance’s 1998 projections for a sharp increase in high school graduates.
 
 This projection led the University to adopt a new long-range enrollment plan in 1999. 



The Latest Forecast
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 The Department of Finance revises these projections annually.
 
 As you can see, the latest forecast of high school graduates is even higher, meaning that we may have to adjust our enrollment plan upward once again.   
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 As we accommodate this enrollment growth, we want to keep focused on maintaining and enhancing the excellence of the University. 

 At the very least, quality means offering an excellent undergraduate education, nationally ranked graduate programs, and outstanding research. 

 In turn, quality requires, first and foremost, a distinguished faculty.  In addition, we must recruit excellent students and staff, have robust academic support programs, and provide modern facilities in which to conduct our work. 

 We propose that we identify benchmarks to monitor our progress in maintaining quality, securing the necessary financial resources and achieving our institutional policy goals. 
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 Quality indicators are not likely to change much from year to year.
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 But the enabling factors can change quickly, so we want to monitor them as early warning indicators. 




Are We on Track?
Slow Moving Indicators
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 This is a list of indicators we want to monitor.  You have a more complete list at your places.

 We have reduced many complex variables to an overly-simplistic traffic signal system where green means things are going well, yellow signifies caution, and red means that we should change strategy before serious erosion of quality occurs. 

 For the sake of discussion, the Vice Presidents have assigned a color to each indicator.  These are admittedly subjective.  While many are green, some of the green lights may be on the verge of turning yellow. 

 Throughout the rest of my presentation and the presentations by Provost King, Senior Vice President Mullinix and Vice President Hershman, we will review and comment on our assessment of progress for each of the indicators outlined in the previous slide. 



Are We on Track?
Slow Moving Indicators
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 Let me begin by briefly reviewing the indicators of quality. 
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 The first indicator is the graduation rate for undergraduates.  Persistence rates for freshmen remain high and have risen slightly over the past decade. 

 Similarly, graduation rates for undergraduates have held steady.  For purposes of comparison, in the 1950’s, 50% of our freshmen graduated within six years.  Now 76% graduate within six years.

 A recent UC Irvine study concludes that graduation rates for entering freshmen are highly correlated with the educational characteristics of those students.  The more selective a college is in its admissions process, the higher are the persistence and graduation rates of its students. 



Increase in Competitive 
Awards to UC Faculty

$-

$25,000

$50,000

$75,000

$100,000

1990-91 1995-96 2000-01

G
en

er
al

 C
am

pu
s 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
pe

r L
ad

de
r F

ac
ul

ty
 F

TE

Federal

Foundation
Industry

Presenter
Presentation Notes
  Another indicator that we will monitor is our competitiveness in obtaining research funding. 

 Since faculty from across the country compete for federal research funds, and some federal agencies fund fewer than 10% of research proposals, this is a strong indicator of the quality of our faculty. 



California Tops Federal 
Research Funding, FY 99

Funding State Receiving Percentage
Agency Most Funding Received

Defense California 26%

Health and
Human Services California 11%

NASA California 30%

National Science California 15%
Foundation
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Presentation Notes
 The quality and competitiveness of California’s universities and businesses is shown by our ability to compete for funds from the principal federal research agencies. 

 UC is a big factor in California’s success, thereby adding to California’s economy, jobs, and ability to innovate. 
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  The federal government is the principal funder of UC research, but funding from industry and foundations is growing at a faster rate.
 
 The rapid growth in research funding from business further underscores UC’s role in sustaining California’s economic competitiveness. 
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There are several indicators of strong graduate programs.  Membership in the Association of American Universities (AAU) is one of them.  Membership is by invitation only, and members must meet very stringent quality criteria before they are invited to join.  The quality of faculty and graduate programs are significant criteria for membership.

 UC stands alone in having six campuses as members of the AAU. 

 Two campuses have not yet been admitted, but they fare very well (in the top 15) in the rating of American universities conducted by Graham and Diamond several years ago. 

 Every decade the National Research Council conducts a serious comprehensive evaluation of graduate programs at the nation’s universities.  This study is an important indicator of the quality of graduate programs.  In the last report, in 1994, UC maintained or improved its rankings from the prior decade, as is summarized on this slide.  
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 Let me now invite your comments and questions.  Provost King, Senior Vice President Mullinix, and Vice President Hershman will make their presentations, after which I will return to conclude this session.
 
 Let me conclude my overview remarks by saying that our goal is to further solidify UC’s position as the best public university in the world. 

 However, a very real danger is a growing gap, by any number of measures, between the best private universities and the best public universities.

UC stands alone in defying this trend, but there are some early warning signs that we may not be able to sustain this position. 
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Let’s begin with benchmarks associated with the UC enrollment plan.
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 One of the macro-level trends affecting enrollment planning, shown in earlier slides, is the sharp growth in high school graduates, which has been called “Tidal Wave II.”

 When The Regents reviewed long-range enrollment targets in 1999, the enrollment plan was revised to increase general campus enrollment by 60,000 students, to a total of 211,000 by the year 2010. 
 
 This chart reflects that plan to increase the number of undergraduates and graduate students on the general campuses.  The University did not anticipate much change in health sciences enrollments.

 The University is now four years into that 12-year plan and general campus enrollments have been climbing, and at a faster rate than we anticipated in 1999.  
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 We have assigned green lights to our undergraduate and graduate enrollment benchmarks because UC has either met or exceeded enrollment targets for the first four years of the enrollment plan 

 These enrollment indicators could change to yellow if student growth continues to exceed the level of State funding provided for enrollment growth.
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 The UC enrollment plan adopted in the late 1990s called for sharp increases in undergraduates—corresponding to the forecast of growth in the number of high school graduates.




Last Year’s Revision Assumed a 
Return to the Plan, But …
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 We now estimate that enrollment in 2002-03 will be 8,000 undergraduate students above the level forecasted in 1999.  In addition, we estimate that general campus enrollment will exceed the level funded in the 2002-03 budget by about 4,000 students. Our over-enrollment may be related to the general upturn in enrollments experienced by many universities, as more high school students realize that they will need a college education for the better jobs in the Information Age.

