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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.


http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates.

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 [2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % $ % $ % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $6,946| $7,190 $7,442| $7,702 $7,972| $8,252(3.5% $244(3.5% $252(3.5% $260( 3.5% $270( 3.5% $280
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $6,946| $7,190 $7,442| $7,702 $7,972| $8,252(3.5% $244(3.5% $252(3.5% $260( 3.5% $270( 3.5% $280
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory $12,570 $12,966( $13,368| $13,788| $14,220| $14,670(3.2% $396|3.1% $402]3.1% $420]3.1% $432]3.2% $450
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561| $1,608 $1,656| $1,706 $1,758| $1,810(3.0% $47|3.0% $48( 3.0% $50( 3.0% $52(3.0% $52
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. | $12,245| $12,245( $12,245| $12,245| $12,245| $12,245(0.0% S0( 0.0% $0[ 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0[ 0.0% S0
Tuition
Other (explain N/A SO0| N/A SO0l N/A SO| N/A SO0 N/A S0
below)***
Total Fees (CA $21,077| $21,764| $22,466( $23,196| $23,950| $24,732(3.3% $687(3.2% $702(3.2% $730( 3.3% $754(3.3% $782
resident)
Total Fees $33,322| $34,009| $34,711( $35,441| $36,195| $36,977(2.1% $687(2.1% $702(2.1% $730(2.1% $754(2.2% $782
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.

Additional comments:
A PDST of $6,000/year was instituted in 2010-11, for all of the College of Environmental Design’s (CED’s) graduate professional
programs (Master of Architecture, Master of City Planning, Master of Landscape Architecture), and the Master of Urban Design
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(technically a Graduate Group but administered by CED). This fee was not increased until 2016-17. Since then, it has been raised 5%
per year, and is $6,946 for the 2018-19 academic year. These increases were implemented to help maintain the inflation-adjusted
value of the PDST, which had fallen to approximately $5,400 in 2017 dollars. This proposal seeks a 3.5% increase per year.

I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

PDST helps to support five graduate professional programs housed in the College of Environmental Design: Master of Architecture (2
year or 3 year tracks with no summer terms), Master of Advanced Architectural Design (1 year with no summer terms), Master of
Landscape Architecture (2 year or 3 year tracks with no summer terms), Master of City Planning (2 years with no summer term), and
Master of Urban Design (1 year with a terminal summer term). These programs were established to support the design and
development of California’s cities and regions. Students earn degrees in Master of Architecture, Master of Advanced Architectural
Design, Master of Landscape Architecture, Master of City Planning, and Master of Urban Design.

They produce a significant share of California’s environmental design professionals, including many of the state’s thought leaders.
Graduates work in public and nonprofit sectors as well as private sector firms. Public sector professionals hold positions at all levels
of government (both national and international). Those working in nonprofit organizations serve groups involved in a wide range of
endeavors, including community-based economic development, environmental sustainability, climate adaption, social and
environmental justice, food access, urban policy, health cities, transportation, and affordable housing. In the private sector,
environmental designers produce urban and regional land use and demographic analysis consulting, and design buildings and public
places for a wide range of clients.

PDST fee levels are uniform across these programs, and resources support similar types of program enhancement including
technology, the participation of top professionals in teaching programs, and recruitment of diverse student body (as detailed later in
the proposal).

Four of the five programs (Architecture, Landscape Architecture, and City Planning) are accredited and all are highly ranked. The
exception is the Master of Urban Design, a field that does not currently have an accrediting body.
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Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

Our last multi-year plan, which spanned from 2016-17 through 2018-19, articulated several goals, and PDST funds were used as
follows:

(1) Improvements in computing and fabrication technology.

Computing technology in highly visual fields such as architecture, landscape architecture, city planning, and urban design is
advancing rapidly. Computing labs (i.e., desktop computers, monitors, printers, plotters, and scanners) serving the PDST programs
were upgraded during the period of the last multi-year plan, to accommodate advanced digital design and visualization programs
and high resolution output requirements. In the fabrication area, PDST funds helped support the acquisition of new 3-D printers and
a large multi-axial blade cutter.

(2) Increasing the presence of renowned professionals in the curriculum.

As a matter of program quality and relevance, all PDST programs require the participation of distinguished professional practitioners
to offer specialized design and planning courses. PDST funds were used to recruit such practitioners to lead courses and studios in
each of CED’s professional programs.

(3) Improvements in infrastructure.
In order to enhance the learning environments of PDST students, a share of PDST funds were utilized to upgrade classroom lighting
and furniture as well as common spaces such as student lounges and study zones.

(4) Targeted fellowship support, in particular to recruit a diverse professional graduate student population.

PDST funds were used to augment regular graduate fellowship resources in order to recruit highly qualified and diverse professional
graduate students. For example, some of these funds helped to create First Year Fellowships, supporting first-year, first-semester
students with in-state tuition remission and stipends.
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(5) Upgrading classroom and instructional technology.
Over the last planning period, PDST funds helped to improve classroom projectors, video display and audio equipment, and in-class
computer technology.

(6) Improving student-faculty ratios.

As the programs have grown in the last few years and the number of ladder faculty has not kept up with this growth, student-faculty
ratios have been increasing. PDST funds were used to hire more practitioners and adjunct faculty to try to maintain student-faculty
ratios within accreditation guidelines.

lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

This request reflects the continual rise in costs for the types of additional resources that were originally, and continue to be,
prioritized by our professional graduate students and faculty. In order to maintain program excellence and top rankings, and to
compete effectively with our peers, we have identified the following four goals:

e Keep pace with State-of-the-Art Design Technology.
The rapid rate of technological innovation in the design fields means that there is constant demand for new digital
equipment, software, and classroom and instructional technology; in addition, heavy use requires the regular refresh of
infrastructure. The consequences of not keeping pace in this arena are a reduction in program quality, lower academic
rankings, and challenges in recruiting students. Students benefit by having access to the latest analog and digital design
equipment and software in computer and fabrication labs, studios, and classrooms so that they will have the skills to be
recruited by top firms.
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e Attract Distinguished Professional Faculty.
Attracting the most prominent professional practitioners to be involved in CED’s PDST programs is central to the quality of
our professional design/planning education, and ability to recruit students. Students need — and expect — that their courses
will be taught by a mix of academics as well as professionals, and rely on these professional practitioners to teach them some

of the more technical and practical aspects of their fields and help them make career connections with industry, nonprofits,
and government.

e Lower Student-to-Faculty Ratios.
As cohorts have grown over time, ladder faculty growth has not kept pace, increasing student-faculty ratios —in some
programs jeopardizing accreditation. Lowering these ratios increases program quality, and aides CED in maintaining its
rankings and accreditations. It also personalizes learning and allows faculty to adapt to diverse student needs and learning
styles. In addition, lower ratios allow more frequent/meaningful faculty-student interactions, helping students identify
internships and other opportunities, and develop career options.

e Recruit a Talented & Diverse Student Population.
With extraordinarily high costs-of-living in the Bay Area, we used PDST funds over the past planning period to provide
additional student fellowship support and to be able to compete with comparator institutions for the most talented and
diverse professional graduate students. With this proposed increase we will continue this support for students impacted by
these high costs. In and of itself, a diverse student body increases program quality, injecting a wide range of views and
perspectives on design and planning, and preparing PDST students to work in diverse communities. Prospective students
value such diversity; lack of diversity makes recruiting more difficult.

CED’s professional graduate programs were ranked #1 among all public institutions in 2017. Rankings fell slightly in 2018, as budget
resources to support these programs remained tightly constrained and costs continued to rise. The goals above are all essential
educational benefits afforded by the proposed PDST increase.

If the PDST increase is not approved, CED risks declining in academic quality and the most respected rankings, while also increasing
difficulties in recruiting top students and faculty, as detailed above.
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lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19 in
the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please
leave those columns blank).

Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19| Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
PDST Revenue| 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments S0 SO S0 SO $0 S0 S0
Benefits/UCRP Cost $134,059 $4,022 $4,142 $4,267 $4,395 $4,527 $155,411
Providing Student Services $636,027 $19,081 $19,653 $20,243 $20,850 $21,476 $737,330
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio $327,099 $16,388 $16,405 $16,797 $17,301 $17,820 $411,809
Expanding Instructional Support Staff $352,262 $17,012 $17,123 $17,592 $18,120 $18,663 $440,772
Instructional Equipment Purchases $133,500 $4,005 $4,125 $4,249 $4,376 $4,508 $154,763
Providing Student Financial Aid $864,316 $25,929 $26,707 $27,509 $28,334 $29,184 $1,001,979
Other Non-salary Cost Increases S0 S0 $0 S0 $0 S0 S0
Facilities Expansion/Renewal S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Other (Please explain in the "Additional $91,500 $2,745 $3,950 $4,374 $5,310 $6,163 $114,042
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue $2,538,763 $89,182 $92,106 $95,030 $98,685 $102,340 $3,016,106

Additional Comments:
Other = course travel, events, and supplies

lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

To keep our PDST increase as low as possible, CED has instituted a rigorous process to more efficiently and effectively contain and
track costs related to our graduate programs, utilized restricted funds wherever possible, and utilized non-PDST reserves. We have
also intensified philanthropic fundraising efforts, especially around our annual fund, which generates discretionary revenues. For
example, last year’s Big Give one-day fundraising effort was specifically targeted to diversity student support, including graduate
fellowships. Lastly, we have engaged in a variety of revenue generation efforts, including the expansion of our summer fee-based
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programs; introduction of a self-supporting Master of Real Estate Development & Design; new global training programs; and the
development of a rent-paying café in Wurster Hall.

l1l.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

Our program proposes to increase PDST by 3.5% each year for the next 5 years.

lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enrollment in the table below.

Enrollment

2018-19| 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 189 189 189 189 189 189
Domestic Nonresident 49 49 49 49 49 49
International 128 128 128 128 128 128
Total 366 366 366 366 366 366

Additional Comments
CED has grown it’s enrollment by 20% in the last four years and we have reached our building capacity. As such, we anticipate flat
combined enrollment across our PDST programs over the next 5 years.

IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or
only private comparators, please list those.

|:| If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following
table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.
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First Year Annual Charges

Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Residents % S % S % S % S % $
University of Virginia $19,950 | $20,549 | $21,165 | $21,800 | $22,454 | $23,128 | 3% $599 | 3% $616 | 3% $635 | 3% $654 | 3% $674
University of Washington $17,514 | $18,039 | $18,581 | $19,138 | $19,712 | $20,304 | 3% $525 3% $541 3% $557 3% $574 3% $591
University of Michigan $30,468 | $31,382 | $32,324 | $33,293 | $34,292 | $35,321 | 3% $914 | 3% $941 | 3% $970 | 3% $999 | 3%| $1,029
Harvard $50,270 | $51,778 | $53,331 | $54,931 | $56,579 | $58,277 | 3% $1,508 | 3%| $1,553| 3%| $1,600| 3%| $1,648| 3%| $1,697
Massachusetts Institute of Technology | $51,832 | $53,387 | $54,989 | $56,638 | $58,337 | $60,087 | 3% $1,555 | 3%| $1,602 | 3%| $1,650| 3%| $1,699 | 3%| $1,750
University of Pennsylvania $55,206 | $56,862 | $58,568 | $60,325 | $62,135 | $63,999 | 3% $1,656 3%| $1,706 3%| $1,757 3%| $1,810 3%| $1,864
Public Average $22,644 | $23,323 | $24,023 | $24,744 | $25,486 | $26,251 | 3% $679 | 3% $700 | 3% $721 | 3% $742 | 3% $765
Private Average $52,436 | $54,009 | $55,629 | $57,298 | $59,017 | $60,788 | 3% $1,573 | 3%| $1,620 | 3%| S$1,669| 3%| $1,719| 3%| $1,771
Public and Private Average $37,540 | $38,666 | $39,826 | $41,021 | $42,252 | $43,519 | 3% $1,126 | 3%| $1,160 | 3%| $1,195| 3%| S$1,231| 3%| $1,268
UCB CED program $21,077 | $21,764 | $22,466 | $23,196 | $23,950 | $24,732 | 3% $687 | 3% $702 | 3% $730 | 3% $754 | 3% $782
Nonresidents

University of Virginia $31,732 | $32,684 | $33,664 | $34,674 | $35,715 | $36,786 | 3% $952 | 3% $981 | 3%| $1,010| 3%| $1,040| 3%| $1,071
University of Washington $30,345 [ $31,255 | $32,193 | $33,159 | $34,154 | $35,178 | 3% $910 3% $938 3% $966 3% $995 3%| $1,025
University of Michigan $44,438 | $45,771 | $47,144 | $48,559 | $50,015 | $51,516 | 3% $1,333 | 3%| $1,373| 3%| $1,414| 3%| $1,457 | 3%| $1,500
Harvard $50,270 | $51,778 | $53,331 | $54,931 | $56,579 | $58,277 | 3% $1,508 | 3%| $1,553| 3%| $1,600| 3%| $1,648| 3%| $1,697
Massachusetts Institute of Technology | $51,832 $53,387 | $54,989 | $56,638 | $58,337 | $60,087 | 3% $1,555 3%| $1,602 3%| $1,650 3%| $1,699 3%| $1,750
University of Pennsylvania $55,206 | $56,862 | $58,568 | $60,325 | $62,135 | $63,999 | 3% $1,656 3%| $1,706 3%| $1,757 3%| $1,810 3%| $1,864
Public Average $35,505 | $36,570 | $37,667 | $38,797 | $39,961 | $41,160 | 3% $1,065 | 3%| $1,097 | 3%| $1,130 | 3%| $1,164 | 3%| $1,199
Private Average $52,436 | $54,009 | $55,629 | $57,298 | $59,017 | $60,788 | 3% $1,573 | 3%| $1,620 | 3%| S$1,669| 3%| $1,719| 3%| $1,771
Public and Private Average $35,679 | $36,750 | $37,852 | $38,988 | $40,157 | $41,362 | 3% $1,070 | 3%| $1,102 | 3%| $1,136| 3%| $1,170| 3%| $1,205
UCB CED program $33,322 | $34,009 | $34,711 | $35,441 | $36,195 | $36,977 | 2% $687 | 2% $702 | 2% $730 | 2% $754 | 2% $782

Source(s):

University of Virginia: http://records.ureg.virginia.edu/content.php?catoid=46&navoid=3391#tuit fees

University of Washington: https://opb.washington.edu/sites/default/files/opb/2018-19TriCampusAnnualTuitionAndFee.pdf
University of Michigan: https://taubmancollege.umich.edu/urbanplanning/admissions/estimated-cost-attendance
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Harvard: https://www.gsd.harvard.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Master-Degree-Budget-18-19.pdf
MIT: https://registrar.mit.edu/registration-academics/tuition-fees/graduate
University of Pennsylvania: https://www.design.upenn.edu/graduate-admissions/tuition-and-financial-aid

Additional Comments:
Fees include everything except health insurance and living expenses.

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other characteristics
do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be comparable to
these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve comparability to an
aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

These institutions were selected for several reasons:

e FEach school listed shares CED’s basic structure (offering architecture, landscape architecture, and urban planning), is roughly
comparable in size, and offers high quality programs.

e CED competes with these institutions for high quality students, and especially with the private comparators, for diverse
students.

e CED regularly vies with some public comparators for top rankings among publics, especially UCLA (although UCLA has been
excluded from the list of comparators).

e Closing the current rankings gap between CED and Harvard, MIT, and the other private comparators listed is an aspiration,
which, given resources, can be accomplished within a 5-year time horizon.

IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

Our program costs are amongst the lowest for top schools in our field. For residents, in 2018-19 our total tuition is slightly below the

average for our comparator public institution programs (521,077 versus $22,644 or $1,567) and significantly below the average for
the private comparator programs (521,077 versus $52,436 or $31,359). By 2023-24, the gaps are $1,519 and $36,056, respectively.
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For nonresidents in 2019, the public and private comparators are, respectively, $2,183 and $19,114 more expensive. By 2023-24,
under our increase proposal, these gaps are actually even wider: $4,183 and $23,811.

Given these comparisons, we believe that our proposed program costs are reasonable.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

The quality of our PDST programs is rooted in CED’s history of multidisciplinary training, focus on social and environmental issues
linked to the built environment, and the cross-college and cross-campus programs available to professional graduate students. The
college faculty spans the sciences, social sciences, engineering, the arts and humanities, policy and design, and works at the
intersection of foundational and applied research. For example, CED has one of the most vibrant programs on housing compared to
our peers, as well as research efforts around building performance, new materials and technology, urban climate adaptation and
design, sustainable transportation and land use, design innovation, and the urban humanities. These strengths allow faculty to offer
a wide range of advanced courses, studios and seminars benefitting PDST students and giving them career advantages. Not
incidentally, a sizable share of students are able to participate in research led by full-time ladder faculty. In addition, our professional
graduate students benefit from access to intellectual resources of the top comprehensive public university in the country.

CED is particularly distinctive in comparison with most of its comparators in that each of its constituent programs is very strong.
Private sector peers tend to focus more on formal design and have a narrower professional orientation. Michigan does have a
landscape architecture program but it is a different academic unit, and does not enjoy the multidisciplinary dialog that is essential to
CED’s professional students. Washington is structurally similar to CED, but does not draw the caliber of graduate professional
students that CED attracts.
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V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enrollment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if
available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are

available.

Actual Actual Actual Estimated | Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented n/a n/a
African American 3.5% 3.8% 3.0% 3.4% n/a n/a
Chicanx/Latinx 10.4% 11.3% 9.2% 10.3% n/a n/a
American Indian 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% n/a n/a
Subtotal Underrepresented 13.9% 15.4% 12.5% 13.9% n/a n/a
Asian/EastIndian 8.9% 7.5% 11.5% 9.3% n/a n/a
White 33.2% 31.9% 28.5% 31.2% n/a n/a
Other/ Unknown 9.5% 9.1% 10.9% 9.8% n/a n/a
International 34.5% 36.1% 36.6% 35.7% n/a n/a
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% n/a n/a
Socioeconomic
% Pell recipients 21.8% 27.3% 31.9% 31.0% n/a n/a
Gender
% Male 44.9% 48.6% 42.8% 44.0% n/a n/a
% Female 55.1% 51.4% 57.2% 56.0% n/a n/a

Sources:
UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: UC Corporate data
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

In the table above, one can see that the breakdown of underrepresented groups remains fairly constant over the last few years. CED
averages 13.9% underrepresented groups, 35.7% international, and 31.2% white over the last 3 years. These numbers represent an
already diverse student body, but there is always room for improvement.

There are no consistent comparable time-series data on race/ethnic diversity for these comparator programs in architecture or
landscape architecture. Only point in time estimates are available for these programs, and for different years. Thus we are unable to
report data for all comparator PDST programs in Table 5. However, we do have access to data from the National Architectural
Accreditation Board (NAAB) and the American Society of Landscape Architect (ASLA), both of which include a wide range of schools
in the US. According to NAAB, in 2016, 49% of all graduating architecture masters students were white. According to ASLA, 66% of
landscape architecture students were white in 2017. Comparator schools are apt to look very different than national numbers
indicate. As in the case of the master of planning degree data provided below, private comparators are likely to have far more
international students than CED’s architecture and landscape architecture programs, and private programs are apt to have larger
shares of underrepresented minorities, while public peer programs will share our range depending on their ability to fully fund such
students.

The Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) does provide race/ethnicity data on all US professional city planning
graduate program students and archives historical data for Masters students by institution. Data relate to domestic diversity and
numbers of international students. In 2017, 66% of this total was white; 10% was African American, with all other racial groups being
less than 10% of the total student population. Just over of 12% of the total were Hispanic (versus 88% non-Hispanic). Note that these
data separate tabulations of race and ethnicity, and thus they are not fully additive (for example, a student can be both African-
American and Hispanic). In contrast, CED’s professional graduate city planning student population in 2017 was 53% white, and had
16% underrepresented minority students (11% Latino, 5% African American). The ACSP data come from a very broad range of
colleges and universities, many of which are not R1 institutions, have lower entrance requirements, and take in significant numbers
of international students. Thus it is more meaningful to compare the demographics of Berkeley’s MCP program with its comparators.
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In 2017, the percent white at CED’s comparator institutions ranged from a low of 32% (MIT) to a high of 65% (UCLA), with Harvard,
Penn, Michigan, and Washington being 46%, 47%, 47% and 61% respectively. The dramatic differences are in part due to differences
in international student concentrations; private peers MIT, Penn and Harvard have far more such students than the publics (60% at
MIT versus 25% at Berkeley), driving down their percent white figures, which are calculated as a percent of total students. By
comparison (and using the same source), CED’s city planning professional student population was 53% white in that year —in
between the other public comparators (UCLA, Washington and Michigan). Looking at African American and Latino students, private
comparators ranged from 3% (Penn) to 18% (Harvard), where full-package funding for underrepresented minority students is the
norm. Public peers fell between 5% (UCLA) and 13% (Michigan). In contrast, CED’s comparable city planning student population was
16% African American or Latino — close to Harvard despite lacking that institution’s substantial base of fellowship funding for
professional graduate students.

Since the implementation of our PDST in 2010-11, we have appointed a Graduate Student Diversity Officer who works with other
graduate advisors on recruitment and retention strategies; coordinates a pre-semester ‘Start Up’ program that includes a workshop
on Building Community, as well as an Interactive Theater workshop, both of which focus on diversity; and supports the CED Students
of Color organization. In addition, as part of its Strategic Plan, CED has established a “Diversity Platforms Initiative” that has
constituted a working group on social difference and the built environment, and funds co-curricular activities focused on these
important issues. Indicators of success that we monitor include number of applications and yield (number of those admitted who
enroll) for underrepresented minorities.

In addition, CED has created a suite of Diversity Fellowships for professional graduate students that cover in-state tuition remission
and a stipend. In addition, diversity student support was the target of our 2017 BIG GIVE campaign, and will be a major priority in
the upcoming campus fundraising campaign. To increase the size of our diversity pipeline, we also created a Graduate Recruitment
Ambassadors program, which hires current professional degree students to run webinars for prospective as well as admitted
students, and to speak with applicants and admitted students about diversity at CED/Berkeley, address their concerns about climate,
and other matters.

14



UC Berkeley / College of Environmental Design / Master of Architecture, City Planning, Landscape Architecture, Urban Design
Established program
Established PDST

V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enrollment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

The share of students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates is almost a third, and has hovered between 22-32% over the last
three years (2015-2017), averaging 27%. Our strategy to promote access for students with modest resources is to provide as many
fellowships, graduate student instructorships, and graduate student researcher positions as possible. CED also prioritizes graduate
student support in its fundraising activities, and provides support to help students locate internships that can supplement their
resources.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

CED’s share of female professional graduate students in 2017 was 57%.

