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Presentation Outline

A Background on the audit request

A Background on the University of California

A Audit findings
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(Dollars in millions)

Higher Education Climate
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Higher Education Climate
-rising tuition
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Higher Education Climate
-increasing nonresident enroliment

A From 200506 through 201415:

I 432 % Increase In honresident enrollment
T 10 % increase In resident enrollment

A Big question:
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decisions adversely impacted resident students?
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2015-107 REVISION #2
University of California—Budget,
Enrollment and Executive
Compensation

Joint Legislative Audit Committee
1020 N Street, Room {07
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Background on the

University of California

A-ounded in 1868
A252,000 students at 10 campuses

A-lagship campuses: Berkeley, Los Angeles,
and San Diego

AConstitutionally autonomous

Administered by the Regertsan independent
governing board with 26 members.
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Background on the
University of California

AThe head of the university is the president
Janet Napolitano.

Arhe academic senate, through its Board of
Admission and Relations with Schools
(BOARS), sets admission standards.

An general, admissions decisions are made by
campuses.
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A MASTER PLAN

for

HIGHER EDUCATION
IN CALIFORNIA

1960-1975

Adigher education framework for the State of California
AThe university is to admit the top 12.5% of California high school
graduates.
ANonresident students must be held to the upper half of admitted
residents.



$27 billion in annual revenue

Pell Grants—$376 (1%)
Other—$891 (3%)

Department of Energy
Laboratories—$1,235 (5%)

Auxiliary Enterprises—
31,394 (5%)

Medical Centers—

$8,973 (33%)

Educational Activities—
»$2.740 (10%)

REVENUES

Total
$ 2 7 3 3 8 State General Fund—
’ - 7$2,792 (10%)
Grants and Contracts— "\ Tuition and Fees—$3,784 (14%)

$5,153 (19%)



What the audit found

AThe university undermined its
commitment to resident students.

\\
AThe university did not sufficiently -”i.; :
5 5 g Shc @ The University of California
reduce its costs before increasing tuition I ——
and nonresident enrollment. l; -

AThe university has not adequately
monitored campus spending and per
student funding inequities persist. LEADERSHIP
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First Key Finding

The university undermined its commitment to
resident students.
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The University Undermined its
Commitment to Residents
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Number of Nonresidents

The University Undermined its
Commitment to Residents

I Percent change since 355%

academic year 2005-06

applicants admitted l Nonresidents
who applied

50,000 — - I Percentage of nonresident

40,000 |[—

430%
30,000 [—
Nonresidents

who were admitted

20,000 |—
10,000 E Nonresidents

who enrolled

—

| | | 1 1 | 1} | 1 ]

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Academic Year



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, ACADEMIC SENATE
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that principle #6 related

Daniel L. Simmons Chair of the Assembly and the Academic Council
Telephone: (510) 987-0711 Faculty Representative to the Board of Regents

Fax: (310) 763-0309 University of California
Email: Daniel Simmons@ucop.edu 1111 Frankiin Street, 12th Floor
Oakland, California 94607-5200

June 24, 2011

MARK YUDOF, PRESIDENT
LAWRENCE PITTS, PROVOST AND EVP
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Re: Revision of Principles for Non-Resident Enrollment
Dear Mark and Larry:

At its meeting on June 22. the Academic Council unanimously approved a revision to the Non-
Resident Enrollment Principles authored by BOARS and endorsed by the Academic Council in
2009. Due to greater selectivity at certain campuses, and the broadening of the eligibility policy,
BOARS recommended that Principle #6 be revised to state, “Non-resident domestic and
international students admitted to a campus should compare favorably to California residents
admitted at that campus,” rather than to applicants in the “upper half of those ordinarily eligible” as
stated in the Master Plan.

I have enclosed BOARS’ letter explaining the need for the revision. as well as a red-lined version of
the Principles for Non-Resident Enrollment, and a final version. Council requests that you circulate
these documents to the campus admissions offices, EVCs, and the Enrollment Management Couneil.
We will send the revised policy to the Divisional Senates and the campus admissions committees.

Thank you for your assistance in disseminating the revised document, and please do not hesitate to
contact me or BOARS"® Chair Bill Jacob if you have any questions.

Smecerely.

D] 1S sy

Daniel L. Simmons. Chair
Academic Couneil

Copy: Academic Council
Martha Winnacker, Academic Senate Executive Director
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The University has Admitted Increasing
Numbers of Nonresidents Who Have Lowe
Test Scores and GPAs than Residents