 In addition, UC implemented a new program—Eligibility in the Local Context--which may have contributed to our higher enrollment levels, because more California high school students now know what they need to do to become eligible for admission to UC. 

 The blue dots on the chart represent the strategy outlined last year to slowly return to the enrollment targets, outlined in 1999, by the end of the decade.  However, since we will be considerably over-enrolled again this year, we are reviewing long-term targets and will come back to the Regents next spring with potential revisions to long-term enrollment targets.

 The quality of undergraduate students has remained high.   The freshman participation rate has increased from 6.5% of high school graduates in 1989 to 7.7% in 2001. 
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 Through the Partnership Agreement with the Governor, UC has committed to increase the number of California Community College transfers by 6% per year, from 10,500 in 1998-99 to 15,300 in 2005-06.  We expect to have approximately 13,000 transfer students in 2002-03. The University is on plan, but sustaining this level of increase depends upon implementation of the Dual Admission program, which was deferred last year but now is funded in this year’s budget. 

 The first-year persistence rates for transfer students have improved over the past 15 years and the academic performance of Community College Transfers is similar to that of those who enter the University as freshmen. 
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 UC is accessible to low-income families

 This chart compares the percentage students who are Pell Grant (federal student aid) recipients at UC with some public universities and some private universities in California.  Pell grants are typically given to students whose families make less than $30,000 per year.  

 While most other universities have between 10% and 15% of their students who are Pell Grant recipients, the UC systemwide average is close to 30%.  The University of Southern California (USC) has 27%, but our other campuses in the Los Angeles area are higher:  UCLA (35%); Riverside (42%); Irvine (32%).

 The University admits and enrolls eligible applicants regardless of family income.
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 After decades of little change in graduate enrollments, the number of graduate academic and professional students has been growing for the past three years.

 Graduate student growth is a high priority of The Regents.  We estimate that graduate enrollment for 2002-03, including both the regular term and summer, will total over 29,000 FTE students. This level is approximately 1,000 students over the plan level projected in 1999. 
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Resources
Housing task force report
Summary and future topics
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Provost King will now discuss plans for faculty recruitment and retention.



Faculty Recruitment and 
Retention

Faculty Quality
Measures for Current Faculty
How We Achieve It and What It Costs
How We Nurture Continual Faculty Achievement

Needs for Faculty Hiring Over the Next Decade
Numbers and Causes
Concerns
Flexibility
Opportunities



Academic Achievement and 
Scholarly Recognition

Nobel Prize 26
Fields Medal 3
National Medal of Science 39
MacArthur Fellowships 37
National Academy of Sciences  350
National Academy of Engineering 150
Institute of Medicine 117
Howard Hughes Medical Institute Investigators 48

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 UC’s faculty have received large and impressive numbers of awards and honors.  As but one example, the 350 UC faculty in the National Academy of Sciences constitute 15% of the total membership, and the corresponding percentages for the NAE and the IOM are 7% and 8%, respectively.  (No other university comes close to these impressive figures.)

 In addition to these figures for individuals there are some familiar institutional figures that indicate how highly regarded the University of California is nationally.
 
In a National Research Council study of doctoral programs more than one-third of UC doctoral programs, at 8 campuses, ranked in the top 10 in their fields. 

A national study of faculty research productivity by researchers Hugh Davis Graham and Nancy Diamond found:

  All 8 UC general campuses ranked in the top group of public research universities.

  In overall research performance per faculty member, Berkeley ranked 1st among public research universities, with Santa Barbara 2nd and UCLA 4th.

 UC's newer campuses also ranked highly among all public universities.  In publications per faculty member, Santa Cruz ranked 1st in the social sciences, and Riverside ranked 1st in total number of publications (all fields).




Graham & Diamond

“No aspect of our revised class of Research 1 
universities is more arresting than the 
inclusion of all eight general campuses of the 
University of California… The speed with 
which [UC’s newer campuses at Santa 
Barbara, Riverside, and Santa Cruz] rose from 
modest beginnings is astonishing.”
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Presentation Notes
·  And, as we have seen, UC faculty are extremely successful in obtaining federal funding.  For FY 2000, 7 UC campuses were in the top 100 institutions in amount of federal funding for science and engineering, with 3 campuses (UCLA, San Diego, and San Francisco) in the top 10.
 
The big questions, of course, are, “How did we get that way?” and “How can we stay that way?”
 
There are some things that we know by long experience, and others that we find from periodic surveys dealing with faculty recruitment and faculty departures.




What Outstanding Faculty Want

Outstanding colleagues
Outstanding students
Outstanding support

Salary
Services
Finances

Perception that the state and public value UC and 
treat UC well
Intellectual stimulation and opportunities on campus 
and in surrounding area
Good location/Quality of life

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Note that “good support” has a number of dimensions. 



Faculty Salaries Are Falling
 Below Market Again
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 Salaries: Faculty salaries—publics & privates.  Note the growing disparity between the privates and publics included in our comparison group of 8, with UC in the middle.  We’re now about 15% below the privates and, as we know, also slipping below the average calculated by the Comp 8 formula.
 
 Start-up Packages: These have become larger at UC and at universities across the country. For one thing we’re doing more expensive research.  We find that we are having to spend an average of $400,000 per new faculty member in natural sciences, health sciences and engineering, and almost $200,000 as an average across all new hires.  (These cost levels were corroborated by a recent national study by The Research Corporation.)  These start up costs are almost solely in support of the faculty member’s research.
 



Reasons First-offer Candidates 
Declined Appointments

Better salary offer elsewhere
Spousal employment
Family/geographic considerations
Housing problems

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Briefly some results show many of the same problems that come up in the private sector related to hiring state of the art professionals. These are in order of the frequency with which they were cited.




Reasons Cited by Faculty 
who Resigned 2000-01

Low salary
Family/geographic considerations
Housing problems
Spousal employment problems
Lack of research money

Presenter
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From these we learn that other vital factors are spousal employment and housing availability and costs.
 