On average, architecture and landscape architecture graduate programs in the US have reached near-parity (with slightly more
males in architecture and slightly more females in landscape architecture). In architecture the share of females in 2017 was 54% and
69% in landscape architecture. There are not detailed data on comparator institutions for these two fields.

Again, however, there are comparator data available for city planning. Students in comparator city planning programs ranged from
highs of 62% female (Penn) to a low of 45% (Washington), with all other institutions being 50% or more. Berkeley’s overall gender
mix is 50-50.

Since all CED programs are at least at gender parity, we have no specific gender strategy. That said, should our share of female
students drop, we would take active steps to recruit women applicants, using standard approaches (faculty letter writing, for
example) as well as a variety of social media strategies.
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V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the composition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

We expect that the composition of students in our PDST programs will be relatively stable if not more diverse in terms of
underrepresented minority students and students from modest socio-economic backgrounds. Because of CED’s revenue generation
efforts, we project more revenue available for professional graduate student support beyond the 33% return to aid linked to PDST
program requirements. As important, UC Berkeley is a magnet for students from diverse backgrounds who seek to improve their
communities, tackle global challenges, and engage in critical or activist practices in addition to conventional professional careers.

V.f. In the tables below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.)

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent” faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.
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All Faculty (School or Department)** Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)
Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18
i 5.0% 4.9% 6.0% i 5.8% 5.7% 5.5%
Black/Afr-American Domestic Black/Afr-American Domes‘nc
International International
. ) Domestic 7.4% 8.2% 10.5% ) . Domestic 7.6% 9.4% 12.7%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) - Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International International
American Indian| Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% American Indian| Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 4.1% 4.1% 6.6% Domestic 5.8% 7.5% 7.3%
Asian/Pac Is - Asian/Pac Is -
International International
Domestic 71.1% 66.4% 64.8% Domestic 75.0% 71.7% 69.1%
White - White -
International International
Domestic 12.4% 16.4% 12.0% Domestic 5.8% 5.7% 5.5%
Other/Unknown - Other/Unknown -
International International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18
Female 42.2% 40.2% 39.1% Female 42.2% 43.4% 47.3%
Male 57.9% 59.8% 60.9% Male 57.8% 56.6% 52.7%

Source: Departmental HR files
V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

CED and its departments invest vigorous effort into the recruitment of diverse faculty. Since 2009-10, the college has recruited 20
ladder rank faculty, of which 50% were women, and 25% underrepresented minorities. Overall, in 2017 the CED ladder rank faculty
is 47% women and 18% African American or Latino. With each search, which are mostly at the untenured level, we target our
networking efforts on the most promising recent graduates as well as students now graduating. Given our increasing diversity, these
efforts are clearly paying dividends.
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VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

The college’s goal is that students leave its PDST programs with manageable debt that they are able to repay.

CED uses two metrics, percent students with debt, and average debt among those that have debt, to gauge and track affordability.
We track these metrics carefully; they have been trending in opposite directions, with the share of students with debt declining,
while the average debt among those carrying debt has increased. But this is a decidedly incomplete picture, however, since the only
data we can access refers to debt associated with public sector loans. Students obtain many other sorts of loans and financial
assistance, including foreign government fellowship programs (if they are international students), from family, and from private
lenders. Our non-scientific information indicates that the declining share of students with debt reflects (1) growing reliance on non-
government sources of loans, (2) growth in our international PDST student populations; (3) the fact that increasingly, students are
working for several years following their BA/BS degrees before returning for graduate school. The growth in the average amount of
debt among those reporting public sector loans also relate to fast-rising costs of living in the Berkeley area.

To limit debt, we attempt to offer lower cost programs than our key competitors (most of whom are private institutions) and
financial support. CED provides many students with some form of fellowship support. We also hire many professional graduate
students to serve as instructors in regular courses as well as for our intensive summer programs for high school, undergraduate, and
post-baccalaureate students. The college assists students (via our Career Services Office, mentoring and networking events, etc.) in
securing paying internships while they are in school, thus limiting their reliance of loans to the extent possible.

The ability of any individual student to readily handle the debt with which they graduate depends on several factors: starting salary

and salary progression; loan terms; costs of living in the geographic region in which a student settles/works; and other pressures on
disposable income (health challenges, number of dependents, etc.).
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Graduating Class 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Percent with Debt 56% 54% 49% 46% 44% 28% 28%
Cumulative Debt among Students $46,324 $46,459 $48,278 $49,942 $51,891 $49,557 $59,386
with Debt

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

The share of students with debt, and the average debt levels of CED’s professional graduate students have been changing —in
opposite directions, with percent of students with any debt at graduation falling, and the amount of debt among students with debt,
rising somewhat.

The PDST was instituted in 2010-11, but students were grandfathered into the program and did not pay the fee. All students were
paying the fee by 2013-14. Over this period, debt levels at graduation grew about 12% or $5,432. At the same time, the share of all
students with debt at graduation fell, from 56% in 2014 to 44% in 2014. By that time, the average debt was $51,891. The share of
students with debt has continued to drop; as of 2016, only 28% held debt at graduation. The average debt is at $59,386, a $7495 or
14% increase from 2014.

As noted above, the reasons for the dramatic drop in the share of students carrying debt are not fully understood. One possible
cause is that students are increasingly looking to private sector sources of loan funding, which are not reflected in UCOP data. This
would be unfortunate since such sources tends to be more expensive. Another possibility is that more students may work prior to
entering our programs, have family assist with their tuition, or are receiving support from their home governments (international
students).

The college aims to slow down the rate at which debt levels are increasing. The proposed PDST has been structured to track general
inflation and the somewhat higher inflation in operating costs of our highly ranked graduate professional programs. In addition, as
noted in Section lll.c., we have instituted ambitious revenue generation programs that will increase our ability to provide financial
aid to those students in the greatest need.
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2016-17 Average Debt at
Graduates Graduation among Median Salary | Est. Debt Payment as
with Debt Students with Debt at Graduation | % of Median Salary
This program 28% $59,386 $60,000 14%
Public comparisons n/a n/a n/a n/a
Private comparisons n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sources:
UC: Corporate data

Additional Comments:

VI.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

Only 28% of graduating professional students in 2016 reported holding US public sector debt, according to UCOP statistics. As noted
above, this may be an underestimation, since it does not include any potential private loans secured.

Most graduates with less than three years of experience in environmental design fields can expect to earn about $50,000 to
$60,000, depending on their specific field and geographic location. It is important to note, however, that most CED professional
graduate students have already gained this level of experience in their fields between the completion of their undergraduate
degrees and the start of their graduate professional programs, and thus their starting salaries post-graduation are likely to be at or
above the higher end of this range.

Typical salaries across all levels of experience, as reported by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics in the tables below, indicate that in
2017, mean annual salaries for architects were $87,500; for urban and regional planners $74,350; and for landscape architects
$70,880 (no data were available for urban designers, but their salaries are typically similar to architects). In California, salaries are
considerable higher, with mean salaries of $97,440, $89,350, and $83,630 for architects, urban and regional planners, and landscape
architects respectively.
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Area: California

Period: May 2017

Area: National

Period: May 2017

Occupation (SOC
code)

Annual mean wage'?

Occupation (SOC
code)

Annual mean wage'?

Architects, Except

Architects, Except

Landscape and $97,440
Naval(171011)
Landscape
Architects(171012) $83,630
Urban and Regional 489,350

Planners(193051)

Landscape and $87,500
Naval(171011)
Landscape
Architects(171012) »70,880
Urban and Regional $74.350

Planners(193051)

Date extracted on: Jan 07, 2019

Most environmental designers live in metropolitan regions, where wages are generally higher. For example, in 2017 the mean
annual salary of urban and regional planners in the San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood City Metropolitan Division was $104,820; for
landscape architects in the same metropolitan division, the mean annual salary was $95,070; and for architects also in this area, the
figure was $98,410. Salaries in the Bay Area — where the single largest share of CED graduates settle — were the highest of any
metropolitan area in the nation for urban planners and landscape architects, and among the very top for architects.

Assuming a starting salary of $60,000, CED professional graduate students with the average debt indicated in Table 6B would need
to pay 14% of their early-career gross annual salary on loan repayment. A more realistic starting salary assumption is in the region of
$70,000, in which graduates with the average public sector debt would need to pay 12% of their early-career gross annual salary
(S700/month) on loan repayment. This assumes standard repayment plans, but CED graduates may qualify for alternative loan
repayment options. Debt manageability, as detailed above, is a function of many factors, including where one lives and works, as
well as individual situations and resources. However, on the whole, we feel that this debt is manageable for those pursuing careers
in CED-related fields.

CED does not currently have a loan repayment program.
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VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

Many of our students work in the public and nonprofit sectors. Public agencies include local planning, redevelopment, housing,
transportation, environment, and public works agencies (city and county), as well as state agencies, national, and international
agencies. Nonprofit employers include community and economic development, public health, land trusts, housing, conservation,
environmental justice, and similar organizations.

Salaries in the nonprofit sector are, in general, more modest than in either public agencies or corporate firms. But it is important to
state that many architects, planners, urban designers, and landscape architects work in small-to-medium private practice office
settings, where starting salaries are not radically different from public agencies or nonprofit organizations.

Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

A significant share of graduates pursue public interest careers in either the nonprofit or public sectors. The salary differentials of
starting professionals do not vary widely across sectors of employment, however. While salaries at nonprofit organizations may be
marginally lower than average, public sector positions often provide better compensation than private design or planning firms.
Thus students are not seriously disadvantaged by pursuing careers in either of these two public interest sectors.

VI.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

CED provides a variety of financial aid program data to prospective students. These include information on departmental websites.
For example, the Department of City & Regional Planning posts extensive information (see https://ced.berkeley.edu/academics/city-
regional-planning/programs/phd-in-city-and-regional-planning/graduate-student-financial-support-dcrp/). This information is also
provided via PDF during program/admission webinars (2 during the fall semester) and distributed to all prospective students who
contact the department by email. Landscape Architecture also has information on financial aid on its website FAQs for prospective
students, as well as the program guide. At Open House events, and through email correspondence, prospective students receive
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information about funding their education through loans, Graduate Student Instructor (GSI) appointments, Graduate Student
Researcher (GSR) positions, department awards, external fellowships and grants.

VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

We do not make such information available, for two reasons. First, CED has not had the staff resources needed to track the career
trajectories and salaries of program graduates. If graduates contact us with information about new positions we add this to their
alumni records, but generally employment/title (much less salary) information is spotty at best. Second, debt information collected
is incomplete. Students are only required to report debt from public sector sources. This means that loans from private sector or
familial sources are unknown. We hope that the career tracking will improve soon; we have just implemented a new alumni
relations platform that imports LinkedIn and Facebook information and also offers alumni an easy way to update their own
information. It also allows us to more readily survey them about their employment status.

VII. OTHER

VIl.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

N/A
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PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): Text

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

@ Convened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

|:| Described the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

[ ] Other (please describe): Text

IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any
proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.

Student feedback was obtained via focus groups. A summary of the feedback is below. Attached are the detailed notes from the
focus groups.

Key Areas of Concern
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e Understanding the breakdown of how money gets spent each year by the college

e Contextualizing how much debt the current generation vs. previous generations have and how we mitigate this in the future

e Understanding what is not funded by PDST

e Learning more about CED’s cost saving strategies and revenue generating initiatives

e Discussing the PDST raise in parallel with the union negotiated GSI raise

e Discussing merit awards given by departments as well as GSI-ships

e The department and college providing more transparency and how this can happen more readily in the future

e Potentially having a workshop to see if part of the PDST can be waived

e Other opportunities for a student to get scholarships and awards

e Understanding the nuances of what the College is responsible vs what the departments are responsible for

e Discussing how aid is distributed by the departments

e Discussion of the College’s revenue sources so graduate students are not further burdened

e Comparisons with other schools, especially those on par with similar caliber programs

Staffing and faculty costs at CED and how these are covered

Understanding how the program is enhanced through PDST even if DCRP doesn’t use facilities in the same way other departments do
e Contextualizing how the 4% increase was calculated

e Understanding the outside funding sources CED is leveraging to cover deficits and meet our targets

e Discussing the cost benefits of accepting more students to increase revenues and the impacts this has on resources and facilities
e Discussing GSI funding in relation to the PDST

e Return to aid and how this differs at competitor schools who use this as a major recruiting tool and have more leverage to work with
e Discussing alumni engagement efforts and fundraising through these channels

Only students from DCRP provided written feedback. This was in the form of (1) a petition asking CED to limit fee increases; (2) a

second communication requesting no fee increase (attached). We responded by reducing the requested fee increase from 4% to
3.5%. We will also be sharing this fee proposal with all of the PDST students, so that they may see it in its entirety.
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IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided to
the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X Plan shared with Jonathan Morris, GA President on 10/31/2018

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)

|X| Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Outreach & Diversity

The proposal demonstrates a department-specific plan for student recruitment and retention that builds off of the campus default
with an assessment plan outlined. However, with regard to faculty diversity, it only mentions a few programs that are department
specific without a clear outline of how they are improving or quantifying success of these programs.

Comparison to Competing Programs
The proposal compares the program to similar schools & similar programs within rank-range.

PDST History & Budget Rationale

In the previous cycle, previous improvement goals were met or program was sustained at high quality and value. The proposed
budget supports programmatic elements that are desirable & positively impact student outcomes, overall cost is moderate relative
to expected salary gains expected by graduates in the field.

Student Consultation

The proposal shows engagement with students, with mixed student feedback, and/or reflects attempts to meet student desires,
however, there seems to be minimal alignment between stated need for the PDST amount, the amount requested, and/or what
students indicated as areas of need. Nevertheless, there is outreach to students and aid offered to defray this added cost.
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[ ] If applicable, plan shared with on

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

I:' Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Consultation with faculty

IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

IZ Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting

[ ] Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Described the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
|:| Other (please describe): Text

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

CED’s departments were asked for their feedback on a 4% increase per year in PDST over the 5-year time frame of the current
proposal. Faculty from the Departments of City & Regional Planning (DCRP) were concerned about access and debt, but most
understood that an increase in the PDST was inevitable. Faculty from the Department of Landscape Architecture & Environmental
Planning (LAEP) were also concerned about access and debt, and worried that starting salaries in their field were not high enough to
cover loan repayment and the cost of living, especially in the Bay Area. Faculty from the Department of Architecture had similar
concerns but recognized the centrality of PDST funding to the quality of their program, and unanimously supported the 4% proposal.
No individual faculty submitted feedback; rather, chairs provided informal summaries of faculty meeting discussions.

In recognition of the feedback from the LAEP faculty as well as the feedback from students across departments as expressed during
focus group sessions, the proposed annual increase was reduced to 3.5%
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IX.f. Please confirm that this long form template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the Chancellor.

X] Plan shared with Dean Fiona Doyle on 11/15/2018
Graduate Dean

X] Plan endorsed by Chancellor Carol Christ on 11/15/2018
Chancellor!?

1 Per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section 4, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.


http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates. For programs
that plan to assess different PDST levels based on residency, provide an explanation under “Additional comments.”

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % $ % $ % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $22,408| $23,080| $23,772| $24,486( $25,220| $25,976| 3% $672| 3% $692 3% $714| 3% S$734| 3% $756
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $22,408| $23,080| $23,772| $24,486( $25,220| $25,976| 3% $672| 3% $692 3% $714| 3% S$734| 3% $756
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory 12,570| $12,966| $13,368( $13,788| $14,220| $14,670]3.2% $396(3.1% $402(3.1% $420(3.1% $432(3.2% $450
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561| $1,608| $1,656| $1,706| $1,757| $1,810(3.0% $47(3.0% $48| 3.0% $50( 3.0% $513.0% $53
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. $12,245| $12,245| $12,245| $12,245( $12,245| $12,245|0.0% $0( 0.0% $0[ 0.0% S0( 0.0% $0| 0.0% S0
Tuition
Other (explain S61 $63 $65 $67 $69 $71|3.0% $2(3.0% $2|3.0% $2(3.0% $2|3.0% $2
below)***
Total Fees (CA $36,600| $37,717| $38,861| $40,046( $41,266( $42,526(3.1%| $1,117|3.0%| $1,144|3.1%| $1,186|3.0%| $1,219|3.1%| $1,261
resident)
Total Fees $48,845| $49,962| $51,106| $52,291( $53,511| $54,771(2.3%| $1,117|2.3%| $1,144|2.3%| $1,186|2.3%| $1,219|2.4%| $1,261
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.
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Additional comments:
JMP cost increases match UCSF’s submission for the MD program.
“Other” fee is mandatory Medical Disability Insurance.

I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

The UC Berkeley-UCSF Joint Medical Program (JMP), established in 1971, is a unique 5-year medical education pathway that
combines graduate-level original research with instruction in foundational medical sciences and clinical skills during 2.5 years at UC
Berkeley in the School of Public Health leading to a MS degree followed by 2.5 years of instruction at UCSF leading to a MD degree.
Because of the adoption of the new Bridges Curriculum at UCSF, the JMP curriculum had to be modified to be completed in 2.5 years
instead of the former 3 years. The JMP continues to produce excellent physician-scholars who excel during their clinical rotations at
UCSF and in their post-graduate professional careers. Upon graduation from the JMP and transition to UCSF, students are required
to have demonstrated progress toward developing competence in the following areas: Patient Care, Medical Knowledge, Practice-
Based Learning & Improvement, Interpersonal & Communication Skills, Professionalism, Systems-Based Practice, and
Interprofessional Collaboration. In addition, JMP students must file a formal committee-approved thesis with the UC Berkeley
Graduate Division describing their original research with a relevant literature review. The faculty and staff support necessary for
achieving the educational requirements of both the medical education and graduate research components of the JMP necessitate
increased PDST. Since graduates of the JMP program also receive a MD from UCSF, all become physicians, of which 70% eventually
practice in California (after residency/fellowship), and separately, two-thirds are in primary-care specialties.

Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION
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Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

For our last multi-year plan, which spanned from 2016-17 to 2018-19, our goal was to invest $250,000 in financial aid for the JMP. In
FY18, our investment in financial aid exceeded this target at $261,350 (funded by gifts and endowments). Since the JMP operates
without sufficient resources (despite expense reductions), the program has now depleted its reserves. In FY18, the JPM used the
final $52K of its reserves and the Berkeley School of Public Health had to provide $270K to cover its deficit (not including $151K in
benefits). As a result, all incremental revenue from PDST was directed towards covering the program’s essential expenses - faculty
salary and benefits. We also used PDST funds to cover a portion of our student services staff member.

lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

Increases are needed to cover inflationary increases and costs associated with redesigning the JMP curriculum at UC Berkeley to
accommodate the new MD Bridges Curriculum at UCSF, including modifying the JMP curriculum to fit into 2.5 years instead of the
traditional 3 years: non-ladder (teaching and clinical) faculty and their salary adjustments including merits (captured in the table
below as “Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio”), and staff salary merits. Given the severe financial constraints currently on the JMP,
PDST increases are essential to maintain the bare minimum of a viable program in terms of staff and faculty ratios, and also allows
for modest financial aid growth to try to compete with our peers. The JMP cannot sustain further expenditure cutbacks given the
need to comply with medical coursework and the already large cuts to the program staff, so without PDST increases and other
revenue growth that the School currently supplements, we would not be able to provide mandated faculty salary increases.
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Furthermore, without the PDST increases, we would also not be able to grow scholarships, which we consider to be key to compete
with peer institutions for top candidates from all background, particularly given our already comparatively low financial aid.

In this multi-year plan, the 3% increases will be used to support the following goals:

1. Continue improving student affordability.
e We plan to offset increases to student debt by applying 33% of the PDST increases towards financial aid, resulting in
$37,322 increase in financial aid by FY24.
e The JMP will continue to provide grants for summer living expenses to many qualifying students.

2. Enhance student experiences by covering the costs of the faculty and academic staff who support our programs.

e The JMP will continue to provide thesis grants to most students to support the costs of their research projects,
including support of research presentation opportunities.

e The JMP uses Problem-Based Learning (PBL) in small groups to provide instruction in foundational medical sciences.
We are in the process of an extensive review and revision of the cases used for PBL.

e The JMP has moved from a stand-alone anatomy course (which required students to pay additional fees) to an
anatomy laboratory experience at UCSF that is integrated with the PBL curriculum in foundational medical sciences,
which does not require students to pay additional fees. However, while this is a positive change, it requires additional
program expenditures to reimburse UCSF for the use of the anatomy lab and associated instructional staff.

e Educational technology continues to be a priority in achieving high-quality medical education and accurate reporting.
The JMP technology infrastructure needs updating and funds are also needed for program assessments and
evaluations tools in order to monitor and measure progress.

lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19 in
the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please
leave those columns blank).
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Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19| Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
PDST Revenue| 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments $453,467 $13,604 $14,012 $14,432 $14,865 $15,311 $525,693
Benefits/UCRP Cost $181,387 $5,442 $5,605 $5,773 $5,946 $6,125 $210,277
Providing Student Services $75,000 ($4,778) ($4,921) ($5,047) ($5,198) ($5,397) $49,658
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 $0
Expanding Instructional Support Staff SO S0 SO S0 S0 SO S0
Instructional Equipment Purchases SO S0 SO SO S0 S0 SO
Providing Student Financial Aid SO $7,028 $7,238 $7,466 $7,690 $7,900 $37,322
Other Non-salary Cost Increases S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 SO S0
Facilities Expansion/Renewal S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Other (Please explain in the "Additional SO S0 SO SO S0 SO SO
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue $709,854 $21,296 $21,934 $22,625 $23,303 $23,938 $822,950

Additional Comments:

The School of Public Health charges PDST for four of the five semesters of the JMP, so important to note that our gross revenue

cannot be calculated on the full five semesters of the program. Although a lower amount of PDST will be directed towards student

services salaries (in order to support financial aid), the staff levels will remain the same and will instead be funded by School of

Public Health resources.

Also, important to note that our total financial aid well is in excess of one-third of PDST (over $250,000 each year) and is provided
primarily through endowments and other restricted gifts.

lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

Expense Reduction: Over the last 4+ years, the JMP has reduced staff from 6.2 to 2.2 FTE to lower the costs of the program. This
level of staffing is dangerously close to inadequate to support the educational and administrative needs of the program. The UCSF
SOM Office of Medical Education has reviewed the budget and staffing needs of the JMP as part of the ongoing LCME accreditation
review and this review supports this statement. From FY15 to FY17, the JMP reduced its overall expenses by 19%. Given these
expense cuts, the program’s expenditures not related to faculty for FY19 have been reduced to FY15 levels, primarily due to the
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need to fund academic salary and benefit growth. While we continue to look for efficiencies, further expense reduction is not
sufficient if we want to deliver a strong program - we must focus on revenue growth.

