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THE PROBLEM:

An approximately 3% cut in the system-wide UC budget as a result of a decrease in funds from
the state. [The UCOP statements call this a “20% cut” but that just refers to the cut in state funding, which is a
relatively small portion of the total UC budget - Ed.]

WHO PAYS?

The most visible and publicized “solutions” that have been implemented:

• 108,000 full-time employees will experience a reduction of 4 to 10%
• Cumulative 55% fee increase since Spring 2009 (including increases of 9% and 32% in 2009,

followed by another 8% in 2010). Fees had already increased over 250% in the last
decade.

• A plan to double the percentage of out-of-state-students (to 26%) that will particularly hurt working-
class and minority students.

These two decisions alone deserve intense scrutiny. The furloughs were managed in an undemocratic manner
that disregarded shared governance. Despite calls from legislators, faculty, unions, and others, the full UC
budget has not been made public. Without this budget, no on can evaluate the real necessity of
these extraordinary and unprecedented measures.

But what are the other consequences? Most of us have also noticed that our departments have cut
hours, phone lines, photocopying budgets, and other similar material resources. An incomplete list:

Layoffs
• More than 512 workers were laid off at UC Berkeley between January 2009 and May 2010 (Birgenau

interview).
• Another 150 employees will be laid off in 2011 (and 130 positions will be eliminated in 2011 through

voluntary departures and retirement). [Non-replacement leaves current employees doing what was once the work of 2-
3 of their colleagues – Ed.]

• Ninety department MSOs - the most senior and experienced members of staff - have been laid off at
UC Berkeley.

Classes and Teaching
• Classes cut. At UC Berkeley the number of classes has been decreased by 8-10%. It will now require

an extra semester for many undergraduates to receive a degree.
o Due to a 50% cut in funding, the Physical Education Program reduced the number of classes

offered by almost half.
• Lecturers let go. According to the Letters & Sciences Dean's Office, lecturer appointments were reduced

by 30% in 2009-2010.
o The French Department laid-off most of its lecturers for 2010-2011; significant layoffs occurred in

Comparative Literature as well.
o The School of Engineering issued layoff notices for 2010-11 to all continuing lecturers.
o East Asian Languages has lost all of its non-contracted lecturers.

• Efforts to increase diversity recruitment and retention gutted. The Engineering Department has been forced to
close the Center for Underrepresented Engineering Students (CUES). CUES was one of the UC



Berkeley diversity programs that makes up the Coalition for Excellence and Diversity in Mathematics, Science
and Engineering that won the 1998 Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics, and Engineering
Mentoring.

Childcare and Healthcare
• The Early Childhood Education Program – which provides daycare to UC Berkeley faculty, students, and staff –

currently faces a budget deficit of $300,000 and an increased fee to the university for the use of
facilities (up to 9% of total revenue in 2010-11, from 7% in 2009-2010). Beginning in Fall of 2011, “Student
parents will no longer be guaranteed that their children will have continual child care
services…and subsidized summer child care services will cease to be offered to parents” in
summer 2011 (Daily Cal 11/16/10). Currently there are only 250 slots for infants, toddlers, and preschool-
aged children at UC Berkeley-run child care centers on campus.

• At the Tang Center, there are now $30 co-pays per urgent care visit [which were free as recently as
Spring 2009 – Ed.] and $15 co-pays per primary care visit. Procedures that were once paid for by
insurance will now cost students potentially hundreds of dollars.

Research
• The business budget of the Office of Research was cut 20% (of a $60 million budget), forcing consolidation of

research units into Research Enterprise Services. According to many faculty, this effort has not only cost long-
term employees their jobs, but has eliminated years of institutional knowledge and
specialized experience in applying for and managing grants (Daily Californian, 7/30/09).

• Cuts have also forced centers and departments to eliminate sources of funding for both graduate students and
undergraduates. To cite one example: Mini-grants from the Center for Latino Policy Research for
the Latino Studies Center have been entirely eliminated (UC Berkeley Budget Crisis).