I want to add one final word on faculty quality:  It is possible to lose quality in a short time.  But it takes a long time to build it up.




Promotion Review Process

REVIEWS FILE 
AFTER LETTERS

PREPARES 
FILE

CANDIDATE REVIEWS FILE 
AFTER VOTE

SOLICITS 
LETTERS
SOLICITS
LETTERS

DEPARTMENT

COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC 

PERSONNEL 
(CAP) REVIEWS

AD HOC 
COMMITTEE 

REVIEWS

CAP 
RECOMMENDATION

SENATE 
AD HOC

COMMITTEE
REVIEWS

EVC / PROVOST 
REVIEWS FILE

CHANCELLOR 
MAKES FINAL 

DECISION
ADMINISTRATION

DEAN 
REVIEWS 

FILE

CHAIR’S 
LETTERVOTESREVIEWS 

FILE

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How We Sustain Quality:
 
In your agenda packets is a paper (written by Ellen Switkes) describing our faculty review process.  I show this slide not to explain all many steps involved, but rather to illustrate the complexity of the review process, the many steps involved and the multiple safeguards. Most universities have similar processes for promotion reviews. But at UC we also use almost the same process for merit reviews—except that we delete the two pink boxes.
  
For step advancement (typically 3-year intervals) all these steps are used except for (1) external letters, (2) ad-hoc committee (the two pink boxes) .  It is complicated, and it takes time from everyone concerned.  But it is eminently fair, and provides strong incentive to faculty because of regular reviews by their peers.  Many other universities are struggling to develop a system of post-tenure evaluation. At UC, our system is one our faculty hold dear.  There is no need to add post-tenure review at UC; we have had it for years. And it’s a major factor in maintaining faculty excellence. 



Faculty Promotions

Campuswide process: input from department, 
academic senate and administration
Individuals are reviewed throughout their 
professional careers
World’s top people in fields are asked to evaluate
Advancement is not automatic or merely a 
function of years-of-service 



Tenure Rates

About 78% of UC’s non-tenured faculty 
hires eventually achieve tenure 

Over the last 10 years, nearly 90% of 
faculty who formally came up for tenure 
review were granted tenure

Of those who left prior to tenure review, 76% 
secured positions at other universities (71% tenure 
track positions)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Because we take such care in hiring new faculty, we have an excellent group of Assistant Professors.

Hence UC has a very high success rate to tenure—almost 90% of those reviewed for tenure succeed, and those who leave before review—about 78% of those hired as Assistant Professors—do very well too.




Budgeted Student Enrollments
 General Campus
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Tenure Track Faculty 
Positions
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You’ve already seen the student enrollment projections. We have parallel needs for faculty.  



Tenure Track Faculty General Campus &
 Health Science Age Distributions
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The age distribution of our faculty is getting older.  Change from 1990 to 1995 shows the effects of the VERIPs and tight budgets of the early 1990s.  But now we’ve again developed a bulge of faculty over 55.  Therefore replacement faculty needs are large too.  We have now more than recovered from the VERIPs of the early 1990s, and now have a large number of faculty further along in their careers.  Therefore, we’re hiring both because of enrollment growth as well as to replace retiring faculty.  




Tenure Track Faculty New 
Appointments Actual & Projected
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Here is the sum of hiring for growth and for replacement—past and future.  There is a limit to the number of hires per year for a campus that can be done well.  We are pushing it, but 550/year is not unattainable—especially when you consider that we are growing, and there are therefore more and more faculty to do the searches.
 




Concerns

Number of searches 

Start-up costs

Space

Faculty salaries

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Given what we face, there are several concerns 

 Ability of faculty and departments to mount numerous, effective searches

 Start-up Costs 

 Lab space

 Salaries

 Information from our faculty recruitment/retention survey showing that we may be started to have more difficulty landing first choices. 
   
In the past 15 years we’ve seen a remarkable correlation between our success in hiring our first choice candidates for faculty positions and the competitiveness of our faculty salaries.  At this point our faculty salaries are almost 8% behind the average of our comparison institutions and are expected to fall even further behind this year.  This is a major concern.




Flexibility

Balance between temporary and 
permanent faculty

Balance between new hires at junior and 
senior levels

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Items of Flexibility
 Balance between permanent and temporary faculty
Temporary faculty provide special expertise and fill in for disciplinary gaps among permanent faculty.  We can use greater numbers of temporary faculty to spread the hiring of permanent faculty over more years and catch up at the end of this decade, as growth levels off.
 Mix of Junior and Senior Faculty among new hires
Presently almost 40% of new hires are made at tenure, rather than as Assistant Professors.  (This percent is relatively high compared to other leading public universities, and has risen somewhat over the last several decades.

We need to seriously consider lowering this percentage for the years ahead:
As noted already, we strongly scrutinize junior faculty proposed for hire, and they then have a very good chance of making tenure when they come up for review.
  We have an excellent record of growing our own stars 
 Given #1 and #2, every hire is a star or star potential.  As a result, the quality of our faculty is very high indeed.
 We need a diversity of ages within departments for continuity.  As I said before, we do have less reliance on younger faculty than in the past.
 Hiring stars is effective for campus development and starting new disciplines, as witness the very successful San Diego model.  But for established campuses, hiring entry-level faculty and nurturing their development is more cost-effective and promotes cohesion, as witness the examples of Berkeley and other more mature campuses.
 Also, start up costs and salaries for junior faculty are lower.



Opportunity

Creating the faculty for the next several 
decades

Disciplinary balance
Coverage of growing fields
Diversity

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Lots of new hiring presents lots of new opportunities.  With this unusually large wave of hiring we will set the composition of the UC faculty for the next several decades.  Faculty compositions change slowly, because many faculty members have long careers.  Typical annual turnover rates are in the range of 3 to 4%.
 
Thus whom we hire over this decade will
 
 Set the disciplinary mix of the faculty
 
 Set our coverage of growing and emerging fields
 
 Provide the opportunity for us to move the composition of our faculty closer to the general spectrum of population of our students, in terms of ethnicity, gender, experiences, educational background, economic background, geography, research outlooks, etc.
 