Fundraising: Over the past 4+ years, with support from the UC Berkeley SPH, the JMP has worked diligently to fundraise for the
program. Most of the ~$900,000 raised from alumni and other donors has been designated for student financial support and in the
form of endowments from which only interest can be used. The donated funds have been primarily allocated to lower-income
unrepresented minority (URM) students to increase the diversity of the JMP student body, but they do not address the operational
costs of the program.

ll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

N/A, we intend to grow our rate evenly each year.

lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enrollment in the table below.

Enrollment
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 41 41 41 41 41 41
Domestic Nonresident 7 7 7 7 7 7
International
Total 48 48 48 48 48 48

Additional Comments:
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IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or
only private comparators, please list those.

|:| If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following
table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.

DO NOT CONTACT OTHER INSTITUTIONS DIRECTLY FOR THIS INFORMATION. USE ONLY PUBLICLY AVAILABLE INFORMATION.
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Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases

2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Residents % $ % $ % $ % $ % $
Oregon Health & Science
University (Public) $44,984 | $46,334 | $47,724 | $49,155 | $50,630 | $52,149 |3% $1,350 [ 3% $1,390 [ 3% $1,432 3% $1,475 [ 3% $1,519
University of Michigan
(Public) $37,868 | $39,004 [ $40,174 [ $41,379 | $42,621 | $43,899 [3% $1,136 [ 3% $1,170 [ 3% $1,205 [ 3% $1,241 (3% $1,279
University of Washington
(Public) $36,801 | $37,905 | $39,042 [ $40,213 | $41,420 | $42,662 [3% $1,104 [ 3% $1,137 3% $1,171 [ 3% $1,206 [ 3% $1,243
Harvard Medical School
(Private) $63,371 | $65,272 | $67,230 | $69,247 | $71,325 | $73,464 |3% $1,901 (3% $1,958 [ 3% $2,017 [3% $2,077 [ 3% $2,140
John Hopkins (Private) $54,097 | $55,720 | $57,392 | $59,113 | $60,887 | $62,713 |3% $1,623 [3% $1,672 [3% $1,722 3% $1,773 [ 3% $1,827
Stanford (Private) $58,848 | $60,613 | $62,432 | $64,305 | $66,234 | $68,221 |3% $1,765 [ 3% $1,818 [ 3% $1,873 [ 3% $1,929 (3% $1,987
University of Pennsylvania
(Private) $63,137 | $65,031 [ $66,982 [ $68,992 | $71,061 | $73,193 [3% $1,894 [ 3% $1,951 (3% $2,009 [ 3% $2,070 [ 3% $2,132
Public Average $39,884 | $41,081 [ $42,313 [ $43,583 | $44,890 | $46,237 [3% $1,197 [ 3% $1,232 [ 3% $1,269 [ 3% $1,307 [ 3% $1,347
Private Average $58,694 | $60,455 | $62,268 | $64,137 | $66,061 | $68,042 [3% $1,761 [ 3% $1,814 [ 3% $1,868 [ 3% $1,924 [ 3% $1,982
Public and Private
Average $51,301 | $52,840 | $54,425 | $56,058 | $57,740 | $59,472 |3% $1,539 [3% $1,585 [ 3% $1,633 [3% $1,682 [3% $1,732
UCB-UCSF JMP $36,600 | $37,717 | $38,861 | $40,046 | $41,266 | $42,526 |3% $1,117 3% $1,144 [ 3% $1,185 [ 3% $1,220 [ 3% $1,260
Nonresidents
Oregon Health & Science
University (Public) $67,244 | $69,261 | $71,339 | $73,479 | $75,684 | $77,954 |3% $2,017 [ 3% $2,078 [ 3% $2,140 [ 3% $2,204 [ 3% $2,271
University of Michigan
(Public) $56,968 | $58,677 | $60,437 [ $62,250 | $64,118 | $66,042 [3% $1,709 [ 3% $1,760 [ 3% $1,813 [ 3% $1,868 [ 3% $1,924
University of Washington
(Public) $66,753 | $68,756 | $70,818 [ $72,943 | $75,131 | $77,385 [3% $2,003 [ 3% $2,063 [ 3% $2,125 [ 3% $2,188 [ 3% $2,254
Harvard Medical School
(Private) $63,371 | $65,272 | $67,230 | $69,247 | $71,325 | $73,464 |3% $1,901 (3% $1,958 [ 3% $2,017 3% $2,077 [ 3% $2,140
John Hopkins (Private) $54,097 | $55,720 | $57,392 | $59,113 | $60,887 | $62,713 |3% $1,623 [3% $1,672 [3% $1,722 3% $1,773 [ 3% $1,827
Stanford (Private) $58,848 | $60,613 | $62,432 | $64,305 | $66,234 | $68,221 |3% $1,765 [ 3% $1,818 [ 3% $1,873 [3% $1,929 (3% $1,987
University of Pennsylvania
(Private) $63,137 | $65,031 [ $66,982 [ $68,992 | $71,061 | $73,193 [3% $1,894 [ 3% $1,951 (3% $2,009 [ 3% $2,070 [ 3% $2,132
Public Average $63,655 | $65,565 [ $67,532 [ $69,558 | $71,644 | $73,794 (3% $1,910 (3% $1,967 [ 3% $2,026 | 3% $2,087 [ 3% $2,149
Private Average $58,694 | $60,455 | $62,268 [ $64,137 | $66,061 | $68,042 [3% $1,761 [ 3% $1,814 [ 3% $1,868 [ 3% $1,924 [ 3% $1,982
Public and Private
Average $61,488 | $63,333 | $65,233 | $67,190 | $69,206 | $71,282 |3%| $1,844.65 | 3%]| $1,899.99 | 3%| $1,956.99 | 3%]| $2,015.70 | 3%| $2,076.17
UCB-UCSF JMP $48,845 | $49,962 | $51,106 [ $52,291 | $53,511 | $54,771 [2%]$1,117.00 | 2%| $1,144.00 [ 2%] $1,185.00 | 2% $1,220.00 | 2%]| $1,260.00

Source(s): Data received from UCSF MD program.

OHSU: https://www.ohsu.edu/xd/education/student-services/registrar/registrar-forms/upload/Copy-of-2018-19-Tuition-Fees_Final-Amended-8-30-2018.pdf (page 6)
Michigan: https://ro.umich.edu/tuition-residency/tuition-fees?academic_year=408&college school=28&full half term=35&level of study=38

Washington: http://opb.washington.edu/graduate-tuition-dashboard

Harvard: https://meded.hms.harvard.edu/md-cost-attendance
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Hopkins: https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/som/offices/finaid/cost/1819med.html
Stanford: https://registrar.stanford.edu/students/tuition-and-fees
Penn: https://www.med.upenn.edu/admissions/tuition-fees.html

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other characteristics
do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be comparable to
these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve comparability to an
aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

Each of these medical schools is ranked as a top 20 research-oriented medical school and/or is a top 20 primary care-oriented
medical school in the US News & World Report national survey. They also reflect top quality educational and research training
programs. We compete with many of these schools for the same applicant pool.

IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

The UC Berkeley-UCSF Joint Medical Program has the lowest annual fee level compared to all of the comparison institutions.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

The JMP is unique among the comparison schools in several ways. It is the only medical education program that is housed in a
School of Public Health, teaches foundational medical sciences solely using student-centered problem-based learning in small
groups, provides graduate-level research training integrated into the medical education curriculum as opposed to sequential, and
leads to a MS degree which allows course work in any discipline at the UC Berkeley campus and original research in any health-
related field. In other words, there is no direct comparator.
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V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enrollment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if
available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are

available.

Sources:

Actual Actual Actual Estimated Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 10% 10% 10% 8% 3% 7%
Chicana(o)/Latina(o) 14% 15% 17% 14% 4% 7%
American Indian 1% 1% 1% 0.3% 0% 0%
Subtotal Undemrepresented 25% 27% 29% 22% % 14%
Asian/East Indian 28% 29% 27% 21% 17% 30%
White 35% 33% 34% 27% 63% 38%
Other/ Unknown 11% 11% 10% 30% 12% 13%
Intemational 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0% 5%
Total 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Socioeconomic
% Pell redipients 25% 22% 20% 23%
Gender
% Male 48% 48% A7% a48% a48%
% Female 52% 52% 53% 52% 52%

UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: This is UCSF MD data. We used UCSF data because they are the primary drivers of admission to the JMP (UC Berkeley provides secondary input).

Comparison institutions: Comparative data from the Association of American Medical Colleges. Gender data found here: https://www.aamc.org/download/492954/data/factstablea7_2.pdf. This data
was not available for private vs. public, so data is aggregated. The year shown is 2018-19. Pell data for public and private peers not available. For ethnicity/race, comparative data can be found here:
https://www.aamc.org/download/321540/data. Comparative institutions are those shown in the table above, with publics: Oregon Health & Science University, University of Michigan and University
of Washington and privates: Harvard, Johns Hopkins, Stanford and University of Pennsylvania. The gender/ethnicity comparison year is 2018-19. Please note that “Other/Unknown” category above
includes AAMC categories of “Other”, “Multiple Race/Ethnicity” and “Unknown Race/Ethnicity” and “Asian/East Indian” category above includes AAMC categories of “Asian” and “Native Hawaiian or

Other Pacific Islander.”
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

The JMP is committed to increasing the racial and ethnic diversity of both our students and faculty. From 2014-2017, URM students
matriculating at the JMP ranged from 20-30%, but we dropped to 12.5% (2 of 16) in 2018. We contacted URM applicants who we
accepted but who declined to enroll about the reasons for their decision. It was uniformly due to lack of financial scholarship
support. Our competitors for talented URM applicants (e.g., Harvard, Stanford, UCLA, and even UCSF) can offer more scholarship
support than we can. Nevertheless, we remain firmly committed to diversifying our program. A more diverse faculty is a key
component of our strategy to increase diversity of our student body. For example in the last two years we welcomed three core
faculty of color as well as the head of the PRIME-Urban Underserved (US) program at the JMP (a collaboration with the UCSF PRIME-
US program). In the past, when we could afford a full-time admissions and outreach staff person (who was a Latina), we had active
outreach efforts to potential URM applicants, but due to budget cuts, we no longer have a JMP staff person who can do this. We are
working with the SPH Diversity team to include JMP in SPH recruitment efforts, and seeking to raise more funds from alumni and
donors to support outreach.

V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

Our admission review JMP is need-blind, however the program is challenged by an inability to provide financial aid equivalent to our
competitors. As such, our Pell-eligible enrollment has remained fairly flat over the past few years, but we continue to make
fundraising for scholarships a priority. The financial health of the program does not allow us to redirect unrestricted resources to
financial aid, which is another reason why we are requesting to increase PDST. We are fortunate to have access to two UCB-based
full scholarships for students with demonstrated financial need which cover fees and tuition for the first year, and provide a small
stipend. Funds allocated to us through a block grant from UCB allow us to offer some support during subsequent years. We have
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raised money from alumni and donors for a JMP Diversity Fund, from which we are also able to provide students some grant aid. The
UCB Office of Financial Aid coordinates students’ access to loans, which are available to cover the balance of tuition and fees, as well
as living expenses. We very much hope to be able to provide more grant aid to students, as many other school do and are
fundraising to this end.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

The JMP is proud of the fact that we have long had gender parity among our student body, with an increasing number of women
(70% this year). We are also proud of the fact that we are also known as a welcoming program for LGBTQ students. Compared to the
national average for medical students (according to the Association of American Medical Colleges), we have a greater proportion of
women and LGBTQ students. For both of these gender and LGBTQ enrollment, we credit part of our success to student involvement
during the recruitment process and our reputation for inclusiveness.

V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the composition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

We are hoping that our efforts to raise funds to offer more financial aid will allow us to recruit more URM students and students
with financial need. With a program-wide Diversity, Equity and Inclusion initiative, we hope to emphasize that the IMP welcomes
and supports students from all backgrounds.

V.f. In the table below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.)

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent” faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
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equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.

All Faculty (School or Department)

Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
; 2.2% 2.3% 2.5%
Black/Afr-American Domestic
International
. . Domestic 4.2% 4.6% 4.8%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International
American Indian| Domestic 0.2% 0.2% 0.3%
Domestic 25.9% 26.9% 27.5%
Asian/Pac Is -
International
Domestic 63.6% 62.3% 61.0%
White -
International
Domestic 3.9% 3.7% 4.0%
Other/Unknown -
International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18
Female 44.9% 46.5% 48.4%
Male 55.1% 53.5% 51.6%

Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)

Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
i 2.4% 2.0% 2.9%
Black/Afr-American Domespc
International
. . Domestic 2.4% 2.4% 2.9%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International
American Indian| Domestic 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Domestic 15.9% 17.1% 18.1%
Asian/Pac Is -
International
Domestic 78.5% 77.7% 75.3%
White -
International
Domestic 0.4% 0.4% 0.8%
Other/Unknown -
International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Female 25.2% 25.2% 24.7%
Male 74.8% 74.8% 75.3%

Note: We used UCSF data because most of the faculty who teach are from UCSF (including those who we hire through MLAs) and we felt that these faculty
demographics were more reflective of the MD community.

V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

A key strategy for the School of Public Health’s Diversity, Equity and Inclusion plan is to support diversity among our faculty. The
objectives of this plan include:

e Address faculty equity issues related to compensation, promotion, and merit. Particular attention will be paid to URM
faculty from a variety of backgrounds (e.g. race/ethnicity, disabilities, sexual orientations, gender, religion, SES).
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e Assess the climate for faculty equity and inclusion within UCB-SPH, identify issues that arise and develop an action plan to
address priority issues, aligning with Berkeley Campus Equity and Inclusion initiatives.

e Increase recruitment, hiring and retention of qualified URM faculty by strengthening outreach and recruitment efforts for
URM candidates. We aim to increase the URM faculty body by ensuring a diverse search process, such as URM
representation on interview committees and job talks (at student and faculty levels).

e Create roadmaps to success for all existing and future URM hires. It is not enough to ‘hire’ diverse faculty. We will promote
equity relevant to teaching, service, mentoring and opportunities for leadership for all URM faculty. This will occur by
providing ‘learning opportunities’ for the dean and faculty search members with respect to incorporating best practices on
equity, inclusion, and diversity in the hiring and advancement of faculty.

e With respect to gender parity — the faculty listed in the table above are UCSF faculty; for UCB faculty who teach in the IMP
there are two ladder rank women, one ladder rank man, one male professor in residence and one female clinical professor.

VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

We strive to keep student debt as low as possible. We will use 33% of the PDST increase to offset the financial impact of the
proposed 3% per year PDST increase on the students with greatest financial need. While the average JMP indebtedness has
increased since 2010, we are pleased that a lower percentage of the graduating students has debt. Given our small class size we are
able to carefully monitor the number of lower socioeconomic status students and graduate indebtedness.

Graduating Class 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Percent with Debt 89% 100% 93% 100% 64% 94% 73%
Cumulative Debt among Students $95,248 $101,153 $112,457 $78,077 $106,695 $128,807 $106,778
with Debt

Note: Data based on students enrolled at UC Berkeley in the Joint Medical Program (MD/MS).
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We strive to be able to offer full scholarships to qualified, disadvantaged URM students and are actively seeking donations to make
this possible. Over the last few years, we have raised an incremental ~$800K in scholarship endowments (represents $32K annual
payout) and are using these funds to recruit more URM students. We will continue to prioritize fundraising for scholarships for URM
students.

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

Two notable trends in indebtedness warrant comment. As shown in the Table above, there was a substantial jump in mean
cumulative indebtedness in 2015-16. This increase was more artificial than real. Until 2015-16, students had access to low-interest
government loans, which were attractive even to students from families with considerable financial means. Historically, students
without great need took only these loans, thereby lowering the mean debt within the class. When these loan programs were
terminated by the federal government, the percent of JMP students seeking loans fell from 94% in 2015-16 to 73% in 2016-17. It is
not entirely clear why the cumulative debt of JMP students went down from 2015-16 to 2016-17, but it may be that students with
less financial means decided to enroll in other medical schools that offered greater financial support so that average debt of IMP
students went down. The JMP does not have sufficient scholarship resources to support all accepted students regardless of means.
We intend to offset the impact of PDST and other rising costs by continuing to improve philanthropic revenue.

2016-17 Average Debt at
Graduates Graduation among  |Average Salary |Est. Debt Payment as %
with Debt Students with Debt at Graduation of Median Salary

This Program 73% $106,678 $57,200 27%
Public comparisons 77% $181,179 $57,200 45%
Private comparisons 72% $206,204 $57,200 51%

Sources:

UC: Corporate data

Comparison institutions: Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC) used for public and private comparisons (https://members.aamc.org/iweb/upload/2017%20Debt%20Fact%20Card.pdf);
Medscape “2017 Residents Salary and Debt Report” used for Salary figures (https://www.medscape.com/slideshow/residents-salary-and-debt-report-2017-6008931#2).

Additional Comments: Note this is data for UCSF MD program. The median salary of a medical student at graduation is $55,000-70,000. For example, the annual salary of a first-
year internal medicine resident at UCSF includes a housing supplement that brings the total income to ~$68,000/year.
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Vl.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

The manageability of the student loan debt relates directly to the chosen career path. For those who choose more lucrative paths,
the debt becomes manageable. For those who might otherwise choose less lucrative career paths such as general internal medicine,
general pediatrics and family practice, the debt is a strong disincentive. Loan repayment programs are valuable, but few students
feel comfortable counting on them at the time that they are making their career choices. As a result, their potential impact is
undermined.

UCSF medical students, including those who start at the JMP, graduate with an average indebtedness that is considerably lower than
the national average for public medical schools (as defined by the Association of American Medical Colleges). We have very few
students who pursue private loans; and generally only in cases where they qualify for lower interest rates than Federal Direct loans.
The default rate on Federal loans for UCSF MD graduates is <0.05% -- a good indication of the ability of our students to manage their
debt during the first few years after graduation.

During the students’ time at UCSF extensive opportunities to learn about student loan repayment options are provided by a
Resource Advisor in the Financial Aid Office whose primary role and responsibility is to help our students understand their debt and
the available payment plan options during residency and beyond. This staff member provides numerous group sessions to our
students during organized class activities coordinated with the School of Medicine throughout the four years of study, and also
meets one on one with any member of the community who needs assistance developing a loan repayment plan tailored to their
specialty choice and career goals. A recent analysis of our graduates in repayment reveals that many are in Income-Based or Pay-As-
You-Earn repayment plans during their residency as a result of this commitment to meeting with students individually to develop the
best loan management plan. Special sessions on loan forgiveness programs also provide our students with the information they
need to take advantage of programs designed to help our students pursue primary care and other specialties that are covered by
such plans. This support continues after graduation, and any former student may continue to work with our Resource Advisor
throughout their Residency for advice and support.
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VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

The 25% of JMP students who are part of the UCSF PRIME-Urban Underserved program, students who choose to devote themselves
to the care of underserved communities, receive scholarship support from UCSF. In addition, UCSF offers several scholarships to
specifically honor students who perform exceptional community service.

Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

In spite of the rising debt burden, many of our students choose to pursue public interest careers. We encourage such action and
offer strong curricular supports.

Medical school graduates all earn about the same low salaries during their internship and residency years. The amount of income
outside of residency depends on the specialty they go into. We have Income Based Repayment (IBR) and Public Service Loan
Forgiveness for students in the primary care specialties and/or those working in nonprofit, clinical, medically underserved settings.

As described in section VI.c, UCSF provides extensive opportunities to learn about student loan repayment options and to receive
individualized counseling from Resource Advisor in the Financial Aid Office. From recruitment to graduation, through counseling and
workshops, we teach and stress to our premedical and medical students the importance of budgeting, careful spending, and wise
borrowing, and that student loans are an investment in your future and do not have to be a career obstacle.

VI.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

When students visit JMP for their admissions interviews, they are given preliminary general information about financial aid
programs. If they wish, they may meet individually or speak on the phone with our Student Services and Admissions specialist to
understand financial aid options. Once they are admitted, they are asked to share financial information with the Admissions and
Student Services specialist. The grant money that JMP has the ability to distribute is offered to students in a letter prior to the
deadline by which they must commit to the JMP. After they matriculate at UCB, they receive a letter from the UCB Office of Financial
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aid with loan and additional grant information (it is a current UCB policy that students are not able to receive this information until
they have accepted, though we are currently trying to work with UCB Office of Financial Aid to adjust this policy).

VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

The average indebtedness at graduation is provided to prospective students on the UCSF School of Medicine Admissions website
(https://meded.ucsf.edu/md-program/prospective-students/admissions-md-program/tuition-and-costs). Average salary during post-
graduate residency training is also available on the UCSF website (https://meded.ucsf.edu/sites/meded.ucsf.edu/files/inline-
files/2017HousestaffSalaryScale.pdf)

VII. OTHER

Vll.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

Despite its unique character and the demonstrated excellence of its graduates, the JMP is not financially sustainable on the limited
state resources that it receives (around $500,000). PDST revenue provides around $700,000 of the JMP’s annual budget. Without
PDST revenue, the JMP would have to close. We currently have trouble recruiting talented low-income and URM students because
of our relative lack of student scholarship support. We lose these students to competitors that can provide substantial scholarship
support.
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PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): Text

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

|:| Described the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

|X| Other (please describe): The JMP Director described the proposed PDST increase at the most recent (9/26/18) meeting of the

JMP Educational Experience Committee that has two representatives of each of our three cohorts of students. They were asked to

solicit comments from the members of each cohort. In addition, the JIMP Director sent an email to all of the current students in the

program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received.

IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If

students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any
proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.
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Overall, the proposed PDST increase is very unpopular among JMP students. One student recalled hearing UCSF folks telling them
during their interview that it was guaranteed that tuition would not increase over time. While there is some confusion as to whether
PDST would have fallen under that promise, or whether the promise was misunderstood in the first place, the proposal increase
feels large and sudden to the JMP students. Another student mentions, “It's difficult to form a response to a small-ish increase in the
horrifying and somewhat unfathomable amount of debt | am taking on, and if | had the chance | would just vote against it all.” One
sentiment noted is a desire for strong leadership in the highest-ranks at UCSF to support the JMP specifically and UCSF MDs more
broadly. One student stated “Other top medical schools are making tuition-free programs happen, so why not us? UCSF touts itself
as an international leader in public health and public policy, and free, excellent education has proven to be possible elsewhere in the
world and now even in the United States. We believe not only is this possible for the JMP and UCSF, but a moral imperative of our
administrators, one we wish they would prioritize.” A common view of the students was that the process of soliciting student input
on the PDST increase seemed problematic. While they appreciated the opportunity to share their thoughts on a future full of free
education for all, a few students mentioned that this fee hike feels inevitable, so being solicited for feedback strikes them as odd,
almost like “a facade of participatory academic self-governance” (to improve our communication, we have created a new joint
faculty-student committee to communicate on these topics).

IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided to
the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X] Plan shared with Jonathan Morris, GA President on 10/31/2018

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)

IZ Comments or feedback was provided.

|:| Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Outreach & Diversity

The proposal demonstrates a department-specific plan for student recruitment and retention that builds off of the campus default
with an assessment plan outlined. In addition, the proposal has utilized assessment of a successful, department-specific faculty
diversity strategic plan and/or makes proposed changes to improve existing plan with intentional consultation with appropriate
campus divisions (e.g. Division of Equity & Inclusion)
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Comparison to Competing Programs
The proposal compares the program to similar schools & similar programs within rank-range.

PDST History & Budget Rationale

In the previous cycle, previous improvement goals were met or program was sustained at high quality and value. The proposed
budget supports programmatic elements that are desirable & positively impact student outcomes, overall cost is moderate relative
to expected salary gains expected by graduates in the field.

Student Consultation

The proposal demonstrated cursory student feedback or student feedback does not indicate approval of the proposed cost, services,
or programmatic elements supported by PDST, without reflecting changes to proposal. There seems to be minimal alignment
between stated need for the PDST amount, the amount requested, and/or what students indicated as areas of need. Nevertheless,
there is outreach to students and aid offered to defray this added cost.

|X| If applicable, plan shared with JMP Educational Experience Committee on 9/26/18

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

|:| Comments or feedback was provided.

|:| Comments or feedback was not provided.

Nature of feedback or full comments: The JMP Director shared the multi-year plan with the student representatives to the JMP
Educational Experience Committee on 9/26/18 and emailed all 48 of the current JMP students on 9/27/18, requesting feedback by
10/1/18. The feedback is summarized in IX.b above.

Consultation with faculty

IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Described the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
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@ Other (please describe): The JMP Director presented the multi-year plan to the JMP Educational Experience Committee on
9/26/18. The membership of this committee includes the heads of the curricular components of the JMP as well as the head of
assessment. He emailed the entire JMP faculty about the plan on 9/27/18. He also presented the plan at the monthly meeting of the
JMP Faculty on 10/3/18.

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

The comments of the faculty included the following:
“Thank you for informing us of this proposed increase in PDST. | believe we should adhere to the recommendations and strategies of
all the other UC medical schools, including our sister campus at UCSF.

“l support the increase. The JMP needs that increase for its survival, and | acknowledge that it will negatively impact our students.
However, the solution to that problem is through better financial packages.”

At the JMP Faculty meeting on 10/3/18, there was strong support for making sure that the proposed PDST increase was covered by
increased financial support to students receiving financial aid.

IX.f. Please confirm that this long form template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the Chancellor.

X] Plan shared with Dean Fiona Doyle on 11/15/2018

Graduate Dean

X] Plan endorsed by Chancellor Carol Christ on 11/15/2018

Chancellor?

1 Per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section 4, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.


http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates.

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % $ % $ % s

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $35,164| $37,800( $40,636| $43,684| $46,960| $50,482| 7.5%| $2,636| 7.5%| $2,836| 7.5%| $3,048| 7.5%| $3,276] 7.5%| $3,522
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $26,870| $28,884| $31,050| $33,380| $35,884| $38,574| 7.5%| $2,014| 7.5%| $2,166| 7.5%| $2,330 7.5%| $2,504| 7.5%| $2,690
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory $12,570| $12,966( $13,368| $13,788| $14,220| $14,670( 3.2% $396| 3.1% $402| 3.1% $420( 3.1% $432| 3.2% $450
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561| $1,608| $1,656| $1,706( $1,757| $1,810| 3.0% $47| 3.0% $48( 3.0% $50( 3.0% $51| 3.0% $53
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. | $12,245| $12,245( $12,245| $12,245| $12,245( $12,245| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0
Tuition
Other (explain S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 sof N/A so| N/A so| N/A sof N/A so| N/A S0
below)***
Total Fees (CA $49,295( $52,374| $55,660| $59,178| $62,937| $66,962 6.2%| $3,079| 6.3%| $3,286| 6.3%| $3,518| 6.4%| $3,759| 6.4%| $4,025
resident)
Total Fees $53,246( $55,703| $58,319| $61,119| $64,106| $67,299( 4.6%| $2,457| 4.7%| $2,616| 4.8%| $2,800| 4.9%| $2,987| 5.0%| $3,193
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.

Additional comments:
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PDST at the University of California law schools has been frozen by the Governor since 2012, which has created budget challenges
for all of the schools. This is the first multi-year proposal since implementation of the freeze.

I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

The central mission of UC Berkeley School of Law is to provide an outstanding legal education to all of our students; engage in the
highest quality legal scholarship that influences policy making, academic thinking, and the practicing Bench and Bar; and serve the
public in our programs and activities.

Berkeley Law is the highest ranked law school in the UC system; the only UC school ranked a top-ten law school by US News and
World Report. As one of the highest ranked public law schools in the United States, Berkeley Law is committed to its public service
role and commitment to diversity. The J.D. program, a three-year program established in 1903, offers rigorous instruction and
experiential learning, preparing students for the highest levels of legal practice.

Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

Berkeley Law’s distinctive public mission includes a commitment to providing access, affordability and career choice for a diverse range
of students from all communities; to inspiring and assisting students to do public service in law school and throughout their careers
no matter what their practice setting or field of law; and to harnessing our excellence in teaching, research, and service to tackle some
of the most important, challenging and timely problems facing the state, nation and world. The impact of our public mission is
magnified by our position as the flagship law school in California--the most populous and one of the most diverse states in the country.
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Our status as one of the country’s leading public law schools, and our aspiration to be the very best, presents unique opportunities

and challenges in the years ahead. These include the challenges associated with maintaining our financial viability while facilitating

legal education and economic mobility for a student body that includes many students who cannot pay market tuition; supporting

alumni pursuing public service careers; and providing legal services to the underrepresented through our clinical programs. We are

also grappling with short-term financial challenges resulting from the PDST freeze since 2012, the UC campus budget situation, and

debt service on a recent building addition. The ability to remain a top law school devoted to the public interest will depend on ensuring
adequate resources to attract and retain top faculty, staff, and students from all backgrounds.

In the past 6 years we have tried to run operations by reducing costs and sacrificing the support we give our faculty and students. Two
years ago we laid off staff to meet our budget goals. Prior to that we reduced hiring of staff via attrition in multiple support groups
such as IT, Finance and HR.

The Law School devotes substantial revenue to its debt service. The most recent building addition, which was absolutely essential, was
paid for almost entirely with borrowed money. The Law School has a mortgage of about $90 million and pays approximately $4.5
million a year in debt service. This is scheduled to increase to about $7 million per year in 2025. Refinancing before then is essential.
Unfortunately this likely includes further deferring payment of principal. Also, the older portions of the Law School building complex
need substantial work, much of it essential (viz., Americans with Disabilities Act compliance, and building code upgrades). In 2012 the
Law school was allowed to use PDST funds to help pay the debt service. At that point we had no knowledge of the PDST freeze.

These financial challenges have taken a serious toll on the Law School. Every administrative team is seriously understaffed. Funding
for library services and library staff has been cut by almost a third. The Development staff — crucial to fundraising —is less than half of
what it was before the budget cuts.
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lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

The proposed PDST increase is essential to maintain and improve UC Berkeley School of Law’s excellence as the premier public law
school in the country. Our goal for Berkeley Law is to be ranked in the top five Law schools in the country. In order for us to improve
our ranking, we must improve in certain critical areas of our operation. Additional PDST funds will be used as follows:

Support the Library, student services, legal writing for our classes, and clinical experience for our students.

As a premier Law school, we are lacking in many facilities that our peer schools can provide their students and faculty. Our
pro bono program also needs additional resources to be able to accommodate the increase interest among students. We also
would like to give every student a chance to experience a semester of clinical work. Currently we do not have enough
resources to ensure that every student gets this experience during their J.D. program.

Focus on retaining faculty.

The excellence of the Law School, and our success in retaining tenured faculty is critical to our goal of staying a top 14 (T-14)
law school in the country. Additional PDST revenue will help increase the amount of funding our faculty get to promote research
and receive payment for summer salary which will help us be competitive with other private law schools that we compete
with. We also plan to use the additional revenue to help offset salary expenditure for our clinical faculty which is crucial to our
school and student experience. Our clinical faculty are not paid by state funds but funded internally by the Law school funds.

Improve our faculty-staff ratio to better support faculty.

It is customary for our peer law schools to have one faculty assistant for every five to six faculty members. At Berkeley Law, it
is ten to one, the worst of any peer schools. Where once there were 22 faculty support staff, there are now 12. This shortcoming
will become more severe as we achieve our faculty hiring goals. Lack of administrative support for faculty has been a factor in
at least two recent unsuccessful retention effort. Understaffing across departments affects not only the quality of critical
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faculty and student services, but also makes staff recruitment and retention extremely challenging. With the PDST increase we
hope to increase the support staff by 2-3 staff or restructure to a different model that brings more efficiency.

e Improve our cash flow to pay debt service for building

The Law School must devote substantial revenue to its debt service. The recent building addition, which was absolutely
essential, was paid for almost entirely with borrowed money. The Law School has a mortgage of about $90 million and pays
approximately $4.5 million a year in debt service. This is scheduled to increase to about $7 million per year in 2025. Refinancing
before then is essential. Unfortunately this likely includes further deferring payment of principal. Also, the Law School building
needs substantial work, some of which is essential (such as to ensure compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act).
The structural budget deficit of the UC Berkeley campus has caused budget cuts for the Law School. For the 2017-18 fiscal year,
there was a campus-mandated approximately $2 million reduction in expenditures for the Law School, S1 million further
reduction for the 2018-19 fiscal year, and a projected $500,000 reduction for the 2019-20 fiscal year.

If we do not get the 7.5% increase approved, it will be detrimental to our mission and goal and sustainability of Berkeley Law as a top
Law school in the country. Over the past years there has been an increase in staff salaries and student support expenditures that we
have been struggling to keep up with while maintaining our T-14 ranking. Without the 7.5% for the next consecutive fiscal years, we
will find it extremely difficult to keep up with the needs of maintaining the multiple areas of operation for the Law school. We most
probably will have to reduce staff by lay off or planned attrition. We will not be able to hire new faculty as we bear the salary expense
of summer salary and faculty administrative support. We will be unable to hire staff or retain them due to competitive salary in the
Bay area.

lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19
in the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please
leave those columns blank).
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Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19| Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
PDST Revenue| 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments $1,859,493 $74,380 $77,355 $80,449 $83,667 $87,014 $2,262,358
Benefits/UCRP Cost $3,451,767 $172,588 $181,218 $190,279 $199,793 $209,782 $4,405,427
Providing Student Services $3,816,192 $381,619 $419,781 $461,759 $507,935 $558,729 $6,146,015
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio $1,859,493 $185,949 $204,544 $224,999 $247,498 $272,248 $2,994,731
Expanding Instructional Support Staff $1,859,493 $92,975 $97,623 $102,505 $107,630 $113,011 $2,373,237
Instructional Equipment Purchases $296,359 $14,818 $15,559 $16,337 $17,154 $18,011 $378,238
Providing Student Financial Aid $10,845,514 $759,186 $812,329 $869,192 $930,036 $995,138 $15,211,395
Other Non-salary Cost Increases $2,424,913 $121,246 $127,308 $133,673 $140,357 $147,375 $3,094,872
Facilities Expansion/Renewal S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Other (Please explain in the "Additional $5,662,458 $601,649 $650,869 $701,401 $754,430 $810,968 $9,181,775
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue $32,075,682 $2,404,410 $2,586,586 $2,780,594 $2,988,500 $3,212,276 $46,048,048

Additional Comments:

This expense is the 15% AFC that we are charged by campus as a percentage of our tuition revenue.

lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

The Law School is creating additional revenue generating programs. In July 2017, Dean Chemerinsky appointed a committee on
revenue generation, chaired by former Dean Christopher Edley. The committee has made several recommendations for new programs,
some already implemented, including expanding executive education, a Global Access program (enrolling foreign undergraduate
students for a semester in the Legal Studies Program), and an additional semester for some LL.M. students to do an externship.
Additionally, the committee is now turning its attention to long-term revenue generating opportunities.

Finally, the Law School must significantly increase its fund-raising efforts. Berkeley Law lags significantly behind its peer schools in
percentage of annual giving and the amount raised. Expansion of our Development operations presents substantial opportunity for
additional revenue. We have a new Assistant Dean for External Affairs and Development, Mary Matheron, who joined us July 1, 2018
from Yale Law School, where she was Associate Dean of Development. Remaining to be filled are two open slots for senior
development officers. Additional slots need to be created beyond these. The initial results are very encouraging as end-of-year giving
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was up well over 35% (in both number of donors and amount of gifts) compared to recent years. Also, several large gifts are nearing
fruition. There is the opportunity for much stronger fund-raising in the years ahead.

Since we have not received any PDST increase since 2012, these additional revenue sources have helped the Law school to support a
few expenses that have been critical. Largely we have used it for some expenses associated with faculty retention and staff support

for the J.D. program. There is still a wide area of expenses that we have been unable to address in areas of student services, faculty
support and faculty retention.

lll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

N/A

lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enroliment in the table below.

Enrollment
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 673 673 673 673 673 673
Domestic Nonresident 285 285 285 285 285 285
International 28 28 28 28 28 28
Total 986 986 986 986 986 986

*Projected based on current financial situation.
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IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or
only private comparators, please list those.

L1 If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following
table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.



First Year Annual Charges
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Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases

2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Residents % S % $ % $ % $ % $
University of Michigan
(Ann Arbor) $59,672 | $61,462 | $63,306 | $65,205 [ $67,161 | $69,176 | 3% [$1,790 3%|$1,844 3%][$1,899 3%][$1,956 3%|%$2,015
University of Virginia $60,700 | $62,521 | $64,397 | $66,329 | $68,318 | $70,368 | 3% [$1,821 3%|$1,876 3%|$1,932 3%]$1,990 3%|%$2,050
Stanford University $60,072 | $61,874 | $63,730 | $65,642 | $67,612 | $69,640 | 3% |[$1,802 3%]$1,856 3%|[$1,912 3%][$1,969 3%]$2,028
Harvard University $63,800 | $65,714 | $67,685 | $69,716 | $71,807 | $73,962 | 3% [$1,914 3%|$1,971 3%]($2,031 3%[$2,091 3%|%$2,154
Columbia University $67,532 | $69,558 | $71,645 | $73,794 [ $76,008 | $78,288 | 3% [$2,026 3%|$2,087 3%|$2,149 3%|%$2,214 3%|%$2,280
Duke University $63,400 | $65,302 | $67,261 | $69,279 | $71,357 | $73,498 | 3% [$1,902 3%][$1,959 3%|[%$2,018 3%[$2,078 3%($2,141
University of
Pennsylvania $61,608 | $63,456 | $65,360 | $67,321 | $69,340 [ $71,421 | 3% |$1,848 | 3%|$1,904 | 3%|$1,961 | 3%|$2,020 | 3%|$2,080
Public Average $60,186 | $61,992 | $63,851 | $65,767 | $67,740 | $69,772 | 3% |[$1,806 3%]|%$1,860 3%|$1,916 3%|$1,973 3%|%$2,032
Private Average $63,282 | $65,181 | $67,136 | $69,150 | $71,225 | $73,362 | 3% [$1,898 3%][$1,955 3%|%$2,014 3%|$2,075 3%|%$2,137
Public and Private
Average $62,398 | $64,270 | $66,198 | $68,184 | $70,229 | $72,336 | 3% [$1,872 3%][$1,928 3%(%$1,986 3%|$2,046 3%][$2,107
UCB JD Degree $49,295 | $52,374 | $55,660 | $59,178 | $62,937 | $66,962 | 6% [$3,079 6%|$3,286 6%]$3,518 6% $3,759 6%|$4,025
Nonresidents
University of Michigan
(Ann Arbor) $62,672 [ $64,552 | $66,489 | $68,483 [ $70,538 [ $72,654 | 3% [$1,880 | 39%|$1,937 | 3%|$1,995 [ 3%|$2,055 [ 3%|$2,116
University of Virginia $63,700 | $65,611 | $67,579 | $69,607 [ $71,695 | $73,846 | 3% [$1,911 3%|$1,968 3%|$2,027 3%|$2,088 3%|(%$2,151
Stanford University $60,072 | $61,874 | $63,730 | $65,642 | $67,612 | $69,640 | 3% |[$1,802 3%]$1,856 3%|$1,912 3%][$1,969 3%]$2,028
Harvard University $63,800 | $65,714 | $67,685 | $69,716 | $71,807 | $73,962 | 3% [$1,914 3%|$1,971 3%][$2,031 3%[$2,091 3%|%$2,154
Columbia University $67,532 | $69,558 | $71,645 | $73,794 [ $76,008 | $78,288 | 3% [$2,026 3%|$2,087 3%|$2,149 3%|%$2,214 3%|%$2,280
Duke University $63,400 | $65,302 | $67,261 | $69,279 | $71,357 | $73,498 | 3% [$1,902 3%]$1,959 3%|[%$2,018 3%[$2,078 3%(%$2,141
University of
Pennsylvania $61,608 | $63,456 | $65,360 | $67,321 | $69,340 [ $71,421 | 3% |$1,848 | 3%|$1,904 | 3%|$1,961 | 3%|$2,020 | 3%|$2,080
Public Average $63,186 | $65,082 | $67,034 | $69,045 | $71,116 | $73,250 | 3% [$1,896 3%|$1,952 3%|$2,011 3%|$2,071 3%|(%$2,133
Private Average $63,282 | $65,181 | $67,136 | $69,150 | $71,225 | $73,362 | 3% [$1,898 3%|$1,955 3%|%$2,014 3%|$2,075 3%|(%$2,137
Public and Private
Average $63,255 | $65,153 | $67,107 | $69,120 | $71,194 | $73,330 | 3% [$1,898 3%]$1,955 3%(%$2,013 3%|$2,074 3%]$2,136
UCB JD Degree $53,246 | $55,703 | $58,319 | $61,119 | $64,106 | $67,299 | 5% ($2,457 5%]%$2,616 5%]$2,800 5%][$2,987 5%]$3,193
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Source(s):

University of Michigan - https://www.law.umich.edu/financialaid/Pages/tuitionrates.aspx

University of Virginia - https://www.law.virginia.edu/financialaid/annual-cost-attendance-budget
Stanford University - https://law.stanford.edu/apply/tuition-financial-aid/cost-of-attendance/
Harvard University - https://hls.harvard.edu/dept/graduate-program/lim-tuition-and-financial-aid/
Columbia University - https://www.law.columbia.edu/financial-aid/costs-and-billing/costs-budgeting
Duke University - https://law.duke.edu/admis/tuition/

University of Pennsylvania - https://www.law.upenn.edu/admissions/grad/tuition-fees.php

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other
characteristics do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be
comparable to these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve
comparability to an aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

In this application we have made comparisons to 2 top-ranked public law schools and 5 top-ranked private law schools. Our direct
competitors for both students and faculty are other top-ten law schools. (We could not pose 3 examples of public schools as only 2
other schools besides Berkeley are ranked in the top-ten.) Of the private law schools, Harvard is ranked #3, Stanford University is
ranked #2, Columbia University is ranked #5, University of Pennsylvania is ranked #7, and Duke University is ranked #11 (frequently
fluctuating between #9 and #11 in the annual rankings). The only other top-ten public law schools are University of Michigan ranked
#8 and University of Virginia ranked #9. Berkeley Law is currently tied for the #9 ranking. These are our peer schools by every
measure.

Berkeley Law has an internal initiative to increase our ranking, aspiring to be one of the top five Law schools in the country. We
compete particularly closely with Stanford Law School for geographical reasons. The San Francisco Bay Area is a large employment
region for young attorneys and attracts top graduates of both schools. As stated, we have lost some of our most talented faculty to
Stanford Law School in the past year.

IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

The selected comparisons represent public and private institutions within our current and aspirational range. Our total fees and
tuition are considerably lower than the other top-ten law schools by approximately 20%. Prior to the 2012 PDST freeze, tuition
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amongst the top ten law schools was roughly comparable. The freeze has created a wide gap between Berkeley Law tuition and our
competitor schools. University of Virginia has increased its tuition by 31% since 2012. In 2012, Virginia tuition was 4% less than
Berkeley Law. The University of Michigan has increased its tuition by 23% since 2012. Amongst the private schools Stanford Law
School has increased its tuition by 18% since 2012. Even with the fee increase requested, Berkeley Law would be less expensive than
peer schools for years.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

Berkeley Law is the only public Law school in California ranked in the top ten. It is dedicated to promoting public service and
graduating students prepared for practice at the highest levels of the legal professions. Our students are committed to public service
in many forms. Most of our first year students perform Pro Bono work. Every Berkeley Law student is guaranteed funding to pursue
public interest or public sector summer work. A majority of first year students, and many second year students, work for non-profit
or government agencies each summer. Berkeley Law is ranked #1 nationally in Intellectual Property and Patent Law. Being situated
near Silicon Valley is an important factor in serving national business and technology development.
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V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enroliment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if
available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are

available.

Actual Actual Actual Estimated | Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6%
Chicanx/Latinx 12% 12% 13% 13% 5% 8%
American Indian 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%
Subtotal Underrepresented 20% 20% 20% 20% 10% 14%
Asian/EastIndian 18% 20% 22% 22% 11% 12%
White 51% 50% 51% 51% 57% 48%
Other/ Unknown 9% 8% 4% 4% 10% 7%
International 2% 2% 3% 3% 12% 19%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Socioeconomic
% Pell recipients 33% 34% 28% 30% 14% 19%
Gender
% Male 43% 42% 39% 39% 50% 50%
% Female 57% 58% 61% 61% 50% 50%

Sources: US News — Schools of Law Data
UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: UC Corporate data

Comparison institutions: Michigan, Virginia, Stanford, Harvard, Columbia, Duke, Pennsylvania
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enrollment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

Berkeley Law has worked hard to maintain and improve diversity in its student body. While URM enrollment has not been a “straight
line” in one direction, we would not expect that trend given that we may not engage in affirmative action/race-based admissions.
While there are fluctuations in any given year, the law school has been successful at recruiting and enrolling a diverse class across
many measures. There are also indications of greater diversity on the horizon. For example, in the 2018 entering class, Berkeley Law
enrolled a record 12 Native American students; these student have re-formed a student organization (NALSA, the Native American
Law Student Association) and are actively working with institutional leaders to recruit others. NALSA are also working with faculty
and others to design programming such as a speakers and participation in the National NALSA moot court competition, which will
enhance the learning opportunities for all students. Berkeley Law is very proud of the fact that this past year we were able to
simultaneously improve the LSAT and GPA medians of the entering class, and enroll a class of incredible diversity.