Libraries

• Library budgets were cut by more than $4 million (18%) at UC Berkeley in 2009. This has meant the
loss of 30 full-time employees in 2009-2010 and the loss of money to employ student workers
[Employment that is often part of a work-study or financial aid package for undergraduates – Ed.]. (Chronicle of Higher
Education, 11/22/09).

• After UC Berkeley closed all but two libraries on Saturdays early in the 2009-2010 academic year,
80 students staged a 24-hour occupation of the Anthropology Library to protest the cuts. As a result, Berkeley
restored library hours throughout the campus [We CAN make a difference by speaking out! - Ed.]
(Library Journal).

• Since then, however, the cuts have not stopped. After a coordinated response by undergraduates,
graduate students, and the union that represents librarians on campus (the American Federation of Teachers), a
proposed 35% cut in hours to the new East Asian Library was forestalled – until Fall 2011.

…SO WHERE IS THE MONEY GOING?

Operational Excellence
In October 2009, Bain & Company was hired by high-level UC Administrators to evaluate and propose systematic changes
to how teaching and research support systems and staff are organized at UC Berkeley. These changes have been designed
and in some cases implemented without accountability to faculty, staff, or students. “Though the campus
hired the firm in October 2009 at a cost of $3 million, the firm's continued support of the initiative through Dec. 31 of
this year cost an additional $4.5 million…[A]dditional funding may be required to complete the initiative's implementation.
A clause of the Phase Two Amendment of Operational Excellence signed April 1 states that the initiative may
require much more funding, estimating further investments at $50 million to $70 million in total
over the next three years, with annual costs of $5 million thereafter. Further investments will occur in
process redesign, automation projects, people and training, the amendment said.” UC officials (including Chancellor
Birgenau) have set the savings target of OE at $75 million – of which only $5 million may therefore accrue
to the university (as opposed to funding Bain & Company). (Daily Cal 1/18/11)



Operational Excellence is currently in the process of implementing its “Organization Simplification” initiative, whereby
each of 27 units within UC Berkeley both reorganize their internal structure and shift many of their services to new,
centralized offices – laying off 200 employees in the process. Performance is not – per the OE’s own FAQ – a criteria in
deciding who is laid off (OE FAQ). [While centralization can often be an effective cost-saving measure, many faculty and long-
time workers have expressed concern that this process has been done without respect for the years or decades of expertise and
specialized knowledge developed at the department level – Ed.]

Construction
Have you noticed that while classes and services are cut on campus, constructionhasn’t slowed down? The UC uses
tuition payments as collateral on bonds issued to finance construction – and its excellent bond rating (higher
than the state) is a direct consequence of its stated willingness to raise tuition to pay back these bonds. UC paid $300
million in bond interest in 2009. The UC “chose to take on $1.35B in new construction debt for 70 projects
in August 2009—one month after imposing employee furloughs that ‘saved’ $170M” and in so doing “committed to
spending $70-80M in extra interest payments for years into the future…It’s thus likely that the interest due on new
projects funded during 2009 alone will have eaten up more than half of UC’s ‘savings’ from the
furloughs” (Bob Meister, Prof. of Political & Social Thought, UCSC). In other words: UC administrators have not only
chosen to expand physically at the expense of those who work for and teach at the university, but
they are increasing tuition in order to do so.

Raises & Bonuses for Upper-Level Management [… the folks we students never see – Ed.]

From 1997-2007, the number of students in the UC system grew 39%. The number of faculty grew 24%. The number of
administrators in management positions: 118%. UC could have saved $800 million per year if management
had grown as fast as the rest of the university instead of four times faster. This alone would cover state funding
cuts from 2008 – 2010. (Keep Education Public).

At the January 20 Regents Meeting – after Governor Brown announced a new round of funding cuts to public universities
– “UC officials reported giving rewards of $150 to $41,205 to nearly 1,500 UCSF employees who met performance
targets, raising the pay of some campus executives to above market rate, and providing 10 percent raises of about
$20,000 a year to three executives at their Oakland headquarters” – more than $4 million in bonuses (SF
Chronicle 1/21/2011). Thirty percent of these bonuses and raises came from taxpayers funds; the rest came from
parking and medical center revenue. [That’s 1.2 million in taxpayer funds – enough to pay the salaries and fee remission of 43
GSIs or provide full two semester scholarships to 100 undergraduates – in bonuses – Ed.]