This last component of the opportunity is the reason why our graduate and professional outreach efforts, which we discussed in July, are so vital.  The hiring is soon, and the pool therefore needs to be enriched now.





Summary

UC has a faculty of very high quality and knows how 
to foster quality

Fostering quality requires resources

An unusually large wave of faculty hiring in this 
coming decade will set in place the faculty of the next 
several decades

Concerns, flexibility, and opportunities



Today’s Agenda

Overview
Enrollment plans 
Faculty recruitment and 
retention
Resources
Housing task force report
Summary and future topics
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This section will address three major topics:
	1) Overview of University revenues over the past 20 years.
	2) State funding for UC and the State’s revenue picture.
	3) Several additional benchmarks related to resources.
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 During the late 1970s and the early 1980s, the University experienced  a 4-5 year period of flat budgets, which were not keeping pace with the high rates of inflation.

 In the early 1990s, UC experienced a 4-year period of substantial budget cuts.

 So the pattern over the last two decades has been that we experienced insufficient funding and difficult budget cuts in the beginning of the decade, and then we tried to catch up and restore some of the lost funding during the last half of the decade.

 What will the early part of this decade be? Our budgets are flat again (as they were in the early 1980s) but that is deceiving. During this fiscal crisis, the State has been funding our enrollment growth but not providing sufficient funding for salary increases. The 2003-03 budget also reduced funding for research and reduced the build-up of funding for public service that occurred in the late 1990s.

 There continues to be uncertainty about the way the State will deal with the ongoing fiscal crisis.  We are likely to face additional budget cuts.  We don’t expect these cuts to be as deep and prolonged as they were in the early 1990s. 
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Student Fee Revenues Increased 
During the Early 1990s

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 The Regents raised student fees substantially in the early 1990s, but a portion of those increases were reserved for financial aid to soften the impact on low-income students. 
 
 An earlier display showed the percentage of low income student enrolled at UC, which indicates that our strategy was successful.  We are proposing some benchmarks on student support so that the Regents can monitor this over the coming decade.

 Because we used about one-third of the fee increases for financial aid, student fees made up for only about one-fourth of the lost State revenue in the early 1990s.  
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Private Fund-Raising Has Been
 a Terrific Success

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Our private fund-raising efforts have been a terrific success.

 Private support is critical to maintaining excellence—the only way we can compete with the leading private universities that have much larger endowments.

 The University’s private fund-raising, like most philanthropic activities, have been hurt by the recession, the status of the stock market, and the events of September 11.
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So Has the Growth in 
Federal Research Support
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 The increases in Federal research funding is another huge success story.  We experienced increase of 10% a year in the mid-to-late 1980s, then increases averaging about 4% a year through most of the 1990s, and recently have experienced federal research funding increases of 8-9% per year.

 State dollars, student fees, private dollars and federal research total over $6 billion.  Our hospitals, auxiliary enterprises, and other sources generate another $6 billion in revenue.  And, the DOE labs bring in over $3 billion, for a total of over $15 billion.



The Growth Plan and the 
Partnership Agreement

Enrollment on plan
State support - Partnership

Cost increases to the base 
budget – 4%
Catch-up funding in core 
areas – 1%
Fund enrollment growth
New academic facilities

Federal – maintain $ per 
faculty
Private – continue growth in 
private fund-raising

Overenrolled
State support - Partnership

$237 million underfunded

$29 million one-time cut to core 
areas

Funded enrollment growth
Larger GO bond + ISIs

Federal – end of NIH increases?  
Double NSF? Impact of Federal 
deficits?
Private – exceptional growth until 
this recession, then holding steady

AssumptionsAssumptionsAssumptions ActualActualActual
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 Our plan for addressing the influx of “Tidal Wave II” students assumed that we could maintain quality while accommodating exceptional enrollment growth, if we had adequate operating and capital budgets.

 The Partnership Agreement embodied these assumptions, but California’s fiscal crisis has prevented the State from fully funding the Partnership in two of the four years of the Agreement.

 As a result, our actual experience has been over-enrollment and under-funding of the operating budget by the State, including lack of sufficient funding for salary increases over the last two years, and no increases in student fees or State buyout equivalent to fee increases in 2002-03.

 Approval of the 2002 and 2004 bond issues would increase our State capital outlay funding level to about $345 million per year from the $210 million per year provided by the 1998 bond measure.  In addition, we have already received an additional $400 million in State funding for the Institutes for Science and Innovation.

 There continues to be uncertainty about how increases in the Federal budget deficit will affect potential increases in Federal research funding.

 Despite the recession and the events of September 11, total private fund raising for UC will be $1.1 billion this year— the third consecutive year over $1 billion.



However, California is 
Facing a Fiscal Crisis

Capital gains and stock options bubble

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 It is important to remember that this has been a relatively mild recession and that California’s fiscal crisis is attributable primarily to the loss of revenue from Capital Gains and Stock Options, not the economic slowdown.



Sharp Growth in Capital Gains 
& Stock Options Revenue
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 In order to compete in a tight labor market, many California companies relied upon stock options for employee compensation.  With a strong stock market, California’s coffers were filled with Capital Gains and Stock Options revenue.

 This chart shows that revenue from Capital gains and Stock Options grew in five years from about 5% of the State’s General Fund revenue in 1995-96 to 25% of General Fund income in 2000-01.

 After the NASDAQ crashed on April 14, 2000, it was difficult to estimate the effect on Capital Gains and Stock Options revenue because there was no history to use for forecasting.

 The Governor’s Budget in January 2001 estimated a drop from almost $18 billion to $15 billion for the 2001-02 fiscal year.  




California’s Bubble
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 By the time the 2001-02 Budget Act was finalized, the revenue estimate from these sources was reduced to $12.4 million, a 30% reduction.

 The actual revenue from these sources in 2001-02 was $8.2 billion, more than a 53% reduction in the revenue from Capital Gains and Stock Options in one year.  

 The two-year impact (2001-02 and 2002-03) of this revenue reduction is devastating.  The Department of Finance estimates that the drop in Capital Gains and Stock Options revenue accounts for more than $19 billion of California’s $23.6 billion dollar problem.