The number of international students enrolling in the J.D. program is negligible. Generally, all or nearly all of the URM students are
U.S. domestic students, including DACA recipients.

We believe it is important to note that the numbers in a single chart cannot tell the entire story of diversity at Berkeley Law. For
example, there are many students who identify as multiracial (e.g., African-American and Native American), yet may only be counted
in a single category. In fall 2018, there are 19 students in the 1L class that are exclusively identified as African-American, however,
there are actually 28 students who identify African-American as amongst one of their ethnicities. In reality, the racial and ethnic
diversity of the Berkeley Law community cannot adequately be represented in only one chart. Additionally, these data do not
account for other layers of diversity and intersectional identities, such as the number of URM students who also identify as first-
generation college graduates, members of the LGBTQI+ community, low-income students, etc.

Compared to peer programs, Berkeley Law continues to demonstrate robust enrollment of underrepresented minorities. This is
thanks to strategic and specifically targeted efforts to identify, attract, admit, and enroll the strongest and most diverse applicants
possible. There are multiple facets to this strategy, including:
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Travel to identified feeder schools (e.g., HBCUs, HACUs, CSUs, CUNY, etc.), events (e.g., National Black and Hispanic Pre-
Law Conference, CLEO ASAP law fairs), and programs.
Berkeley Law has also established specific events at HBCUs such as Morehouse, Spelman, and Howard (beginning in 2018)
such as “family dinners” that bring together members of the pre-law organizations on campus, admissions representatives,
and local alumni. These dinners, now well established, are an annual tradition that has helped strengthen our relationships
with these institutions substantially.

Cultivate strong relationships with pre-law advisors at the above institutions (as well as others) and programs, allowing us
to share information about Berkeley Law with key individuals who are ideally positioned to advise and counsel
prospective applicants.

New in 2018-19, for example, we are co-organizing a conference with PLSI (the Pre-Law Summer Institute for Native
Americans) to be held in New Mexico in February, in order for pre-law advisors from Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs)
to be trained on the fundamentals of advising pre-law students at their institutions. We also actively seek out non-
“traditional” pre-law advisors on campuses, such as the EOP program advisors, Transfer, Re-Entry, and Student Parents
Centers, Underground Scholars Programs, and the Undocumented Students Programs.

Send tailored communications to encourage applications to Berkeley Law.
Using the Law School Admissions Council’s Candidate Referral Service (CRS), we are able to identify prospective applicants
and send them more information about the programs and communities they are most interested in learning more about.

Create and maintain the “Diversity at Berkeley Law” webpage with the J.D. admissions section of the website.

Administer our proprietary fee waiver program.

Our fee waivers are typically not automatic and require an application. However, that application is aligned to our interests in
recruiting a racially and socioeconomically diverse class, as well as students pursuing public interest careers. Therefore, there
are three categories under which a person may qualify — financial need (e.g., Pell Grant recipient, Cal Grant A or B recipient,
etc.), public service (Teach for America, Peace Corps, U.S. military service, Americorps, etc.), or program participation (PPIA
program, CLEO, Graduate Horizons, Upward Bound, Posse, etc.) If someone qualifies under any of these categories, their
application fee is automatically waived.
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Develop our own pre-law pipeline program(s).
Berkeley Law already has two pipeline program partnerships: PPIA and Pipeline to Law. PPIA (Public Policy and International
Affairs Junior Summer Institute) is a partnership with the Goldman School of Public Policy. It brings 30 students to an in-
residence program each summer; 10 of these students are designated Law Fellows. Law faculty teach in the program, and all
participants are guaranteed a minimum level of gift aid should they apply and be admitted to Berkeley Law. The Law school
funds these students’ participation in PPIA, and participates in their selection as a part of the Admissions Committee. Pipeline
to Law is a program we co-created in partnership with ASU Law and MSU Law, focused on preparing Native American
students for the application process. We run three- and five-day sessions at host institutions such as University of South
Dakota, University of Washington, etc., and provide housing, travel assistance, funding for LSAT prep programs, and other
resources. This is funded in part by Walmart, the National Native American Bar Association, AccesslLex, each partner
institution, and tribes. Finally, we are currently in the process of hiring someone within the Admissions and Financial Aid
Office charged with designing and launching our own, in-house pipeline program. We expect launch of that program in fall
20109.

Partner with other pipeline programs.

In 2018, Berkeley Law signed on to the MOU to become a partner school with the California Bar Association’s “Pathways to
Law” 2+2+3 program. This program is designed to connect law academies at high schools, community college partners,
undergraduate partner institutions, and law schools in order to smooth the path for community college graduates to transfer
to a four-year school and then gain admission to law school. We also partner with Graduate Horizons and other external
pipeline programs. Berkeley Law hosts the Center for Youth Development Through Law (CYDL), a summer program for
disadvantaged high school students in the Bay Area that combines leadership and jobs training with pre-law programming
such as mock trial. We also have hosted the FLY program (Fresh Lifelines for Youth), serving youth ages 11-24 who are
currently, formerly, or at risk of juvenile justice system involvement, and providing legal education, leadership training, and
mentorship.

After students are admitted, we engage in sustained and strategic efforts to encourage them to select Berkeley Law. This includes
contact by current students, members of the faculty, and alumni community. We also send targeted communications, and hold
Diversity Dinners in several cities to help URM students meet alumni in their areas. This is particularly helpful in areas like New York
City, where a common concern of admitted students is whether there is a robust alumni network, and whether they will be able to
return to their home state for post-grad employment.
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V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enrollment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

Berkeley Law has great success enrolling low income and socioeconomically disadvantaged groups. This is supported by a number of
strategic programs and policies.

We expect variation in enrollment of URG each year, based on national applicant data and trends. Our ability to maintain a diverse
class in spite of a deeply competitive market, some public relations challenges several years ago, and changes in national rankings is
testimony to this. We resist the often unspoken assertion that there are required trade-offs between enrollment of URGs and
applicants with higher test scores and undergraduate GPAs, and are pleased that in 2018 we were able to make improvements

in all of these areas. We will continue to strive to do better.

e Within the application we have an optional socio-economic questionnaire that asks extensively about educational and
economic barriers faced in the past and present. We’ve found that inviting applicants to share this information from the very
beginning creates a sense of trust on the part of the student, and helps the school gain a more well-rounded view of the
applicants’ accomplishments and potential. Our admissions review process is entirely need-blind.

e Our new in-house pipeline program, in development now, will specifically seek to attract students who are from low-SES
status backgrounds and are the first person in their family to earn a college degree or pursue a graduate/professional degree.
The PPIA Law Fellow program, with whom we partner and provide funding, specifically considers financial need within its
application criteria.

e Asdescribed in a previous section, our fee waiver program also explicitly seeks to decrease the barriers to applying for
students from a socioeconomically disadvantaged background.

e Over the course of five days preceding first-year orientation, we offer a small group of J.D. students an introduction to law
school teaching methods and skills. Incoming first-year J.D. students most likely to benefit from the program receive a letter
over the summer with information about how to apply. This is a unique opportunity to better understand and practice the
skills needed to succeed in law school, as well as develop supportive relationships with professors and other students.
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This program is for students who self-identify as likely to benefit and who have one of more of the following characteristics:
students who are the first in their families to attend college, students who have been out of school for a number of years,
students for whom English is not their first language, and students with disabilities. While there is no test for socio-economic
need, we've found that most participants are first-generation college attendees and that this is highly correlated with coming
from a lower socioeconomic background. More information about the Pre-Orientation Program is available
here: https://www.law.berkeley.edu/students/student-services/academic-skills-program/preorientation/

We created the Berkeley Law Opportunity Scholarship (BLOS). This award goes to a cohort of students each year who are the
first in their family to earn a college degree and have financial need. The BLOS provides full tuition scholarships or grants for
all three years of law school at Berkeley Law, and has become a cornerstone of our commitment to making a legal education
at Berkeley Law truly accessible. In addition, sharing information about the BLOS opportunity in print and electronic materials
goes a long way toward making applicants feel valued, feel welcome, and understand that Berkeley Law is affordable. BLOS
applicants also receive mentors and programmatic support through our First Generation Professionals student organization.

When admitted students are considered for gift aid, both need and merit are considered. In order to accomplish this
assessment, we send all admitted students the Supplemental Gift Aid (SGA) application, a tool which looks at historical and
current indicators of financial need (e.g., homelessness or housing insecurity, receipt of state or federal benefits such as WIC,
receipt of a Pell Grant, etc.) Collection of this information allows us to conduct a thorough a holistic review of all of the
relevant factors in a particular application. Finally, because we’ve established a formal “reconsideration process,” if an
admitted student feels that there is additional information we need in order to understand their financial need, they are told
how to share that information.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

Berkeley Law has excelled in the area of gender parity in recent years. In fact, we have been recognized as having the highest female
enrollment figures in the Top 20 law schools, and rank in the top 20 of all law schools for female enrollment (the only one of the top
14 law schools to make that list). Berkeley Law has maintained approximately 60% female enrollment for several years, and we
anticipate that trend will continue.
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While we cannot legally take actions to control admission/enrollment based on gender, there are a number of factors that we think
support this trend, including the recruitment and retention of female faculty who are also experts in their fields, a robust set of
multidisciplinary curricular and extracurricular offerings (e.g., the Berkeley Journal for Gender Law and Justice, the Berkeley Center
for Reproductive Rights and Justice, etc.), the ongoing support provided to student organizations (e.g., the Women of Color
Collective), and clear identification that the enrollment of female-identified students to the law school is integral to the overall
diversity of the law school (for example, our diversity-focused webpage includes "Women in the Law" as a specific
category, https://www.law.berkeley.edu/admissions/jd/diversity-at-berkeley-law/) We also take into account the gender parity of
schools and programs where travel to recruit each year, and if we detected a downturn in the first few years of the multi-year plan,
we would look comprehensively at our entire suite of recruitment programs to respond quickly. We might, by way of example, add
more visits to women's colleges, send targeted Candidate Referral Service letters, initiate additional outreach by faculty or alumni,
add specific program to our Admitted Students Weekends, etc.

2018 US News Best Law Schools: Female Enroliment Top 20 law school rankings by female enroliment

Law School % Female Rank Law School % Women
1.Yale University 48% 1[Howard University 69.40%
2. Stanford University 48% 2|Atlanta’s John Marshall Law School 67.70%
3. Harvard University 49% 3[Northeastern University 65.00%
4. University of Chicago 49% 4|District of Columbia 63.80%
5. Columbia University 49% 5|American University 63.30%
6. New York University 53% 6|Golden Gate University 62.20%
7. University of Pennsylvania 48% 7|Florida A&M University 61.90%
8. University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 47% 8|North Carolina Central University 61.50%
9. University of California, Berkeley 61% 9[New England Law | Boston 60.80%
9. University of Virginia 46% 10|City University of New York 60.80%
11. Duke University 41% 11 |California-Berkeley 60.09%
12. Northwestern University 51% 12|Texas Southern University 60.06%
13. Cornell University 46% 13(Inter American University of Puerto Rico 60.00%
14. Georgetown University 52% 14|California Western School of Law 59.90%
15. University of Texas, Austin 46% 15|Elon University 59.80%
16. University of California, Los Angeles 51% 16|Whittier Law School 59.70%
17. Vanderbilt University 51% 17|Regent University 59.30%
18. Washington University in St. Louis 49% 18| New York Law School 58.90%
19. University of Southern California 48% 19(Pontifical Catholic University of P.R. 58.80%
20. University of Minnesota 51% 20(Western New England University 58.70%
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V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the compaosition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

It is difficult to anticipate the future enrollment of underrepresented students given that we cannot engage in race-based
admissions — variations and fluctuations are normal and to be expected. However, given the success we’ve achieved in the past, and
coupled with the new endeavors and initiatives (e.g., the in-house pipeline program in development, signing onto the Pathways to
Law Program MOU, etc.) we expect to see a sustained percentage of URM and low-SES background enrollment, and also expect to
maintain our excellence in the area of gender parity. It is worth noting that for the first year class entering fall 2018 URM enrollment
increased, particularly among African-American students.

Berkeley Law will continue with the strategic and multi-pronged approaches described above and will seek out new opportunities.
We will also proactively share information about affordability and specific funding opportunities such as BLOS, and will deploy our
institutional resources thoughtfully with these goals in mind.

V.f. In the tables below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.)

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent” faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.
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All Faculty (School or Department) Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)
Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18 Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
i 4.2% 6.4% 6.5% i 10.4% 11.9% 12.1%
Black/Afr-American Domestic Black/Afr-American Domes?]c
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 3.3% 2.4% 3.1% Domestic 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) - Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian|{ Domestic 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% American Indian|{ Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 7.9% 10.4% 8.8% Domestic 14.9% 14.9% 15.2%
Asian/Pac Is Asian/Pac Is
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Whi Domestic 78.2% 67.9% 65.3% Whi Domestic 68.7% 67.2% 66.7%
ite ite
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 5.4% 12.9% 16.4% Domestic 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Other/Unknown - Other/Unknown -
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% International 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18 Percentage by Gender 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Female 36.8% 39.0% 41.6% Female 31.3% 32.8% 34.8%
Male 63.2% 61.0% 58.4% Male 68.7% 67.2% 65.2%

V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

As part of the Berkeley Law Equity and Inclusion Plan, we have undertaken a variety of efforts designed to recruit and retain a more
diverse faculty. Recruitment efforts include a focused program to expand the pool of viable candidates. Our faculty in general, and
the Faculty Appointments Committee in particular, have expanded our diversity outreach, including at national hiring conferences.

Our retention efforts have focused on fostering a more inclusive educational environment. In particular, we have created regular
inclusive teaching workshops for faculty and part-time instructors. Recent faculty workshop topics have included: techniques for
creating healthy dynamics in classroom discussion; addressing challenging issues related to race and violence; grappling with implicit
bias; and accommodating students with disabilities. The Associate Dean for J.D. Curriculum and Teaching also works with our Equity
and Inclusion Committee to incorporate equity and inclusion topics into our programming on pedagogy.
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Ultimately, creating a more inclusive environment is beneficial for both faculty retention and increasing our appeal for faculty under
recruitment. In 2016-17 these efforts were led by an Associate Dean for Equity and Inclusion. Although that position was eliminated
as part of the 2017 mandated administrative consolidation, fostering an equitable and inclusive educational environment remains a
top priority.

VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

UC Berkeley School of Law’s distinctive public mission includes a commitment to access, affordability and post-graduate career
choice for a broad range of students from all communities. We prioritize transparency of process, fairness and reliability of awards,
and empowering students with information so that they are able to make fully informed decisions about their law school
enrollment. Our policies and processes are designed to align with and support these areas of institutional commitment, and operate
with these priorities centered. In general, the law school Financial Aid and Admissions Office helps eligible students to plan for law
school expenses, and to obtain grants, fellowships, and scholarships based on merit and/or need, as well as an array of federal and
private student loans.

To that end, we are committed to providing a diverse suite of financial aid programs with a focus on attracting and enrolling
students: (a) with financial need, (b) who have overcome significant barriers, (c) with substantial potential for excellence as
indicated by quantitative and qualitative review of their overall application, and (d) who pursue public interest work.

(a) Students with Financial Need and/or Who have Overcome Significant Barriers
As mentioned in Section V.c., we created the Berkeley Law Opportunity Scholarship (BLOS), which is awarded to a cohort
of students each year who are the first in their family to earn a college degree and have financial need. The BLOS provides
full tuition scholarships or grants for all three years of law school at Berkeley Law, and has become a cornerstone of our
commitment to making a legal education at Berkeley Law truly accessible.

Admitted students are also encouraged to submit a supplemental gift aid application (SGA) to be considered for need-
based gift aid. A link to the SGA is sent to every admitted student within days of their admission offer. The SGA gives
students the opportunity to communicate significant barriers induced by socioeconomic background as well as past and

22



UC Berkeley/School of Law/JD Degree
Established program
Established PDST
recent financial hardships. Questions on the SGA address housing insecurity, food insecurity, hardship due to caring for
another family member, student loan debt burdens, etc. While gift aid offers may be made based on an assessment of
merit, need, or a combination of merit and need, approximately 40% of gift aid awarded to entering students in fall 2018
was need-based aid.

We now guarantee institutional gift aid offers for three years. For students from low socio-economic backgrounds, this
affords greater reliability and predictability. It addresses the fact that even if they get a high-paying summer position,
their earnings do not offset what is potentially a lifetime of disadvantage. There is also some indication that this
decreases a particular type of stress that occurs for low-SES students associated with the reminder, each year when they
apply for gift aid, that they are low-income.

That our average debt at graduation - amongst borrowers (so excluding those who did not take out student loans at all) -
has decreased over the last few years as we've invested more in gift aid offers and have guaranteed these over three
years.

(b) Students with Substantial Potential for Excellence
Merit-based awards are intended to support students who demonstrate “outstanding leadership experience, significant
potential for success, and innovation in their approach to seeking the nexus between law, policy, and justice.” Since
everyone eligible for gift aid is already an admitted student, and because we believe all of our admitted students can and
will be successful, we seek to identify people who stand out from an already highly selective group. We offer merit-based
gift aid to admitted students who have significant indicators of potential, and these often are based on non-numeric
factors such as:

e A history of leadership.

e C(Clearly demonstrated engagement in their communities (e.g., family, campus, professional, etc.). A record that
demonstrates significant impact in whatever communities the individual was or is a member. Being a difference-
maker.

e Aclear sense of their own voice and a willingness to share their perspective with others. Passion — a strong sense of
who they are — and compassion — an ability to hear and connect with others who might have a perspective different
from their own.

e Demonstrated interest in innovation and entrepreneurship. Individuals who identify problems or needs and then

step into those spaces to address them with strong analytical skills and creativity.
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e Substantial knowledge about and/or a long-standing commitment to a specific field (e.g., patent law, banking
regulation, etc.), or to a specific population (e.g., the LGBTQ community, youth in foster care, etc.).

e A multi-disciplinary perspective shaped by a broad range of personal, academic, and/or professional experiences.
Someone who is driven to help solve the emerging problems that our society and the world face using a toolkit
comprised of a wide range of skills and training.

e Significant public service or policy-related work. This may include military service.

e Arecord of academic success, including one that would not have been predicted given a personal or family
background and/or obstacles encountered and overcome (e.qg., first in family to attend college, impoverished
background, working while in school, etc.) Other relevant factors might be particularly strong writing, research, and
argumentation skills.

e Substantial advocacy experience. This is not limited to law-related advocacy and could include examples of an
individual advocating for themselves or other members of their family or community, or for broader change.

More specifically, we review each admitted student for institutional, merit-based gift aid. In general, there are three ways
files are reviewed:

(1) Application Required Scholarships — an admitted student is a candidate for one of these awards if they indicated that they
were applying in the Scholarships section of the application and submitted all of the required materials (supplemental essays,
etc.) Candidates for these awards are reviewed administratively and a list of finalists is then generated. The finalists are
reviewed by a selection committee to choose the recipient(s). In the case of the BLOS, finalists will be invited for an in-person
interview before final decisions are made. These interviews are required and cannot be waived or conducted electronically.

(2) Automatic Review Scholarships — All applicants are initially considered for this type of gift aid at the time they are
considered for admission. Admitted students are then reviewed again to determine whether an award is appropriate.
Recipients will be notified that they have been selected for an award. Contrary to the popular belief that only LSAT/GPA
combinations are used to determine “merit” for scholarship purposes, we use a holistic review process to determine our gift
aid awards.

(3) Reconsideration - There is a formal process to request reconsideration. An admitted student may request reconsideration
under a variety of circumstances. For example:
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e They received a gift aid offer from us, but would like us to reevaluate that award in light of an offer from another law
school.

e They did not receive a gift aid offer from us (and you were either notified that you were not selected for an award or
it is past the end of March so we’ve likely made the vast majority of our initial offers), but would like us to reevaluate
that decision in light of an offer from another law school.

® They received a gift aid offer from us, but believe that there are extenuating or changed circumstances that warrant a
re-examination of that initial offer.

e They did not receive a gift aid offer from us (and you were either notified that you were not selected for an award or
it is past the end of March so we’ve likely made the vast majority of our initial offers), but believe that there are
extenuating or changed circumstances that warrant a re-examination of that decision.

All of this information is shared with admitted students via the Admitted Student section of the website.

(c) Students who Pursue Public Interest Work

J.D. students who borrow federal student loans and enter into a public interest career are also eligible for post-graduate
financial assistance through the Loan Repayment Assistance Program (LRAP). In addition, we work in collaboration with the
Career Development Office to provide funding for summer public interest work, and post-graduate support in the form of
Public Interest Fellowships (PIF) and Bridge Fellowships.

Nearly all (approximately 99%) of gift aid awards are made as renewable awards. When an admitted student is notified of their
award it is presented to them as a three-year award (e.g., $75,000 gift aid award, distributed as $25,000 per year for up to three
years) to allow them to roughly anticipate net cost over three years.

Continuing students also have the opportunity to submit applications for a variety of donor-funded scholarships each year. Roughly
30% of rising 2Ls and 3Ls who apply receive a continuing student scholarship in amounts ranging from $500-5$15,000. In the 2017-18
academic year, approximately two-thirds of students were recipients of institutional gift aid, averaging $22,548. The resident cost of
attendance that year was $81,958.

Success is measured in terms of enrollment outcomes, including ensuring access to low income students (as indicated by students
with financial need who enroll), our ability to compete with peer law schools and attract strong candidates, and post-graduate

outcomes such as number of students entering public interest careers.
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Graduating Class 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Percent with Debt 89% 79% 83% 83% 79% 72% 71%
Cumulative Debt among Students $104,387 $115,474 $141,130 $144,705 $144,437 $146,483 $142,346
with Debt

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

Average debt among graduating Berkeley Law students who borrowed was $142,346 in 2017, but is expected to be lower in 2018
based on current borrowing. We believe this 3-year trend in decreasing student loan debt is a result of moving to a 3-year renewable
awarding strategy, implementing holistic packaging strategies, and increasing financial aid counseling.

We do not anticipate the proposed PDST increase to have a significant impact on the population that is most sensitive to loan
indebtedness: graduates who are entering lower paying public interest positions and who have financial need. We expect that a
portion of the proceeds from the increase in PDST will benefit financial aid programs such as need-based aid and the Loan
Repayment Assistance Program (LRAP); programs that directly benefit this population. In fact, we’ve already approved an increase to
the LRAP income threshold (from $65,000 to $70,000 per year) to be rolled out in July 2019.