Some – including Peter Taylor, the UC’s chief financial officer – have argued that these raises are necessary to recruit and
retain “top talent”. [I guess we students, faculty, and workers are mediocre and/or interchangeable – Ed.] This fails to explain,
however, why even baseline salaries of high level administrators often outstrip pay at comparable
institutions: “At UC Berkeley for example, the new vice chancellor for administration and finance will earn a base
salary of $375,000 - 9 percent higher than the salary midpoint of $344,000 earned by colleagues at other universities,
UC officials reported” (SF Chronicle 1/21/2011). [One has to wonder about an institution that hires outside consultants to
improve management at the same time it gives bonuses to our apparently so-awesome-as-to-be-irreplaceable administrators – Ed.]

ARE THERE OTHER SOLUTIONS?

Absolutely. Here’s some—of many—alternate proposals.

• REDUCE THE PAY OF THE TOP 2% OF EARNERS BY A MORE APPROPRIATE PERCENTAGE. Reduce the
pay of the top 2% of earners and modify the furloughs plan to incorporate the following two principles. First,
make cuts to the salaries of high-income earners include “bonus pay.” Under the approved Furlough/Salary
Reduction Plan, only base pay is reduced. This works to the advantage of high earners, shielding significant
amounts of their income from reductions and leaving over $900 million in extra pay protected from the plan.
Over 75% of this protected pay goes to workers who make more than $90,000 yearly. Second, don’t cut off the
top tier of cuts at those making $240K, but add additional tiers for those earning above that. SAVINGS OF
$220 MILLION

• USING UNRESTRICTED INVESTMENTS. UC holds a massive, $8.5 billion combined investment portfolio. These
funds consist of highly liquid assets and longer-term investments. If UC borrowed 1% of the unrestricted cash
balances in its combined investment portfolio, more than $70 million would be freed to deal with critical



operational needs. Although UC earmarks these funds for programs, some portion is discretionary at the
Regents’ and President’s choosing. As recently as last November, the Regents allocated up to $1.4 BILLION of
unrestricted funds for a special mortgage program available to the senior executives and tenured faculty.
Maintaining core operations at the University is at least as important as this priority. Furthermore, according to
the University’s own budgeting documents, there is precedent for using investment funds to help meet a state
budget shortfall, as was done in 1993. INCREASED FUNDS OF $50 MILLION.

• CUT WASTEFUL SPENDING—SAVINGS OF $40 MILLION. UC must cut non-crucial spending—including but
not limited to renovations of UC mansions, executive rentals of non-UC property, non-crucial travel, and
consultants’ contracts—before any consideration of cutting vital services. The refusal to release the full budget
cannot help but create the suspicion that these budgetary items remain untouched. SAVINGS OF $40
MILLION.

Another comprehensive proposal would save more than $550 million, courtesy of joint efforts by AFSCME
(representing janitorial and other facilities service workers) and UC-AFT (representing lecturers and librarians):

• ELIMINATE MANAGEMENT INEFFICIENCIES.  Since 2004, UC’s management has grown twice as fast as non-
management employees. In fact, $1.6 billion in cash compensation went to management in 2009. Thus, adjusting
UC’s system-wide management ratio from 7:1 to 10:1 would. SAVE $530 MILLION ANNUALLY.

• ELIMINATE THE SENIOR MANAGEMENT SUPPLEMENTAL BENEFIT PROGRAM. UC puts 5% of about 200
highly paid executives’ annual pay into retirement savings accounts. These funds are available to executives after
they retire, in addition to UC’s standard retirement benefits. One UC Task Force recommended that this
program be eliminated and that “other compensation solutions should be developed and adopted” for senior
managers. SAVINGS OF $2.5 MILLION ANNUALLY.

• ELIMINATE THE 415(M) RESTORATION PLAN. This plan supplements the annual retirement income of certain
managers and faculty with additional income beyond the $195,000 pension limit established by the
Internal Revenue Code. SAVINGS OF $20 MILLION ANNUALLY AFTER 2020.