The Fiscal Crisis

$23.6 billion budget problem for 
California over two years and $10 billion 
on-going problem

Capital gains and stock options bubble

Concern about economic slowdown, 
layoffs, lower tax receipts

September 11, 2001

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 In addition to the problem with Capital Gains and Stock Options revenue, the recession was taking its toll when the events of September 11, 2001 impacted many portions of the economy, especially the entertainment and travel industries.

 The result was a $23.6 billion revenue problem for the State of California over two years—2001-02 and 2002-03. 

 This is a problem because the State made some permanent expenditure commitments with a revenue source that turned out to be temporary.  



Short-Term vs. Long-Term

Cycles: California had financial 
problems in early 1980s and 1990s

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 In order to understand whether the University can maintain its quality during this period of exceptional growth, it is important to keep in mind cycles and lags.

 The cycles are the ups and downs of the business cycle, which affect State tax revenue and ultimately the State’s ability to fund our budget.

 California has had financial problems during downturns in the business cycle in the early 1980s and ‘90s.  There were also problems in the early parts of other decades.
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 This chart shows that university costs have risen at a steady rate over the past 20 years, based on The Higher Education Price Index.

 This Index measures the average national cost to universities for the specific goods and services that universities actually purchase, such as scientific equipment, library materials, contracted services, utilities, and salaries and compensation benefits.  The Higher Education Price Index is generally higher than the Consumer Price Index, given the specialty goods and services purchased by universities.
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UC Spending Lagged, 
Then Caught Up

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 During the economic recession in the early 1980s,our expenditures were flat— not keeping up with inflation.
  
 When the recession ended, the University received some catch-up funding.

 We fell behind again in the early 1990s and then received some catch-up funding through the Compact with Governor Wilson and the Partnership Agreement with Governor Davis in the late 1990s.

 Now, we are falling behind again.  A main problem so far has been the lack of adequate funding for faculty and staff salaries. 

 The fundamental question is whether this downturn in State funding will be longer than the ones in the past and long enough to produce a serious erosion of morale.

 It is also important to note that we need to be developing initiatives during the downturns so that we will be prepared for the next upturn.



Short-Term vs. Long-Term

Cycles: California had financial 
problems in early 1980s and 1990s 

Better funding when economy improves
Fundamentals of California’s economy are strong; 
funding should improve again

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 There have been up and down cycles in State funding before and the State has provided catch up funding when the economy improves.

 The fundamentals of California’s economy are healthy.  Our strength in high tech, biotechnology, communications, entertainment, etc. positions California well for competitiveness in the Information Age.



Short-Term vs. Long-Term

Cycles: California had financial 
problems in early 1980s and 1990s 

Better funding when economy improves
Fundamentals of California’s economy are strong; 
funding should improve again

Lags:  Faculty hiring and new buildings 
lag behind student increases and then 
we catch up at enrollment plateau

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Another factor worth noting is the lag inherent in faculty hiring and the construction of new facilities.

 We always fall behind in faculty hiring and providing new space during a growth period and then catch up when we reach an enrollment plateau.

 Now, we’ll look at some of the benchmarks we are proposing related to resources. We are recommending that these be monitored throughout the coming decade because we cannot predict how long the State’s fiscal crisis will last and because we are in a period of exceptional growth.



Faculty Salaries Are Falling 
Below Market Again
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  Faculty salaries have typically been within +/- 5% of our comparison group of universities over the past 15 years.  UC fell more than 5% behind in 1995-96 and it took several years to catch up.

 UC has 8 comparison institutions for faculty salaries.  Four are private institutions: Harvard, MIT, Stanford and Yale.  Four are public institutions:  the Universities of Illinois, Michigan, and Virginia and SUNY-Buffalo.

 With the current economic downturn the State was unable to fund fully the Partnership Agreement for 2001-02 and 2002-03, including funding for faculty salary increases. This year UC could fall 7% behind the salary levels of the Comparison 8 institutions.

Note: The graph is based on actual salary data through 2000-01, an estimate of actual salaries for 2001-02, and the CPEC methodology for salary comparisons for 2002-03.  




State Funding for
 UC Staff Salary Increases
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Presentation Notes
 This chart displays the annual percentage increase in State funding for staff salary increases over the past decade.  It clearly shows the temporary salary reductions in 1993-94. The large increase in funding in 1994-95 reflects the restoration of salaries to previous levels, plus regular funding for general and merit salary increases.
 This chart does not show increases for specific job groups, but rather is an aggregate snapshot of the overall salary increase funding for UC.
 In recent years, in addition to our regular salary program, we have made some adjustments in salaries for a few critical occupations due to market pressures (Information Technology, Clerical Staff). However, we have had to be very selective due to cost and budget pressures.
 In 2000-01, additional increases were given to lower-paid employees with salaries of less than $40,000.
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Funding for Staff Salaries is 
Falling Below Market

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 To the same chart, which outlines State funding for salary increases, we have added market data on salary increase budgets in the Western U.S.  This shows an increase of about 4% annually for salaries in the region.  The Partnership Agreement is also based on a 4% annual increase for salaries. 
 In terms of State funded salary increases for staff, we are falling increasingly behind the market.
 We are in a period of relatively flat salaries and a rising State cost of living. You will note on the next slide that we have seen recent increases in staff UC turnover.  As the economy picks up, and if our salary gap widens, we anticipate increased problems with recruitment and retention, and employee morale, which can directly impact productivity. 

Note:  Western region market data is from World at Work (formerly American Compensation Association) and includes over 800 Western U.S. employers of all sizes and industries, including the public sector.
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University of California

But, UC Has Less Staff Turnover 
Than Other Large Employers

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 UC staff turnover has consistently been much lower than western region data from the Bureau of National Affairs (BNA), with the exception of 1991, the most highly subscribed VERIP (early retirement program) year.  The BNA data is from about 30 large employers (with more than 2,500 employees) in various industries, including public, private and nonprofit organizations.