Graduate |2016-17 Average Debt Median Est. Debt Payment
swith | at Graduation among Salary at as % of Median
Debt Students with Debt | Graduation Salary
This program 71% $142,346 $180,000 11%
Public comparisons 64% $134,053 $180,000 11%
Private 72% $146,729 $180,000 12%
comparisons

Sources: US News — Schools of Law Data
UC: Corporate data
Comparison institutions: Michigan, Virginia, Stanford, Harvard, Columbia, Duke, Pennsylvania
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Vl.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

According to the UC Berkeley Law Employment statistics compiled by the Career Development Office, more than 97% of the 2017
J.D. graduates were employed nine months after graduation. Of these, more than 65% were employed at firms earning a median
starting salary of $180,000. The majority of the remaining graduates entered into public interest or government employment.

While the median salary for these typically lower paying public interest positions range from $53K -$65K, these graduates are
eligible for assistance on their income-driven monthly loan payments through the LRAP program, with many seeking federal Public
Service Loan Forgiveness after ten years.

Berkeley Law maintains a strong commitment to public service-oriented graduates and it is our goal to preserve career choice by
removing the student debt barrier. The LRAP is integrated with federal Income Driven Repayment (IDR) and Public Service Loan
Forgiveness and will grant up to 10 years of support to graduates for IDR payments for federal student loan debt provided that their
annual income is no greater than $100,000. We cover 100% of IDR payments for participants whose incomes are less than or equal
to $65,000 (increasing to $70,000 in July 2019). Participants receive partial support if earning more than $65,000. In 2017, the
median starting salary for government and public interest positions was $65,000 and $53,750 respectively.

VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

Our LRAP program plays an important role in supporting graduates pursuing public interest careers. There are over 240 participants
in the LRAP program currently receiving a total of more than $1 million annually. As participants can enter and leave the program
and receive up to 10 years of cumulative support, up to 350 graduates may be receiving support in a given time. Those earning less
than or equal to $65K receive 100% support for their income-driven monthly payments, and those earning more than $65K up to
S$100K receive partial support.

In addition, the Career Development Office (CDO) awards, and the Financial Aid Office distributes, summer public interest grants, as
well as PIF and Bridge Fellowships. First year public interest summer funding is guaranteed provided that a student complete at least
25 hours of pro bono work in their first year. Second summer funding is also available, although application based and more
competitive.
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The CDO also employs two designated counselors to support students intending to pursue public interest work, and another with a
focus on clerkships. They plan and execute a wide range of programming throughout the year to encourage and support students
who hope to pursue public service work.

In 2018-19, the law school launched the Henderson Center Scholars Program. This program provides ten students per year with
additional scholarship funding and programmatic support through the Judge Thelton Henderson Center for Social Justice.

Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

Graduates entering public interest positions generally earn less than their peers who enter private sector employment. Regardless of
a student’s career choice, the Financial Aid Office team offers in-depth counseling to students regarding their loan repayment
options prior to enrollment, during their program, upon graduation, and throughout repayment. Students who plan to pursue a
public interest career are encouraged to meet with an LRAP advisor before or during their first year, and a one-on-one meeting with
an LRAP advisor is required prior to enrolling in the LRAP. Effective repayment (timely, on-time payments while enrolled in a
qualifying repayment plan and qualifying employment for those pursuing Public Service Loan Forgiveness) is monitored throughout
one’s participation in LRAP.

The Financial Aid Office also conducts several presentations each year to 1Ls, 2Ls, and 3Ls on loan repayment strategies, budgeting,
and general financial literacy, but has found that students prefer counseling sessions tailored to their individual circumstances.

As a public law school, we are committed to fulfilling our public mission to serve society as broadly as possible. Berkeley Law
provides students with deeply meaningful work in many areas of law and public policy. This work experience prepares students for
high level public interest careers. In addition, Berkeley Law provide financial incentives for public interest law students and
graduates.

Experiential training and financial support are provided by numerous programs:

1. Research Centers, each of which has dedicated staffing, including:
e Thelton E. Henderson Center for Social Justice
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Center for Consumer Law & Economic Justice
Civil Justice Research Initiative

Center for Law. Energy and the Environment
Human Rights Center

Center for Law and Business

Center for Law and Technology

Burch Center for Tax policy and Public Finance
Center on Reproductive Rights and Justice
Center for Study of Law and Society

Election Administration Research Center

Kadish Center for Morality, Law and Public Affairs
Korea Law Center

Miller Institute for Global Challenges and the Law
California Statewide Redistricting Database

UC Berkeley/School of Law/JD Degree
Established program
Established PDST

2. The Field Placement Program, run by a full-time Director, places second and third year law students with supervising
attorneys in public interest organizations and government agencies in exchange for academic credit.

3. Clinics and Practicums, including:

The Death Penalty Clinic

The East Bay Community Law Center, which provides direct legal services to low-income and underrepresented members

of the East Bay community
The International Human Rights Law Clinic

The Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic, which provides representation to individuals, nonprofits, and
consumer groups that could not otherwise obtain counsel in technology-related matters

The Environmental Law Clinic

The Policy Advocacy Clinic, which pursues innovative, multimodal and systemic strategies on behalf of underrepresented

individuals and groups to advance social justice, equity, and inclusion

The Veterans Law Practicum
The Domestic Violence Practicum
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4. Financial support for our public service students and graduates:

e Loan Repayment Assistance Program (LRAP), which seeks to preserve career choice by removing student debt barrier.
Currently, our LRAP is integrated with the federal government’s loan forgiveness program and offers no out-of-pocket
payments for graduates who are working in a public interest law job at a salary of less than $65,000.

e Summer Fellowships, which provide a stipend in the amount of $4,000 to $4,500 to all J.D. students who are employed in
approved, unpaid legal internships with a public interest organization or government agency during the summer after
their first or second year. Students must complete 25 hours of pro bono work to be eligible to apply. We typically award
200+ summer fellowships each year.

e Post-Graduate Fellowships, including the Bridge fellowship and the year long public interest fellowship (PIF). The bridge
fellowship program supports new Berkeley Law graduates committed to pursuing careers in public service.

VI.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

The Berkeley Law Financial Aid and Admissions offices publish detailed information pertaining to the various types of aid available
including entering student gift aid, continuing student gift aid, UC scholarships, veteran’s benefits, outside agency scholarships,
loans, work study and LRAP, as well as how and when to apply for these various aid types.

Each admitted student receives an email from the Financial Aid Office introducing the Law Financial Aid Office resources and the aid
offered at Berkeley. The Financial Aid Office makes themselves available year-round via phone, e-mail, and in-person to any
prospective student wishing to discuss funding their legal education. We also send regular updates regarding timelines and program
changes.

The Admissions Office incorporates information about cost and financial aid programs in the prospective student brochure we
distribute at fairs and other events across the country, as well as in the Admitted Students packet, and the post-commitment packet.
At Admitted Students Weekend each spring we hold multiple financial aid information sessions as well as sessions focused
specifically on the Loan Repayment Assistance Program. Both the general financial aid counselors and the LRAP advisor also hold
office hours for admitted students during Admit Weekend to answer more individualized inquiries. Finally, if admitted students
make individual visits outside of Admit Weekend, the Financial Aid Office does a presentation for those visitors.
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VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

Yes; we believe that students should be informed consumers when making the decision and investment to attend law school. During
the LRAP and financial aid workshops, the Financial Aid Office discusses the average debt of our graduates as well as loan repayment
options based on various career and salary prospects.

Average cumulative loan debt for all graduate programs, including Law, is published on the Financial Aid and Scholarships office
website: https://financialaid.berkeley.edu/graduate-student-cumulative-loan-debt

Placement and salary rates are published annually online by the Career Development office as well as in the prospective student
brochure.

VII. OTHER

VIl.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

The University of California, Berkeley School of Law is one of the finest law schools in the country. It has excellent faculty, staff, and
students, and outstanding centers and programs. In the U.S. News & World Report rankings (an admittedly imperfect measure)
Berkeley Law has ranked eighth in the country on average over the last decade (ranging from a best of sixth to a worst of twelfth).
Many of our programs are ranked best or near the top of all those in the country. The J.D. program is comprised of approximately
1,000 students. With rare exceptions, students receive their J.D. degree in three years. The program is among the most selective in
the nation. There were 6,000 applications for the 300 seats in the 2018 first-year class. Berkeley Law graduates pass the Bar
examination at very high rates, and record commensurate job placement statistics. Graduates the last three years have averaged 98%
employment in legal jobs. Of this number, 20% are employed in public interest work or by government agencies.

Berkeley Law faces a distinctive challenge among the UC Law schools in directly competing for students and faculty with the nation’s
top ten schools. As our funding has stagnated during the PDST freeze, we have lost distinguished faculty and stellar students to peer
schools. Further, the University of California Berkeley operational budget deficit has further reduced our available funds to compete
on salaries and scholarships. The Law School also has a debt service payment for its most recent building project, which was essential
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to the school's operations. The Law School is moving as quickly as possible to rebuild and expand its private fundraising capacity,
although it will take years to build our endowment funds such that they will provide consistent and meaningful budgetary support.

PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

X (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): All law students were invited to a town
hall meeting dedicated to a thorough presentation of the Law School’s PDST proposal. A follow-up informal Coffee With the
Dean was also open to all students with follow-up questions.

X Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

[JConvened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

[IDescribed the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

[]Other (please describe):

32



UC Berkeley/School of Law/JD Degree
Established program
Established PDST

IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any
proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.

Students were generally supportive of the proposed increase, acknowledging that there had been no increases since 2012.
Questions were posed to the Dean regarding scholarship funding and the extent to which PDST revenue was to be used for financial
aid. Asrequested, students were presented with detailed budget expenditures and revenue projections, including:

e Financial aid funding

e Faculty support

e Administrative services support

IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided to
the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X] Plan shared with Jonathan Morris, GA President on 10/31/2018

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)
I:' Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Outreach & Diversity

The proposal demonstrates a department-specific plan for student recruitment and retention that builds off of the campus default with
an assessment plan outlined. However, with regard to faculty diversity, it only mentions a few programs that are department specific
without a clear outline of how the are improving or quantifying success of these programs

Comparison to Competing Programs
The proposal compares the program to similar schools & similar programs within rank-range.

PDST History & Budget Rationale
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In the previous cycle, previous improvement goals were met or program was sustained at high quality and value. The proposed
budget supports programmatic elements that are desirable & positively impact student outcomes, overall cost is moderate relative to
expected salary gains expected by graduates in the field.

Student Consultation

The proposal shows strong engagement with students, indicators of student desire for programmatic elements supported by PDST,
or incorporation of student feedback into revision of proposals, and student feedback on final proposal general accepted by students
as beneficial to their educational outcomes. These funds are helping to transform the program to be more rigorous, competitive,
program that students feel is well worth the added cost. In addition, there is outreach to students or aid offered to defray this added
cost and there are additional plans to continue to assess and improve offerings

X Plan shared with Current J.D. Student Organization Officers on September 18, 2018.

D Comments or feedback was provided.

D Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

L] If applicable, plan shared with on

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

D Comments or feedback was provided.

D Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Consultation with faculty
IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

X Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting

X Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

[JConvened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

[IDescribed the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
[JOther (please describe):
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At the August 22, 2018 all faculty-staff town hall, the Dean presented the community with the preliminary plan to request a
PDST increase. At the October 17, 2018 faculty meeting, the current proposal was presented in detail to the faculty for review
and comment.

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

Faculty broadly supported the proposed PDST increase. Discussion points included:
- an assessment of the benefits to Berkeley Law of having lower tuition than peer schools
- our private sector graduates have significantly higher starting salaries than in 2012
- Concern is with the impact on public interest students and graduates:
- Berkeley Law must maintain its excellent loan repayment assistance program
- acceptable as long as % of increase is returned to financial aid
- summer grants remain important as they lead to public interest careers

IX.f. Please confirm that this multi-year plan template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the
Chancellor.

X Plan shared with Dean Fiona Doyle on 11/15/2018

Graduate Dean

X Plan endorsed by Chancellor Carol Christ on 11/15/2018

Chancellor?®

L per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section 4, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

e This form should be completed for (1) programs seeking to charge Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for the
first time, (2) continuing PDST-charging programs whose multi-year plan is expiring, and (3) continuing programs with multi-
year plans that have not yet expired if the program is proposing an increase in PDST effective summer or fall 2019 that is

greater than that indicated in its approved multi-year plan. All PDST-charging programs are expected to submit a new multi-
year plan at least every five years.

e NEW PROGRAMS: Part A is due October 26, 2018 and Part B is due November 16, 2018.
EXISTING PROGRAMS: Both parts are due November 16, 2018.

e Before completing this form, refer to the document titled "Deadlines, Instructions, and Planning Assumptions for

Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Proposals” for important information about the planning assumptions that should
be reflected in the proposal.

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates. For programs
that plan to assess different PDST levels based on residency, provide an explanation under “Additional comments.”

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % $ % $ % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. S0 $8,000 $8,240 $8,488 $8,742 $9,004 0% $8,000| 3% $240( 3%| S247 3%| $255 3%| $262
Tuition (CAresident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. SO| $8,000| $8,240 $8,488| $8,742 $9,004 0%| $8,000| 3% $240| 3%| S247| 3%| S$255| 3%| $262
Tuition (Nonresident)
Mandatory Systemwide $12,570| $12,966( $13,368| $13,788| S$S14,220| $14,670 3.2% $396( 3.1% $402(3.1%| $420|3.1%| $432|3.2%| $450
Fees (CAresident)*
Campus-based Fees** $1,561| $1,608| $1,656 $1,706| S$1,757 $1,810 0.0% S47(3.0% $48|3.0% $50(3.0%| S$51(3.0% $53
Nonresident Suppl. $15,102| $12,245( $12,245| $12,245| S$12,245| $12,245| -18.9%| ($2,857)| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $S0| 0.0% S0| 0.0% S0
Tuition
Other (explain $4,734 $4,707 $4,860 $5,013 $5,166 $5,328 0.0% ($27)] 3.3% $153[3.1%| S153|3.1%| S153|3.1%| S$S162
below)***
Total Fees (CA resident) $18,865| $27,281| $28,124| $28,995| $29,885| $30,812 44.6% $8,416| 3.1% $843|3.1%| $871|3.1%| $890| 3.1%| $927
Total Fees (Nonresident) $33,967| $39,526( $40,369| $41,240( $42,130| $43,057 16.4% $5,559| 2.1% $843| 2.2%| S$871|2.2%| $S890| 2.2%| $927

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Student’s Summer Sessions Costs.

Additional comments: The program begins with the Summer Session prior to the Fall semester of the first year; these costs are
captured in Other Costs.
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I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

The program, called the Leadership for Educational Equity Program (LEEP), is a three-year EdD program in the Graduate School of
Education for educational leaders aiming to move into executive level positions of decision-making authority at public school
districts or similar administrative units in the educational system. Admitted students will be public school principals or lower level
district administrators as well as decision makers in charter schools, Catholic schools, or school administrations; community
organizations; or other relevant educational organizations. The focus of the program is on educational organizations that serve
disadvantaged communities.

Over three academic years, inclusive of summer, students enroll in a course taking sequence of seven “domain knowledge courses”
(such as Equity and Excellence in Educational Systems, Evaluation and Decision Making, Resource Management, Politics and Policies
in the Educational System, Educational Organizations, School and District Improvement, Instructional Leadership), two methods
courses (Qualitative Methods, Quantitative Methods), and eight “milestone courses.” In the milestone courses, students integrate
the knowledge learned from the domain courses and apply it to practical improvement projects in their own organizations. During
this sequence of courses, students are also guided to tackle their milestones (two position papers and an oral proposal hearing/
exam) and to complete their dissertation project in a timely manner. Students are expected to complete the degree in three years.

LEEP is an executive program. As such, its core courses take place on weekends and during the summer when full-time professionals
are most available to attend class on campus. However, there is some limited opportunity to take courses outside of this core in
other programs or units of the university.

The program has existed in the School of Education for twelve years. The program’s last cohort graduated in Spring 2018, with the
exception of one student currently enrolled in the previous version of LEEP. No new EdD students have been admitted to the
Graduate School of Education since 2014. The program for which we seek PDST is a revised program with a new cohort of students.
The program, however, retains major features of the previous version. Admission to the program was put on hold because the
Graduate School of Education (GSE) had lost six professors in the areas of ‘educational organizations’ and ‘educational leadership’
without replacement between the start of the program and the time admission was put on hold. The GSE has begun to fill faculty
ranks again so that advising capacity has been increasing.
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Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION*

*If your program is proposing to charge PDST for the first time, please proceed to Section Ill.

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

N/A

lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

We have two primary goals in instituting a PDST:

e To continue enrolling a high proportion of underrepresented students using targeted financial aid packages.
Underrepresented minority individuals comprise approximately three-quarters of California’s K-12 student population.
Maintaining diversity in the LEEP program is important so that graduates are prepared to serve as professionals in diverse
urban schools, districts, and communities. Attracting and enrolling underrepresented minority students not only benefits the
educational environment of the program, but also has the downstream effect of fostering a more diverse cadre of
educational leaders in the field. Through employment in executive leadership positions, these students will increasingly
reflect the diversity of the communities and districts in which they serve. Because the wealth gap between African-American
and Latino families and white families is well documented in research literature, PDST revenue will be used to fund financial
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aid awards where highly qualified applicants could not otherwise join LEEP for lack of funding.

e Toincrease program support and student services to ensure students graduate on time. It is a well-known problem—
particularly in executive EdD programs—that full-time professional students need regular and continuous advising and
assistance that exceeds what their professors may be capable of providing. Full-time professional students may lose focus
after completing course work and pay for additional semesters to finish their dissertations. This is a bad bargain for students.
PDST revenue will thus be used to fund an FTE for an academic coordinator and a number of writing coaches who will be
trained in the program’s signature pedagogy to deliver direct dissertation support to LEEP students and help them graduate
within three years. In particular, the academic coordinator will play an especially active role in shaping the dissertations that
come out of the program, but both the coordinator and the writing coaches will directly contribute to ensuring graduation by
the normative time-to-degree. This will reduce the number of students whose progress is delayed and who incur additional
costs towards completion. This affects all students, but will be especially helpful for students with limited economic means
and students who rely on student loans.

In the previous version of LEEP, the program graduated about 50 students, the majority of whom continued to serve in high-need
educational environments and continued their career trajectory as we expected. About half of the students came from
underrepresented minority populations. While 90 percent of the enrolled students graduated, the program had a time-to-degree
problem that will be alleviated with the increased resources from the PDST revenue. If PDST is not approved for this program, we
expect the time-to-degree problem to persist and it is unlikely that the Graduate School of Education will restart the program.

The program proposes an initial PDST level of $8,000 with 3% increases planned in each of the subsequent years of the five-year
plan. The proposed PDST level for this doctorate program is priced moderately more than the $6,000 PDST levels for two other
Masters PDST programs for teacher education and principal leadership at the Graduate School of Education. In comparison, at the
level of the EdD, we attract applicants with much higher earnings and earning potential. For example, an assistant superintendent at
a Bay Area school district can make a salary in the mid $100,000s. An annual PDST level of $8,000 seems justified, comparatively
speaking.
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lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19 in
the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please

leave those columns blank).

Total 2018- | Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected

19 PDST 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue

Revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year
Faculty Salary Adjustments S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Benefits/UCRP Cost* S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Providing Student Services SO S0 S0 S0 SO SO SO
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio S0 o) o) S0 S0 SO SO
Expanding Instructional Support Staff S0 $53,600 $1,608 $58,531 ($55,168) $62,082 $120,654
Instructional Equipment Purchases S0 S0 S0 S0 SO SO S0
Providing Student Financial Aid o] $26,400 $792 $28,829 ($27,172) $30,578 $59,426
Other Non-salary Cost Increases SO SO SO SO S0 SO S0
Facilities Expansion/Renewal SO S0 S0 S0 SO SO SO
Other (Please explain in the "Additional S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 SO SO
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue S0 $80,000 $2,400 $87,360 ($82,340) $92,660 $180,080

* Benefits costs and UCRP contributions should be reported as a single line item.

Additional Comments: Cohorts of 10 are admitted every other year; as a result, the number of students in the program varies
between 10 to 20 students year to year. The decline in new PDST revenue in 2022-23 reflects the reduced enrollment from our

biennial admission cycle.

lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

We have recently intensified fundraising efforts for LEEP, seeking both donor-generated fellowship resources and foundation
funding for special initiatives related to the program’s signature pedagogy (see Section IV.d. below). Currently, a foundation has
indicated interest in funding “design circles” that include EdD students, PhD students, and a GSE professor to address urgent

problems of practice in a variety of high-need organizational settings. We will pursue further creative ideas.
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lll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

N/A

lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enroliment in the table below.

Enrollment
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 1 10 10 20 10 19
Domestic Nonresident 1
International
Total 1 10 10 20 10 20

Additional Comments:

The program admits biennially, beginning with a cohort of ten students in the first two years. After the first cohort’s second year,
when they have met all course requirements, a new cohort of ten students will be admitted, leading to twenty students in the third
year of the program. The first cohort will graduate after the third year, leaving ten students in the program. In the fifth year, the
second cohort will have met all course requirements and enrolled in dissertation work, and the third cohort will begin the program,
leading again to twenty students in the program.

While we do not anticipate enrolling students from out of state due to the requirement that our students work in a local area school
system, occasionally a student may have moved to California too recently to achieve resident status. In such cases, that student
would have to pay nonresident supplemental tuition for the first year, until they receive resident status. We indicate this unlikely
event with a single expected nonresident student in the table above.

Further, we do not anticipate increasing the cap on enrollment unless and until additional faculty hires are approved to expand
teaching and advising capacity in key areas of student interest.
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IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the table below, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of other
programs or only private comparators, please list those.

Please indicate the total first-year student tuition and fee charges of the comparison institutions in the table on the next page. To
project your program’s total charges after 2019-20, assume annual increases in Tuition, the Student Services Fee, and campus-
based fees of 2.5%, 5%, and 3%, respectively. To project your comparators’ total charges after 2019-20, assume 3% annual
increases, unless your program has compelling justification for using a different figure (if so, contact UCOP).

Note: A comparison of total charges to complete a degree may be more meaningful for programs whose comparator programs
vary in length. If this applies to your program, you may provide figures on total charges to complete a degree in addition to
annual first-year comparison institutions’ amounts shown below. Please check the box below and attach the total charges to
complete a degree template provided by Budget Analysis and Planning; if you have any questions about how to calculate the total
charges to complete a degree, please contact UCOP.

|:| Program has completed and attached the total charges to complete a degree template.

DO NOT CONTACT OTHER INSTITUTIONS DIRECTLY FOR THIS INFORMATION. USE ONLY PUBLICLY AVAILABLE INFORMATION.
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First Year Annual Charges
Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Residents % S % s % S % S % S
Columbia University (Private) | $51,088| $52,621| $54,199| $55,825| $57,500| $59,225| 3%| $1,533 |3%|$1,579 | 3%| $1,626 | 3%| $1,675 | 3%| $1,725
Univeristy of Washington,
Tacoma (Public) $25,208| $25,964| $26,743| $27,545| $28,372| $29,223| 3%| ¢756 [3%| $779 |3%| ¢802 |3%| $826 |3%| <851
Univeristy of Virginia (Public) | $16,640| $17,139| $17,653| $18,183| $18,728| $19,290| 3%| $499 | 3%| $514 |3%| $530 |3%| $545 |3%| $562
(L;”';’ﬁr')StVOfTexas’A”St'” $14,668| $15,108| $15,561| $16,028| $16,509| $17,004| 3%| $a40 [3%| $453 |3%| 467 |3%| <481 |3%| s4a9s
ublic
University of Southern $53,037| $54,628| $56,267| $57,955| $59,694| $61,484| 3%| $1,591 |3%|$1,639 |3%| 31,688 |3%|$1,739 |3%| 31,791
California (Private)
University of Pennsylvania $81,168| $83,603| $86,111| $88,694| $91,355| $94,006| 3%| $2,435 |3%|$2,508 | 3% $2,583 | 3% $2,661 | 3%| $2,741
(Private)
Vanderbilt University (Private)
$59,000| $60,770| $62,593| 3$64,471| $66,405| $68,397| 3%| $1,770 |3%|$1,823 | 3% $1,878 | 3% $1,934 | 3%| $1,992
Public Average $18,839| $19,404| $19,986| $20,586| $21,203| $21,839| 3%| 565 |3%| $582 |3%| $600 |3%| $618 |3%| $636
Private Average $61,073| $62,905| $64,793| $66,736] $68,738| $70,801| 3%| $1,832 | 3% $1,887 | 3%| $1,944 | 3% $2,002 | 3% $2,062
Public and Private Average $50,135| $51,639| $53,188| $54,784| S56,427| $58,120( 3%| $1,504 |3%| $1,549 | 3%| $1,596 | 3%| $1,644 | 3%| $1,693
Your program $18,865| $27,281| $28,124| $28,995| $29,885| $30,812|45%| $8,416 |3%| 3843 [3%| $871 [3%| 3890 [3%| $927
Nonresidents
Columbia University (Private) | $51,088| $52,621| $54,199| $55,825| $57,500| $59,225| 3%| $1,533 |3%|$1,579 | 3%| $1,626 | 3%| 1,675 | 3%| $1,725
Univeristy of Washington,
Tacoma (Public) $49,968| $51,467| $53,011| $54,601| $56,239| $57,927| 3%| $1,499 [3%|$1,544 | 3%| 31,590 |3%| $1,638 | 3%| 1,687
Univeristy of Virginia (Public) | $26,440| $27,233| $28,050| $28,892| $29,758| $30,651| 3%| $793 |3%| $817 |3%| $842 |3%| $867 |3%| $893
;"';’ﬁ”;ty"”exas’A“St'” $30,258| $31,166| $32,101| $33,064| $34,056| $35,077| 3%| ¢908 [3%| $935 |3%| <963 |3%| $992 |3%|$1,022
ublic
University of Southern $53,037| $54,628| $56,267| $57,955| $59,694| $61,484| 3%| $1,591 |3%|$1,639 | 3%|$1,688 |3%| 31,739 | 3%| $1,791
California (Private)
W —
;”fve;s')tyo‘c ennsylvania $81,168| $83,603| $86,111| $88,694| $91,355| $94,096| 3%| $2,435 |3%|$2,508 | 3%| 32,583 |3%|$2,661 |3%| 32,741
rivate
Vanderbilt University (Private) | ¢ 150| ¢60,770| $62,593| $64,471| $66,405| $68.397| 3%| $1,770 |3%| 1,823 |3%| 31,878 | 3% 51,934 | 3%] $1,992
Public Average $35,555| $36,622| $37,721| $38,852| $40,018| $41,218| 3%| $1,067 |3%| 51,009 |3%| $1,132 | 3%| 1,166 | 3%| $1,201
Private Average $61,073| $62,905| $64,793| $66,736| $68,738| $70,801| 3%| $1,832 |3%|$1,887 | 3%| $1,944 | 3%| $2,002 | 3%| $2,062
Public and Private Average $58,493| $60,248| $62,055| $63,917| $65,835| $67,810| 3%| $1,755 |3%|$1,807 | 3%| $1,862 | 3% $1,918 | 3%| $1,975
Your Program $33,967| $39,526| $40,369| $41,240| $42,130| $43,057| 0%| $5,559 | 2%| $843 |2%| $871 |2%| $890 |2%| $927

Source(s):
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Columbia University - https://www.tc.columbia.edu/admissions/tuition-and-fees/2018-2019-tuition--fees/

University of Washington - https://www.tacoma.uw.edu/office-registrar/tuition-rates

University of Virginia - https://curry.virginia.edu/admissions/cost

University of Texas, Austin - and https://education.utexas.edu/departments/educational-leadership-policy/graduate-programs/executive-edd-higher-
education-leadership

University of Southern California - https://rossier.usc.edu/programs/masters/educational-counseling/tuition/

University of Pennsylvania - https://www.gse.upenn.edu/admissions_financial/tuition#execedd

Vanderbilt University - and https://peabody.vanderbilt.edu/programs/doctor-of-education-edd/index.php

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other characteristics
do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be comparable to
these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve comparability to an
aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

There is no established and accepted national ranking of university-based leadership preparation programs in education, nor are
schools and colleges of education included in the National Research Council ratings of academic departments. For purposes of this
comparison, therefore, we treat as peer institutions those schools and colleges of education that rank highly in the overall US News
and World Report rankings. However, since the USNWR rankings are oriented primarily to doctoral programs and research
productivity, we also take into account those institutions with a long-standing reputation for innovation and quality in leadership
preparation. Berkeley’s GSE is currently ranked #19. We consider our closest public comparators in the area of school leader
preparation to be the University of Washington (#6), which offers an EdD program in educational leadership; University of Texas,
Austin (#10) (launching an educational leadership EdD program in Summer 2019), and University of Virginia (#22); the closest private
competitors are the University of Southern California (#15), University of Pennsylvania (#7), Vanderbilt (#3), and Columbia
University, Teachers College (#7), which offer the EdD in educational leadership. We consider the University of Southern California,
with its many satellite programs across the state of California and its well established career network in many California school
districts as the closest competitor among those listed in the market comp table. Despite its much higher cost, the USC program
attracts EdD students from all over the state.
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IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

Even allowing for the PDST increase, Berkeley’s Graduate School of Education offers its leadership program at a favorable cost
compared to other institutions. Compared to our private peers, LEEP tuition is incredibly affordable, at less than half the cost of the
private average. Compared to our public peers, LEEP is only marginally more expensive than the University of Washington’s
program, though the increase drives our per-year cost up relative to the University of Virginia and the University of Texas. Two
caveats are required however: First, the UVA program’s total cost is ultimately higher due to the program requiring 4+ years to
complete, per their website; and second, the University of Texas Executive EdD program has not yet launched, meaning current
information is scarce, and tuition may ultimately be higher than currently listed in the market comp table.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

The EdD program at UC Berkeley is distinguished from most other EdD programs in that LEEP has developed a signature pedagogy
for the EdD dissertation that is based on systematic research; design-based problem-solving; case studies of organizational
improvement by educational leaders using the LEEP method; and theoretical excursions into existing research and literature.
Dissertations in LEEP are written using a specific problem-solving model: First, students come to an understanding of a focal problem
(often times through case studies); then students design and implement interventions (often times through design experiments or
implementation research); and finally students evaluate interventions (through various forms of evaluation research).

The UC Berkeley approach and the accompanying textbook have found a very favorable reception among a national audience of
professors in EdD programs through the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED), which has featured the approach at
various national conferences. The book has been adopted by a number of universities, including University of Pittsburgh, Temple
University, Duquesne University, University of Denver, and University of Houston.

The LEEP model is also a national trendsetter in the field of educational leadership. The signature pedagogy is accompanied by an
ongoing program of research on design-based problem-solving in schools and districts. Because of this, the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching, which promotes science- and design-based approaches to organizational improvement, invited the
program to become a member of its pioneering set of leading EdD programs in the nation.
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Finally, while the EdD program at UC Berkeley is becoming a model program for a national audience, it should also be mentioned
that the idea of design-based school improvement is currently spreading to Europe and Latin America.

V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

V.a. In the table on the following page, please provide details about enrollment in your program and in your comparison public
and private institutions. The enrollment figures provided should align with the most recent three years for which data are
available.

Note: UCOP will provide campuses with data from the Corporate Student System that should be used to complete the table below
for your program. Please note that, as used here, established programs consist of programs that have enrolled students prior to
2019-20; new programs are those that seek to enroll students for the first time in 2019-20. For established programs, provide data
for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if available. In the columns shown, programs should
provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are available.
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Actual Actual Actual Estimated Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | Fall 2018** Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 18% 17% 29% 0% N/A N/A
Chicana(o)/Latina(o) 21% 11% 29% 100% N/A N/A
American Indian 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A
Subtotal Underrepresented 38% 28% 58% 100% 0% 0%
Asian/EastIndian 12% 17% 0% 0% N/A N/A
White 35% 44% 14% 0% N/A N/A
Other/ Unknown 15% 11% 28% 0% N/A N/A
International
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0%

Socioeconomic

% Pell recipients * See footnhote N/A N/A
Gender

% Male 35% 56% 57% 100% N/A N/A
% Female 65% 44% 43% 0% N/A N/A

Sources:

UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: Internal Enrollment Tracking

Comparison institutions: Not available

* There were no records of newly enrolled domestic students in academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and, therefore, UCOP didn’t
report % Pell recipients for those years for the program to report in this table

** The one remaining student in LEEP is expected to have graduated by the time PDST would be charged. Should he miss graduation,
he will not be affected by the PDST.
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enrollment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

The revised LEEP program for which we propose a new PDST starts with a new cohort. The previous program has enrolled students
for 12 years (only one student is currently enrolled). During those 12 years, about 50% of the program’s total enrollment were U.S.
domestic underrepresented minority students. The program will continue to strive for enrollment of 50% URM as it has in the past.
It should be noted that the program stopped admitting new cohorts in 2015-16; thus, trend data need to be seen in light of this
limitation. The program kept internal data on the self-identified ethnicity of enrolled students that suggest that close to 50% of
enrolled students self-identified as white. Due to the varying number of students in the “unknown” or “other” category, official data
do not capture this reality with clarity.

We will continue the successful outreach that we conducted during the existence of the previous EdD program. Applicants are
actively recruited from Bay Area school districts that serve large proportions of poor and culturally marginalized students of color.
Administrators in these districts are often of color, as public school districts themselves strive to diversify. Also, the theme of the
program, Leadership for Equity, attracts students who have a special commitment to social justice. To date, LEEP has relied heavily
on the website as a recruitment tool, in combination with informational events both on and off campus. We have also capitalized
successfully on our growing network of graduates to recruit through word of mouth and nominations. The website conveys the
program’s commitment to equity and diversity and the focus on schools, districts, and communities facing challenging socio-
economic circumstances. Potential applicants are put in touch with enrolled students with similar demographic profile who
communicate the program’s welcoming climate for underrepresented minorities. The program intends to extend this feature by
creating access for potential applicants to alumni through the website. Financial aid available through PDST will enable the program
to shore up the number of underrepresented minority students.
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V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

The LEEP EdD is an executive education program. As such, the students qualifying for admission to LEEP are experienced
professionals who are compensated accordingly. For example, an assistant principal can expect to make approximately $100,000 in
Oakland, CA.* Thus, even students who were at one point considered low SES during either their undergraduate or master’s
education would be considered middle class by standard metrics. However, by attracting a high proportion of underrepresented
minority students, we can assume that they may have also come from a lower original income bracket. But this is not always the
case. Internal LEEP data indicate that a sizable number of our Latino and African-American students come from middle-class
backgrounds. Regardless, when a potential candidate for LEEP may experience financial hardship by enrolling in the program, PDST is
specifically being allocated to create financial aid packages to mitigate this hardship.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

LEEP in the past has had fairly equal gender representation. The primary challenge for the program will be to attract African-
American and Hispanic males. To do this, we plan to increase the number of applicants from these populations by reaching out to
personal networks of strong educational leaders of color, some of whom passed through Berkeley’s Principal Leadership Institute
program and the previous versions of Berkeley’s EdD program. We will use targeted outreach for these demographic profiles
mentioned in Section V.b. above.

1 https://www1.salary.com/CA/Assistant-School-Principal-salary.html?citykeyword=oakland
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V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the composition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

It is expected that LEEP will continue attracting a highly diverse student population as the program will build on the strong
reputation in the field for welcoming students from diverse ethnic, gender, and socioeconomic backgrounds and will recruit from
similar populations as in earlier cohorts. The program will continue to strive for gender parity in its enrollment as it has in the past.

V.f. In the tables below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.) The figures provided should align with the most recent three years for which
data are available.

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent" faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.
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All Faculty (School or Department) Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)
Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18 Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
i 15.4% 20.3% 19.0% i 19.4% 22.6% 23.3%
Black/Afr-American Domestic Black/Afr-American Domespc
International International
Domestic 10.8% 10.9% 10.3% Domestic 12.9% 12.9% 13.3%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) - Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International International
American Indian| Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% American Indian|Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 4.6% 3.1% 3.4% Domestic 6.5% 3.2% 3.3%
Asian/Pac Is - Asian/Pac Is -
International International
Domestic 64.6% 59.4% 60.3% Domestic 58.1% 58.1% 56.7%
White White
International International
Domestic 4.6% 6.3% 6.9% Domestic 3.2% 3.2% 3.3%
Other/Unknown - Other/Unknown -
International International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Percentage by Gender 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Female 55.4% 51.6% 55.2% Female 45.2% 45.2% 46.7%
Male 44.6% 48.4% 44.8% Male 54.8% 54.8% 53.3%

Source: Cal Answers HR Census data

V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

Compared to the campus as a whole, the faculty at the GSE is already one of the most diverse on campus. Last year, 36.6% of our

ladder rank faculty were from traditionally underrepresented groups, compared to 9% campus-wide, and 46.7% were female,

compared to 31% campus-wide.? From the ranks of GSE’s diverse faculty, LEEP has attracted faculty of color to teach our courses
and advise in the program. In order to maintain—and even improve on—this diversity, the GSE directly involves its Dean and her
senior leadership team to actively engage in the recruitment and retention process throughout the School. The GSE’s continued
success will rely on the culture of respect, inclusion, and social justice that begins with Dean Carter and suffuses our students, staff,

and faculty.

2 https://diversity.berkeley.edu/reports-data/diversity-data-dashboard
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VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

Our goal is to configure financial aid packages (including fellowships, stipends, fee waivers, etc.) so that students in greatest
economic need will not find fees to be an insurmountable barrier to applying and enrolling and so that students with the highest
financial need do not incur substantial debt to complete their degree. We propose to measure our success primarily by tracking the
composition of the applicant pool, student enrollment, and graduating cohorts.

Anecdotal data indicate that students were taking out loans to cover tuition, which is especially concerning given the time-to-degree
issues the prior EdD program experienced. The PDST-funded financial aid packages coupled with the new FTE for advising should
assist in keeping students on track to graduate in three years with minimal debt at the end of the their time in the program. We are
committed to working with the financial aid office and other campus partners to more efficient mechanisms for determining and
monitoring the level of indebtedness from students in our program. This will allow us to better target financial aid packages for
students most in need, keeping them from incurring additional student loan debt while enrolled in the program.

Note: UCOP will provide you with figures from the Corporate Student System that should be used to complete the table below.

Graduating Class 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Percent with Debt 64% 33% 50% 50% 0% 86% 60%
Cumulative Debt among Students $83,692 $18,224 $18,125 $98,169 SO $92,786 $109,283
with Debt

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

The data in the above table are difficult to interpret as a trend, though it is apparent that debt levels in GSE’s graduate programs
have fluctuated radically over the course of the past seven years. This may be in part be due to the small number of students in the
sample in any given year. One trend we can assume, however, is the likely correlation between the historic problem with students
achieving their degree in normative time of three years and increased debt loads. The PDST as proposed should serve to mitigate
this concern by employing both direct financial aid packages that dissuade high-need students from taking out additional loans to
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complete their degrees; and new hires designed to encourage students to complete their dissertations and achieve their degree
within the three-year normative time-to-degree.

Note: UCOP will provide you with figures from the Corporate Student System that should be used to complete a portion of the
table below. However, each program is responsible for providing its own estimate of the median starting salary for its graduates.
If possible, provide comparable figures for your comparison public and private institutions in the rows shown. UCOP will also
provide you with a formula for you to use to calculate the last column. If you describe starting salary using a measurement other
than the median, please note that in the table below and explain in the “additional comments” section below.

2016-17 Average Debt at
Graduates Graduation among Median Salary | Est. Debt Payment as
with Debt Students with Debt at Graduation | % of Median Salary

This program 60% $109,283 $117,000 13%
Public comparisons N/A N/A N/A N/A
Private comparisons N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sources:
UC: Corporate data
Comparison institutions: No data are available

Additional Comments:

VI.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

The GSE seeks to minimize student debt for our graduates. To this end, our leadership programs are designed to enroll and
accommodate the schedules of working professionals, which allow them to earn income while enrolled in coursework. Where
necessary, we will use PDST funds to provide need-based aid in the form of grants. Because LEEP students work full-time, we are not
able to provide research assistantships or teaching assistantships that are often available in traditional doctoral programs.

However, upon graduation, students can expect to earn relatively high incomes. California principals typically make over $100,000
per year, while superintendent salaries can reach $200,000+ (see https://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/sa/cefavgsalaries.asp). In light of
these salaries, debt repayment seems manageable, and will become even more manageable as the programs cuts down on
extended time to degree due to a support structure that will become a possibility with PDST.
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Finally, principals and superintendents who do accumulate educational debt may take advantage of the Public Service Loan
Forgiveness Program (PSLF), a Federal program created to encourage careers in public service, to enter and stay in public sector jobs
by offering a loan forgiveness program after 10 years of eligible service. See http://www.finaid.org/loans/publicservice.phtml.

VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

Students in the program are expected to pursue public interest careers and provide services to underserved populations. They are
actively recruited for this purpose. However, as explained in Section Vl.c., graduates can expect to earn relatively high incomes.

Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

Upon graduation, students can expect to earn relatively high incomes (see response to Section Vl.c). Principals and superintendents
who do accumulate educational debt may take advantage of the Public Service Loan Forgiveness Program (PSLF), a Federal program
created to encourage careers in public service, to enter and stay in public sector jobs by offering a loan forgiveness program after 10
years of eligible service.

VL.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

We plan to enhance the availability and clarity of information regarding financial aid as an integral part of all our recruitment and
outreach efforts. The GSE designates a key staff person in our GSE Student Services Office with full-time responsibility for providing
financial aid guidance; she responds to queries from prospective students, supplies information at on-campus informational events,
works with newly admitted students, and provides continuing support to enrolled students. We are currently redesigning the
website to make the nature and availability of financial aid clear to potential applicants.
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VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

We are working with campus financial aid and other stakeholders to improve our data collection process to enable us to better share
more accurate debt data in the future. The salaries of public school administrators in school districts or similar administrative units
in education-related organizations are publicly posted as is known by all of our students.

VII. OTHER

Vll.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

It is important to note, as we have earlier in this proposal, that the affordability of this program is connected to the relatively high
salaries that graduates can expect. Most graduates take leadership positions in district offices (many even do this prior to
graduation) which pay according to salary ranges indicated in section Vl.c, but salaries in top positions (for example superintendent
of Oakland, Berkeley, Hayward, Los Gatos, to name a few of our graduates) are much higher.

VIIl. SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS FOR PROGRAMS PROPOSING TO CHARGE PROFESSIONAL DEGREE
SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION FOR THE FIRST TIME IN SUMMER OR FALL 2019

VIIl.a. Please describe the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition, including: Is the
program new or existing? If new, what is the status of the program proposal with the Coordinating Committee on Graduate
Affairs (CCGA), the systemwide Academic Senate committee responsible for reviewing and approving proposals for new graduate
degree programs, and with UCOP? Please note that the President must approve implementation of the program. Program
approval at both the campus and systemwide levels is necessary for program implementation. A proposed new program that a
campus has submitted to CCGA and UCOP may apply for PDST approval before receiving formal program approval; PDST approval
by the Regents would be contingent on final program approval by the Academic Senate and the President, however, and no
student charges may be imposed in advance of final program approval. For questions about the status of systemwide academic
program approval, please contact Chris Procello (Chris.Procello@ucop.edu).

The Graduate School of Education sponsors the Leadership for Educational Equity Program that leads to an EdD. The program has
been in existence for 12 years without PDST. There is currently one student still enrolled from this period. The program will restart
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anew with PDST, if approved, in the summer of 2019.

VIlil.b. Why is it appropriate for this program to charge Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition? In what ways is the program
“professional” rather than “academic”?

The Leadership for Educational Equity Program (LEEP) prepares experienced educators for executive level leadership roles such as
school district superintendence; it offers a professional doctorate (EdD), a degree that is explicitly oriented to the preparation of

executive-level education professionals and explicitly differentiated from the PhD. LEEP is cohort-based, with its own curriculum and
completion requirements suited to the professional knowledge and skills associated with educational leadership in K-12 settings.
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PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|E (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): Students currently enrolled in the
Principal Leadership Institute (PLI) program were surveyed.

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

|:| Described the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

|E Other (please describe): In 2016, LEEP students were surveyed on establishing PDST to help support the program.

IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any

proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.

For student consultation, we recently surveyed students currently enrolled in the Principal Leadership Institute (PLI) program, as well
as LEEP students enrolled in the program in 2016. No new EdD students have been admitted to the Graduate School of Education
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since 2014. The program’s last cohort graduated in Spring 2018, with the exception of one student currently enrolled in LEEP whose
graduation is delayed.

In the fall of 2019, we polled students in the PLI program, which confers an MA to teachers who want to become principals. We
asked them how they, as prospective students in LEEP many years down the road, would feel about an $8,000 PDST given that they
now pay a PDST of $6000 and expect salary increases as district administrators. Twenty-two of 23 students in the current PLI cohort
responded in the following way:

Three students indicated they would not enroll under any circumstance with the PDST charge; 12 may enroll if enrolling serves their
career goals, even though they wished PDST was not charged; and 6 students may enroll and would rather have the support, paid for
with PDST, to graduate in time rather than linger in the program. 8 of the 22 students cannot imagine, at this point in their career, to
do doctoral work in the future. The most frequent comment from the students was that they would like more information on how
exactly the PDST would be spent and how it would benefit them. One student suggested that he/she might shop for a cheaper
option since for him/her academic work is secondary to the practical challenges of the work.