 When western region turnover rates were increasing in the mid-1990s, UC rates actually declined.  In recent years, UC experienced a significant increase in career employee turnover due to a strong economy and labor market pressures, although rates were still below the western region average.

Note:  The turnover rates displayed here do not include layoffs for UC.  The BNA data also do not include "layoffs, reductions in force or departures of temporary staff," so they are consistent with UC numbers.  UC data are for career employees only.�
We also know that BNA data on turnover for the first quarter 2002 is down considerably (10.8%) from 2001 (15.6%) -- not surprisingly, more people are staying put. 



Are We on Track?

Slow Moving Indicators
Graduation rates for undergraduates
Research funding
Rankings of departments and programs

Early Warning Indicators
Undergraduate enrollment
Graduate enrollment
Faculty hiring
Staff salaries
Academic support
Financial aid
Graduate student support
Facilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
  We are very concerned about salaries.  Although we have given this benchmark a yellow indicator, we may need to revise it to red if we keep falling behind in both faculty and salary levels.  So far, insufficient funding for salaries is the most serious problem resulting from underfunding of the Partnership Agreement. 



Yale and Michigan Have 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Resource problems are severe in the category of academic support because of significant budget cuts in the early 1990s and chronic underfunding.  Today, we will be looking at a benchmark for libraries, an important component of the academic support category.  Other core areas of concern include instructional equipment, academic computing, and building maintenance and the associated deferred maintenance problem.
 We identified a $150 million problem in these areas and, in the Partnership Agreement, identified a way for the State to fund 2/3 of the problem by providing an extra 1% in the budget over four years.  The first two years of the extra 1% funding were provided under the Partnership.  No funds were provided for this purpose in 2001-02, and in 2002-03 there was a one-time reduction of $29 million for this purpose.  As a result, we now have only about $30 million funded of the four-year plan.
 Now we’ll look at an indicator for libraries.  There are 122 members of the Association of Research Libraries (ARL), of which 112 are university libraries, and ten are distinguished public, governmental, and private research libraries. 
 Seven of the eight UC General Campuses are members of the ARL.
 The ARL publishes a Membership Criteria Index based upon Collection Size, Volumes Added, Current Serials, Total Expenditures and Total Staff. The ARL index is a relative measure of size, i.e. it is recalculated and renormed every year to indicate size relative to the average ARL library.  The average index for the 122 ARL libraries is approximately zero. 
 The scores for Yale and Michigan are very high, reflecting the size and strength of the libraries at two mature universities.  Hence, for example, Yale is growing both absolutely and relative to the average ARL library. And, Michigan’s rise in the late 1990s reflects some investment in its library.
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Budget Cuts Have Eroded 
Traditional Library Measures

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 In this chart we have added the index for the UC Berkeley Library.  As you can see, Berkeley’s index was similar to Yale’s in the early 1990s, then budget cuts led to some erosion of its position.
  
 In the late 1990s UC received some catch-up money from the extra 1% for core needs in the Partnership, including Libraries.  Also, Chancellor Berdahl provided some additional funding.  As a result, the index score for Berkeley increased somewhat in the late 1990s.

 Still, the Berkeley Library is falling behind the libraries at private institutions. 

 Unfortunately, California’s fiscal crisis meant that the State was unable to fund the Partnership agreement fully in 2001-02 and 2002-03.  The concern is that this will lead to further slippage in the rankings of our libraries on traditional indicators and that service levels will decline.
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Request Service 
Begins in Jan. '99

But, Interlibrary Loans 
Have Doubled

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 The University is making every effort to ensure that there is not an erosion of service to faculty and students, however, by leveraging the strength of the system.

 For many years the campuses have participated in an interlibrary loan program whereby requests for books and journal articles unavailable at one campus could be fulfilled by a library on another campus.

 Since January 1998, faculty and students have been able to submit these requests from their desktop computers, which has led to a substantial increase in activity.

 As a result, Interlibrary Loans have doubled over the past 10 years.  This has been of particular benefit to scholars on the growing campuses with smaller library collections.




And, More Materials Are Being 
Shipped Electronically
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 We are also leveraging technology to improve access to library collections.

 A path-breaking project, the California Digital Library, allows students and faculty from every campus to request articles from more than 7,000 journals available to UC scholars online. These articles are delivered electronically to the desktop, rather than by trucks driving between campuses.  

 Note that the level of activity for online access to journal articles is counted in the millions, rather than the tens of thousands of interlibrary loans.

 The California Digital Library has been a cost-effective, real success in the few years since it has been established.
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Student Fees Increased Sharply 
in Early 1990s, But …

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 This is a graph that has been presented to The Regents before, showing student fees in both current dollars and in 1971 constant dollars.

 During the long and deep recession of the early 1990s, The Regents were forced to raise student fees sharply.

 However, there have been no fee increases for eight years.  In fact, there has been a 10% reduction in student fees.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 This chart shows the source of funds for student financial aid, excluding student loans.
 
 Most people think of federal programs when they think about financial aid for students.  While there have been substantial increases in funds available from federal government programs and from the California Student Aid Commission, this chart shows that the largest single source of financial aid has been the University itself.

 The Regents have always been concerned about access to the University for low income students.  This was a particular concern in the early 1990s during California’s long and deep economic recession, as State budgets were being cut and student fees had to be increased.

 As this chart shows, the amount of financial aid available increased sharply during the past decade.

 Even though our fees increased sharply in the early 1990s, we do not believe that there was an impact on access to UC for low income students because of our financial aid policies.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 The Regents’ financial aid policy was changed in 1993-94 such that one-third of the increase in student fees was returned to financial aid.  As a result, the University of California (not the federal government or the California Student Aid Commission) is now the largest source of financial aid.

 Since that policy was established, the amount that a student is expected to take out in loans or to earn through work to pay for college has declined.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 We have talked about the need to increase graduate student support in previous presentations to The Regents.

 Last year information was gathered from doctoral students who were admitted to UC graduate programs.  In deciding whether to attend UC or their top choice non-UC programs, these applicants weighed many factors – one of which was the amount of financial support.  

 Of course, the cost of attending graduate school varies substantially from institution to institution because of differences in tuition and fees and in local living costs.  After adjusting for these factors, we learned that the net stipend we offered doctoral students was well below that of our competitors.  

 The targets shown in dark red circles on this chart would bring UC stipends to the level of our competitors.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 This graph shows projections of funding needs for three components of graduate student support: teaching assistants, research assistants, and fellowships.

 As undergraduate enrollment grows, the State funding formula will provide incremental funds for faculty and Teaching Assistants (TAs).  Therefore, we should be able to reach the target funding level for TA support.

 If we can continue to increase research contracts and grants, then there should be sufficient funds to achieve the targets for research assistants (RAs).

 The challenge is fellowship support.

 The report of the Commission on Growth and Support of Graduate Education set funding targets associated with increasing doctoral fellowships and accommodating graduate enrollment growth.  We will monitor actual fund raising over the decade to ensure that we are on target for achieving those goals.





Are We on Track?

Slow Moving Indicators
Graduation rates for undergraduates
Research funding
Rankings of departments and programs

Early Warning Indicators
Undergraduate enrollment
Graduate enrollment
Faculty hiring
Staff salaries
Academic support
Financial aid
Graduate student support
Facilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Looking then at the last three resource indicators, the indicator for student financial aid looks good and rates a green light.
  
 We remain concerned about the affects on program quality of chronic underfunding for academic support programs and it rates a yellow light.  We need to get back to funding levels established in the Partnership Agreement.

 And we also are concerned about achieving adequate support for graduate students, especially fellowship support, and this indicator is also given a yellow light.



With Future Bond Measures UC 
Could Increase Space Capacity

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

1993-94 1996-97 1999-00 2002-03 2005-06 2008-09 2011-12

Pe
rc

en
t o

f C
PE

C
 S

ta
nd

ar
ds If G.O. Bond 

Measures Pass

Actual Projected

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Earlier I mentioned the time lag that occurs in building new space to support enrollment growth.

• This chart shows that construction of new space lags behind enrollment growth, because of the 4 to 6 year period required to obtain funding and bring new buildings on-line.

• The line for 100 % reflects the amount of space needed to meet the standards for instruction and research space set by the California Post-Secondary Education Commission (CPEC).

• The chart shows that we had caught up and almost met these standards by the middle of the 1990s.  But as we have begun another period of enrollment growth, we are falling behind again and now have about 85% of the instruction and research space we need.  This is particularly a problem at the fastest growing campuses.

• But we can make progress in providing adequate space if future general obligation bond measures pass and we receive a consistent funding level of $345 million per year in State capital funding.  At this consistent level of State funding, we could achieve 93% of CPEC standard space by 2011-12.

 The proposed funding level of $345 million per year from State funds would address needs related to enrollment growth as well as those related to seismic and life safety and building renewal and modernization.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 If future bond measures fail and State capital funding is reduced, our instruction and research space could drop to 78% of the standard space necessary to support increased enrollment levels.
 
 We won’t have the new classrooms and teaching laboratories we need to support more students.  And we won’t be able to hire new faculty if we can’t provide them with necessary offices and research space.

 In short, we need the capital funding to be provided from the 2002 and future bond measures if we are to meet the facilities requirements associated with our enrollment plans and maintain the quality of existing facilities.




Are We on Track?

Slow Moving Indicators
Graduation rates for undergraduates
Research funding
Rankings of departments and programs
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Undergraduate enrollment
Graduate enrollment
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Facilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 We can make progress in meeting our facilities needs related to growth, dependent on approval of State general obligation bond measures or other sources of State funding.  Therefore this indicator is given a yellow light rating.
 
 I do want to note there are other kinds of facilities we need that are not covered by the CPEC space standards.  These include libraries, space for student services, auxiliary enterprises such as housing and parking, and medical center space.  We will be addressing these issues in more detail at the November meeting, including the presentation of five-year capital programs for both State and non-State funded facilities.

• Vice President Mullinix will now address one aspect of our non-State funded capital program—Housing.




Today’s Agenda

Overview
Enrollment plans 
Faculty recruitment and 
retention
Resources
Housing task force report
Summary and future topics

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Housing Task Force was appointed because of concerns about the availability and cost of housing at and around many of our campuses.  Student involvement in the life of the campus has been shown to be an important factor in assuring student success, and so providing adequate on-campus housing for students assists with academic success and retention issues.  Additionally, housing has long been an important factor in the recruitment of faculty and has become an issue for staff recruitment and retention as well.



UC Housing Task Force

Task Force charge
Review current housing resources and programs; 
Assess housing needs;
Examine the adequacy of current housing 
programs;
Identify resources and programs to provide 
additional housing for students, faculty, and staff.

Membership of the Task Force

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Membership:
Debbie Davis, UC Student Association, Former Chair
Tracy M. Davis, Regent 
Lawrence Hershman, Vice President, Budget
Dennis Galligani, Associate Vice President - Student Academic Services
S. Sue Johnson, Co-Chair, Former Chair, Board of Regents
Andy Katz, Undergraduate Representative, UC Berkeley
Patricia Kearney, Executive Director - Student Housing, UC Davis
Harry LeGrande, Assistant Vice Chancellor – Residential and Student Service Programs, UC Berkeley�Bruce Lehmann, Professor, International Relations and Pacific Studies, UC San Diego
Sam Morabito, Associate Vice Chancellor – Business and Administrative  Services, UC Los Angeles
Ilene Nagel, Senior Advisor to the Provost and Senior Vice President—Academic Affairs, and The Office of the President
Patricia W. Neal, Deputy Secretary for Housing, Business, Transportation and Housing Agency State of California
Steve Relyea, Vice Chancellor, Business and Finance, UC San Diego
David Russ, Treasurer�Jeffrey A. Seymour, Regent
Bruce Spaulding, Vice Chancellor, University Advancement and Planning, UC San Francisco
Ronald J. Stern, Professor of Mathematics, Dean of Physical Sciences, UC Irvine
Carol Tomlinson-Keasey, Chancellor, UC Merced
Tom Vani, Vice Chancellor, Business and Administrative Services, UC Santa Cruz
Joseph W. Watson, Vice Chancellor, Student Affairs, UC San Diego
Mark Winogrond, Chief Administrative Officer, City of Culver City
The Task Force was assisted by 17 UC Office of the President staff members.




The Challenge

High cost of housing in California
Local housing needs in UC communities
Needs associated with UC growth plan

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Between 1998 and 2010, enrollment is projected to grow by 64,000 students, a 44% growth in the number of students.

 Housing costs in a number of our campus communities are among the highest in the nation, and supply—measured in vacancy rates for rental units or time on market/supply of units on the market for sale—is among the lowest (e.g., San Francisco, Santa Cruz, East Bay, Santa Barbara, Westwood).
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Based on existing Long Range Development Plan documents and campus programs, the systemwide goal in 2001-02 for housing students on campus was 39%.

 For Fall 2001, 26% of headcount students were actually housed on campus.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Student housing plans for campuses are targeted at 38% of students housed on campus.

 These plans will be integrated into the comprehensive campus Long-Term physical and financial planning processes.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Campuses have developed plans to add 39,600 beds by the year 2011-2012, an increase of 84% over the existing bed supply in 2001-02. Given a headcount enrollment projection for 2011-12 of approximately 228,000 students, the total projected number of bed spaces of 86,700 will provide housing for about 38% of the total student population. All campuses are planning to increase the proportion of students actually housed on campus, but a number of campuses have long-term goals that extend beyond 2011-12.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are currently 47,100  beds on campuses.  Additionally, there are 1,660 third-party beds on the campuses.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Large amounts of new housing will be coming on line; over half of the new housing has already been approved by The Regents.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some campuses expect to rely upon 3rd party developers to help meet their student housing needs.




3rd
 

Party On-Campus and 
Community Housing

Major expansion
Complex management, financial and 
tax issues
State incentives for off-campus 
development
Community support for student, faculty 
and staff housing

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Third Party provision of housing on campuses, while it can allow for major expansion of existing housing stock, can also involve complex management, financial and tax issues.  Appropriate incentives need to be provided to encourage developers to provide housing off campus, but community support is absolutely crucial in making for a successful joint effort.




Uncertainties That Could 
Affect the Housing Plan

Growth
Economic environment
Financing
3rd party development
State and community support

Presenter
Presentation Notes
A number of uncertainties face the UC in planning for Housing.  State demand for continued enrollment growth is expected, but the economic environment of the State could have an influence in either speeding up or slowing down that demand.  Financing rates will affect the ability and speed at which both the UC and Third Party developers provide Housing.  Additionally, State and community support for Housing is needed to ensure successful programs.



Faculty and Staff 
Housing Programs

Faculty housing programs
Staff housing programs

Nationally recruited
Other staff needs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most of the efforts so far in providing Housing assistance have been targeted toward urgent faculty recruitment and retention needs.  As resources become available, the UC is placing higher priority on assistance programs for staff.




Faculty and Staff Housing 
Recommendations

Increase maximum loan thresholds;
Increase the maximum allowable loan 
term to 40 years;
Introduce a new graduated payment 
mortgage program;
Increase the size of the mortgage 
program.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Approximately $306 million of mortgage loans have been sold as of October 1, 2002. 

 Future activities for Faculty Housing assistance include the further development of a housing internet site to better support the campuses in utilizing housing assistance programs and the possible addition of another private lender as an “Affinity Lender” to provide a wider range of options for all University employees to assist them with their purchase, refinance, and equity-line needs.



Campus Plans for Additional 
Faculty and Staff Housing

Nine campuses are exploring plans for 
developing additional for-sale and/or 
rental units resources for faculty and 
staff.
As of June 30, 2002, there are 966 for-
sale housing units and 711 rental units 
for faculty and staff.  



Status

Revised mortgage program guidelines 
have been implemented.

New graduated-payment mortgage 
program has been launched.

Mortgage pool has been sold.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Significant efforts have already been made to improve the UC’s ability to assist its faculty and staff in obtaining Housing.




Summary

Housing is a critical resource.

Need to monitor progress toward 
housing goals.

Annual housing report to Regents.



Today’s Agenda

Overview
Enrollment plans 
Faculty recruitment and 
retention
Resources
Housing task force report
Summary and future topics

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 We appreciate your interest in our presentations.  In our enthusiasm, we have undoubtedly compressed too much into this session. In the future we will address fewer topics at each meeting.

 To underscore Regent Lozano’s last comments, our intention is to anticipate and analyze policy and planning issues facing California and UC, develop options for discussion with The Regents, and then take vigorous action to address them.  We intend to come back to you with plans to address the indicators that cause us the greatest concern. 



Take-Home Messages

Higher education is more important than ever
UC faces a period of exceptional growth
Can we maintain quality given California’s 
fiscal crisis?
California is well positioned for economic 
competitiveness later in the decade
But, the state may be slower in rebounding 
this time
So, need to monitor benchmarks continuously

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 The take home messages from today’s presentation are summarized on this slide. 
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Slow Moving Indicators

Graduation rates for undergraduates
Research funding
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Undergraduate enrollment
Graduate enrollment
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Facilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 The questions for you to consider at this point are:  Are we on track?  Do you agree with our assessment of the University’s performance for each of these measures? 

 Staying on track will require deliberate and concerted action.  Monitoring is important, but action is paramount. 



Future Topics

Regular review of the benchmarks 

Focused discussions on key topics

Demographic trends
Enrollment projections
Competitive salaries
Capital program funding
Graduate student support
Technology transfer

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 In the future, we intend to review with you progress on these benchmarks on a regular basis.  We also intend to return with in-depth discussions on topics of particular interest or concern.  We will also provide more comparative information, comparing UC with other universities. 

 So please ask yourselves three questions:  
 	1.     Have we identified the right issues?	
	2.     Have we identified the right indicators to assess our 		        performance?
	3.     What are the future topics that you would like us to 	  	        address?

 Mr. Chairman, we welcome the Regents’ comments and questions. 
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