Overall, the MA students do not embrace PDST, but the majority of them would be willing to pay it if it served their career goals and
if PDST benefited their success in the program. Since the program plans to use PDST for financial aid as well as dissertation advising
and writing support, the concerns of the students are met by program intentions.

In addition to the 2019 survey of students in the PLI program, in 2016 students in LEEP were polled on PDST. Students were polled
through a survey that was sent to all LEEP students. After a reminder e-mail, close to one-third responded. Students regretted a
necessary increase in tuition and wished that programs in the School of Education would be more generously funded by the State of
California. Students expressed that their line of work was public service that by no means was remunerated at the level of the
medical or law profession.

A majority of students suggested that the additional money should be spent on support for their learning in the program. Most
suggested that merit should be used as the criterion for financial aid, or the financial aid money should be spread evenly among all
students.

Most students listed as one of their criteria the reputation of UC Berkeley, the focus of the program on educational equity, and the
fact that the program accommodates full-time professional work. Most students support their studies in LEEP through savings and
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salaries. Loans do not seem to play a large role. One student requested that LEEP should qualify for the financial support,
fellowships, grants, etc. that PhD students qualify for in the GSE.

IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided
to the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X Plan shared with  Jonathan Morris, President of the Graduate Assembly on 10/18/18

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)
I:' Comments or feedback was provided.

& Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

“Our only feedback is that we are concerned with the projected 3% increase in peer institutions - from our students in education,
our understanding is that many programs' tuition at peer institutions are likely to increase faster than 3% if historical trends
continue, and we are concerned this could result in needing a 'surprise' adjustment at a later date, making the transparency for
students considering the program cost from the outset a potential future issue. However, we recognize this is a requirement of the
form, and hope that it can stay at 3% or lower.”

[_]If applicable, plan shared with on

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

I:I Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Consultation with faculty

IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting
|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
|:| Convened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
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|:| Described the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
@ Other (please describe): 6 faculty, who have indicated an interest teaching in LEEP, plus three faculty who had advised LEEP
students previously, were contacted via e-mail.

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

They all concurred with the necessity of charging PDST as a precondition for the program to be revitalized and to offer more intense
student support.

IX.f. Please confirm that this long form template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the Chancellor.

X] Plan shared with  Fiona M. Doyle on__ 9/28/18

Graduate Dean

X] Plan endorsed by Carol T. Christ on 10/26/18

Chancellor?

3 per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section n, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.


http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates. For programs
that plan to assess different PDST levels based on residency, provide an explanation under “Additional comments.”

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % S % S % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $28,000| $29,400| $30,870( $32,414| $34,044| $35,746 5%| $1,400 5% $1,470 5%| $1,544 5%| $1,630 5%| $1,702
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $28,000| $29,400| $30,870| $32,414| $34,044| $35,746 5%| $1,400 5% $1,470 5%| $1,544 5%| $1,630 5%| $1,702
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory $12,570| $12,966| $13,368| $13,788( $14,220| $14,670 3.2% $396 3.1% $402 3.1%| $420 3.1% $432 3.2% $450
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561| $1,608| $1,656( $1,706| $1,757| $1,810 3.0% S47 3.0% $48 3.0% $50 3.0% $51 3.0% $53
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. | $12,245| $12,245| $12,245( $12,245| $12,245| $12,245 0.0% $0|  0.0% S0l  0.0% $0|  0.0% $0|  0.0% S0
Tuition
Other (explain S0 $0 S0 S0 S0 $0 N/A S0 N/A S0 N/A $0 N/A S0 N/A S0
below)***
Total Fees (CA $42,131| $43,974| $45,894| $47,908( $50,021| $52,226 4.4%| $1,843 4.4% $1,920 4.4%| $2,014 4.4%| $2,113 4.4%| $2,205
resident)
Total Fees $54,376| $56,219| $58,139| $60,153| $62,266| $64,471 3.4%| $1,843 3.4% $1,920 3.5%| $2,014 3.5%| $2,113 3.5%| $2,205
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.

Additional comments:
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I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

In 2006 the Department of Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering (CBE) initiated a bold, new professional master’s degree program
—the Product Development Program (PDP). The central objective of the PDP is to fulfill the unmet need at the national and
international levels for professionals with chemical engineering and related backgrounds who have knowledge and field experience
in the complex process of transforming innovations into commercially successful products. With this goal in mind, we launched a
new and innovative product development component of our graduate program in chemical engineering. We have the perspective
that what we create could be a model that other chemical engineering departments may adopt in the future.

In developing the basic design of the PDP we conducted over 50 interviews in the industrial sector and used this input to detail our
approach to a stand-alone, terminal non-thesis Master’s Professional Degree Program. In the space of 9 months, PDP graduates will
gain exposure to real-world product development practices in a range of chemical process-intensive industries including
biotechnology, microelectronics, nanoscience, and consumer products. As a professional degree program aimed at preparing its
graduates for their careers, the PDP does not require a research thesis, but students find completing the extensive coursework and
team-based field-study assignment with a local company challenging. Students who successfully complete the program’s graduation
requirements will be awarded a Master of Science degree with a concentration in product development at the end of the nine-
month program. Our graduates have gone on to take on a diverse range of professional careers including corporate product
development, project management, prescription drug formulation, management and technical consulting, regulatory affairs and
start-up ventures. Over the existence of the program, about 5% of PDP graduates have decided to go on to doctoral studies.

The program is composed of three basic elements each of which must be satisfactorily completed before graduation. First, students
take a two-semester, four-course sequence of mandatory customized and practically-oriented courses that provide a robust
background in the fundamentals of new product development with an emphasis on the perspective of chemical engineering and
related disciplines. In addition to traditional teaching method case studies, industry guest lecturers and special mini-projects are
used in these core courses.

Second, students must complete an inter-disciplinary set of elective courses focused in an area of industry specialization (“industry
tracks”) chosen by students before they enter the program. Our 12 years of program experience suggests that six initial industry
tracks are particularly attractive to students and industry:
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e Alternative Energy
e Biotechnology
e Consumer Products
e Manufactured Products
e Microelectronics/Nanoscience
e New Ventures

Specific elective coursework to pursue an industry track will vary based on the individual student’s interests and the availability of
course offerings in other departments in a given year. We continue to innovate in this area and will use new funds to create and
promote new industry tracks in areas such as chemistry-based medical devices (e.g. glucose meters for diabetics) and artificial
intelligence.

Lastly, each student is required to complete a challenging spring semester 15-week field study assignment (i.e. practicum) related to
product development practice in an industrial setting. Students are assigned to small teams and conduct a structured diagnostic
assessment of some aspects of new product development activity of interest to a participating company. Students will be required
to prepare and deliver written and oral final reports to the senior management of participating companies.

To be awarded the PDP Master’s degree this program and the graduate division of the university requires that students must
complete a minimum of 24 units with at least 18 of those units from letter-graded courses which include a minimum of 12 units in
graduate-level (i.e. 200 series) courses. At least 12 units must come from graduate courses from within CBE and can include units
from department seminars and field-study projects.

Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.
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As a new program charging a PDST for the first time, we set program goals that were achievable with relatively limited resources as
provided in our last multi-year plan, which covered the period of AY 2015-2016 to 2017-2018. To date, our modest PDST fees have
been used to:

1.

Establish and operate the program using a “low cost” approach to pulling together the essential elements for “threshold”
program delivery.

The PDP has one full-time faculty member (non-tenure track), a part-time (40%) senior lecturer with a renewable academic
year-long appointment and a part-time (50%) administrative assistant. We have limited use of specialized outside contractors
to assist the program in certain areas including: career services, graphic arts and communication skills training for our
students.

The program has a disciplined and cost-efficient approach to every step of the PDP business process model: candidate
student marketing, applicant processing, student orientation and on-campus support, student field project acquisition and
coaching, career services and alumni networking. Our low cost position results from the fact that these important tasks are
carried out by all faculty and staff — to date, we have not hired specialists to undertake these necessary tasks. Included in this
category are the costs of the extensive renovations required of our current Latimer Hall program location.

PDST revenue from last 3-years used: $942,480
Metric(s): PDP annual charges are approximately $9 to $14 thousand lower than costs at comparable Master’s degree
programs at public and private institutions (see data in Section IV Market Comparisons: Total Charges).

Develop and annually update an effective “map” of the vast array of elective course choices available to our students on
the Berkeley campus.

Each semester we publish a list of approved courses based on our review of the upper division and graduate level course
offerings in key departments for the upcoming semester. For courses on the approved list, we review the online course
descriptions and course evaluations by students from previous semesters. When students find courses not on the approved
list, we review them and add them to the list as appropriate.

Given the fast pace of our program, our students rely on having the latest information and advice on the best set of elective
courses from multiple colleges and programs across the Berkeley campus. We have developed a continuously-updated list of
“approved” elective classes based on 12 years of experience of advising students with a wide variety of career objectives. We
also collect and make available the feedback of previous PDP students on the quality and fit of the wide range of elective
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course choices.

PDST revenue from last 3-years used: $80,000
Metric(s): 2017 PDP Graduate Survey: 89.6% of graduating students said elective courses in the PDP “exceeded” or “far
exceeded” their expectations

Improve program affordability and access by establishing an administratively straightforward approach to meeting the
expectations of 33% of PDST fees for financial aid to students.

The program offers each student the opportunity for a 33% PDST stipend for each successfully completed semester. To date,
every student has successfully completed the program; however, were a student not to complete a semester, the return-to-
aid would be reallocated to the remaining members of the cohort. While not optimal, our limited staff resources required
that we take this approach. We also place a great deal of effort into identifying and making our students aware of Graduate
Student Instructor (GSI) and/or Reader on-campus work opportunities that substantially reduce the fees students must pay
the university. Each year, 25-30% of our students act as a GSI or Reader for one or more undergraduate classes.

For every year of the program’s existence, we have met the mandate from the U.C. Regents to allocate 33% of all PDST fees
to student financial aid. We have done this through awarding PDP stipends to 100% of PDP students. We have also facilitated
for PDP students to gain access to Graduate Student Instructor (GSI) and Reader positions which offer students a substantial
reduction the total fees they must pay at the university.

PDST revenue from last 3-years used: $666,447
Metric(s): Percent PDP students receiving financial aid over past 3-year period: 100%

Develop supplemental tools and approaches to student career development not sufficiently covered by existing campus
resources.

Almost all of our students take advantage of the services offered by the U.C. Berkeley Career Center. However, we have had
to supplement the Career Center’s services in at least two challenges of job search for our students. First, we help all our
students develop their own understanding and articulation to potential employers of the specific value proposition of our
unique “hybrid” Master’s degree (i.e. filling job roles that require a knowledge of both technology and product and
technology commercialization). Secondly, we focus on helping our international students develop effective career search
options given that many U.S. companies have a stated policy of not interviewing or sponsoring non-U.S. citizens.
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Our students have “special needs” with respect to the help needed in finding a good career opportunity: (1) explaining the
value to potential employers our unique “hybrid” engineering-product development degree and (2) mounting the challenge
of finding career opportunities in the U.S. as an international student (roughly 60-70% of every PDP class). While we
encourage the use of available services in the Campus Career Center, the program used PDST revenue for staff to provide
specialized career services, including the creation of a detailed manual for PDP students on how to conduct a professional job
search. This manual includes examples of how the degree might be described, the best U.S. employers of non-U.S. citizens,
and details about new types of professional positions they might pursue in the wake of getting their Master’s degree from
Berkeley (e.g. technical or management consulting, or selective corporate rotational programs for high potential candidates
who may advance rapidly in their careers).

PDST revenue from last 3-years used: $150,000

Metric(s):

90% of PDP students have accepted a career opportunity within 6 months of graduation

2017 PDP Graduate Survey: 44.8% of PDP students said they had one or more job offers at graduation from the PDP
Number of start-up ventures by PDP graduates: 3

Build market awareness with industry of the value of our degree by delivering presentations about the program at local
company sites.

We actively seek to “get the message out” about the PDP and convince hiring managers that the PDP represents a new high
quality pool of talent that they should consider for non-traditional engineering and managerial jobs when recruiting on the
Berkeley campus. We also build industry awareness of our program through the PDP field projects we conduct with local
industry each year.

As a “hybrid” engineering-product development degree we have found it important to proactively engage industry with the
program and our students as a way of increasing hiring manager’s awareness of our program and the potential fit our
graduates might have with professional positions that require the unique skill-set our graduates offer. We recruit industrial
hosts for our student field projects, invite numerous industry speakers for our product development classes, make specific
visits to company sites to provide a short presentation about the PDP and serve as judges in campus business plan
completions along with industry representatives.
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PDST revenue from last 3-years used: $70,000

Metric(s):

Over 25 PDP Field Projects have been completed with industry during the three-year period
Speakers from industry in PDP product development class: 22 during the three-year period
Faculty/student participation in business plan competitions: 5 competitions

All of the goals and initiatives in the previous section are substantially dependent on the actions of PDP faculty, staff and
subcontractors. Fully-loaded staff cost (1.19 - 1.46 times raw costs) account for more than 60% of our total budget expenditures
under the current model and so most of the expenditure to advance the goals above are captured by salary and benefits costs of
faculty and staff.

lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

Now in its 13t year of operation, the time has come for the PDP to step up to the next level and become a true professional degree
from the perspective of prospective students and industry. A key element of this evolution is the attraction and enrollment of more
students with at least a few years of professional work experience. As such our revised goals for the program become even more
demanding and require access to increased resources.

Overall, the program seeks to provide a unique and distinctive educational learning experience that prepares students with
backgrounds in the chemical sciences (chemistry, chemical engineering, biochemistry, chemical biology, etc.) for professional
careers in product development and technology commercialization. We will accomplish this primarily through creating the basis for
excellence in the following areas:
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e Expanding the pools of excellent student candidates who will consider the PDP as a premier graduate/professional school
choice. Specifically, we will target two groups for increased attention in our student recruiting process: U.S.-based
working professionals with 3-6 years of work experience and talented scholars from outside the U.S. who did their
undergraduate engineering or science studies in the U.S.

e Increase the efforts of our faculty to develop original curriculum materials (e.g. case studies) that are specific to product
development in the chemical sciences (e.g. advanced materials, pharmaceutical drugs, medical devices).

e Increase the exposure of our students to “real world” product development practices through industry speakers brought
to campus and capture even more challenging PDP field project assignments.

e Provide students who have entrepreneurial inclinations greater means to explore the possibilities of new venture
formation and start-up financing.

e Achieve and maintain PDP faculty student ratios that enable and ensure quality program delivery that is relevant and
personalized to the needs and aspirations of every student.

To accomplish the above, we will need to aggressively pursue several key initiatives including:

1. Recruit and assemble a world-class faculty team from academia and industry to develop teaching and research initiatives
that will define this relatively new area product development in the chemical sciences.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $27,310

2. Allocate over $160,000 to financial aid. Beyond the proposed increase in PDST fees, we expect to develop the financial and
other resources needed to ensure student access and affordability for the program. The program will initiate a new PDP
Alumni Fund in response to the suggestion by several of the program’s more active alumni (see Goal 4); one of the aims of
this Fund will be to provide additional financial assistance, particularly to California residents in order to ensure that we do
not lose potential students who would like to attend the program but cannot due to cost. We will also seek to leverage our
current robust relationship with industry into fellowships for students and sponsorships of several key PDP initiatives.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $160,817
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3. Provide enhanced career development services for our students and alumni. This will require that we hire a full-time
placement professional who will work with our students from the time they arrive on campus to develop the materials and a
plan to conduct a professional career search for each student. In addition to direct marketing of the program with local
industry, our career placement lead will work with other academic units to initiate a yearly job fair specifically for Berkeley
graduates of professional Master’s degree programs like the PDP.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $103,810

4. Develop a formal structure to organize and enhance the enthusiasm all 189 of our program’s alumni who want to help the
program move to the next level in its evolution. Specifically, PDP alumni have asked to form a PDP Alumni Fund aimed at
providing an opportunity for PDP alums to contribute and support various initiatives in support of current students. This Fund
will support new initiatives such as a public service incentive program, the aforementioned California resident scholarship,
and additional capital improvements (see Goal 6). It is likely we will need at least a part-time PDP alumni relations manager
at some point during the plan period.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $25,000

5. Create a new initiative to give our students the opportunity to explore the possibility of new venture creation in support
of creative business ideas they have developed during the school year. We have had several of our graduates form
companies and achieve success in raising venture capital. We propose to establish a special 10-week period during the
summer months when one or more PDP faculty members will act as a coach to venture teams as they prepare to seek
venture funding and/or apply for acceptance into a venture incubator or accelerator. We plan to call the summer session the
Venture Breakthrough Workshop and may or may not make it a “for credit” course offering to participants.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $25,000

6. Expand and enhance program facilities. Our current program facilities are business office spaces in Latimer Hall in the
College of Chemistry. Its size, configuration and style are inconsistent with our expected growth in numbers of students, our
strategy of attracting more applicants with work experience and the desire to establish a viable evening/weekend program
offering. Within the College of Chemistry complex there are essentially no current available building spaces under the
administrative control of the College big enough to accommodate our program’s growth objectives. The mezzanine level of
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Hildebrand Hall in the Chemistry complex is the Chemistry library which is under the administrative control of the campus. It
is the space within the College of Chemistry complex that would be the best location of the PDP for its long-term growth. The
College would have to request the use of the Hildebrand space for this purpose and will need an architectural study
(estimated cost: up to $250,000) and plans for an extensive renovation of the space (estimated cost: $1.5-2.0 million). It is
our proposal to set aside and accrue funds each year to cover as much of these projected expenses as possible. We would to
seek to augment these funds with gifts from corporate donors and the PDP Alumni.

An appropriate, permanent location for the PDP will be a cornerstone to recruiting the best faculty and students and
achieving program excellence over the long run.

Allocation of incremental PDST revenue: $89,222

If our proposed PDST fee increases are not approved the PDP will stay in its “low cost” mode of operation and will slowly decline in
terms of its level of attractiveness to the best faculty and graduate school applicants.

Students graduating from the PDP will leave the program with numerous educational and career-enhancing benefits including world-
class innovation leadership skills, real-world industry experience through our advanced and unique field projects, increased career

options and higher lifetime earnings.

lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19 in
the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please

leave those columns blank).
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Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19| Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
PDST Revenue| 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments $15,702 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Benefits/UCRP Cost $239,857 $12,563 SO S0 SO SO $12,563
Providing Student Services $9,380 $12,540 $6,712 $25,919 $28,613 $30,026 $103,810
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio $523,414 $27,310 SO S0 SO S0 $27,310
Expanding Instructional Support Staff $28,139 SO $8,568 S0 SO S0 $8,568
Instructional Equipment Purchases $5,170 $11,448 $8,390 S0 S0 S0 $19,838
Providing Student Financial Aid $434,280 $52,600 $25,496 $26,281 $27,540 $28,900 $160,817
Other Non-salary Cost Increases SO S0 S0 SO S0 SO S0
Facilities Expansion/Renewal $46,900 $27,931 $15,170 $15,200 $14,847 $16,074 $89,222
Other (Please explain in the "Additional $13,158 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $50,000
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue $1,316,000 $154,392 $74,336 $77,400 $81,000 $85,000 $472,128

Additional Comments:

“Other” category includes expenses for (1) development of the formal PDP Alumni organization and fund to provide student
services like a California resident scholarship program and public service incentive grants and (2) initial year for the Summer PDP

Venture Breakthrough Workshop.

lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

We will initiate the PDP Alumni Fund in 2019 which will allow the program’s 225 alums to contribute resources to help with access
and affordability for our current and future students. Should it come to fruition, our proposed self-supporting evening/weekend
program offering of the PDP should also provide resources that help current students and contribute to program excellence.

lll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please

explain why.

Annual increases will be limited to 5% per year.
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lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enrollment in the table below.

Enrollment
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 11 12 12 13 13 14
Domestic Nonresident 8 9 9 10 10 11
International 28 29 29 27 27 25
Total 47 50 50 50 50 50

IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or

only private comparators, please list those.

|X| If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following

table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.

DO NOT CONTACT OTHER INSTITUTIONS DIRECTLY FOR THIS INFORMATION. USE ONLY PUBLICLY AVAILABLE INFORMATION.
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Total Charges to Degree (by entering Cohort)

Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Residents % S % S % S % S % S
Univ. of Minnesota
(public) $75,600 [ $77,868 $80,204 $82,610 | $85,088 | $85,972 | 3% | $2,268 | 3%| $2,336 | 3%| $2,406 | 3%| $2,478 1% $884
Univ. of Texas (public) $54,000 $55,620 $57,289 $59,007 | $60,777 | $62,601 | 3% $1,620 3%| $1,669 3%| $1,719 3%| $1,770 3%| $1,823
Univ. of Delaware (public)

$37,500 $38,625 $39,784 $40,977 | $42,207 | $43,473 | 3% $1,125 3%| $1,159 3%| $1,194 3%| $1,229 3%| $1,266
Northwestern (private) $63,264 $65,162 $67,117 $69,130 | $71,204 | $73,340 | 3% $1,898 3%| $1,955 3%| $2,014 3%| $2,074 3%| $2,136
USC (private) $55,790 $57,464 $59,188 $60,963 | $62,792 | s$64,676 | 3% $1,674 3%| $1,724 3%| $1,776 3%| $1,829 3%| $1,884
Rochester Inst. Tech.
(private) $56,910 $58,617 $60,376 $62,187 | $64,053 | $65,974 | 3% $1,707 3%| $1,759 3%| $1,811 3%| $1,866 3%| $1,922
Public Average $55,700 $57,371 $59,092 $60,865 | $62,691 | $64,015 | 3% $1,671 3%| $1,721 3%| $1,773 3%| $1,826 2%| $1,324
Private Average $58,655 $60,414 $62,227 $64,094 | $66,016 | $67,997 | 3% $1,760 3%| $1,812 3%| $1,867 3%| $1,923 3%| $1,980
Public and Private
Average $57,177 $58,893 $60,659 $62,479 | $64,354 | $66,006 | 3% $1,715 3%| $1,767 3%| $1,820 3%| $1,874 3%| $1,652
PDP program $42,315 $44,164 $46,090 $48,110 | $50,229 | $52,440 | 4% $1,849 4%| $1,926 4%| $2,020 4%| $2,119 4%| $2,211
Nonresidents
Univ. of Minnesota
(public) $75,600 $77,868 $80,204 $82,610 | $85,088 | $85,972 | 3% $2,268 3%| $2,336 3%| $2,406 3%| $2,478 1% $884
Univ. of Texas (public) $54,000 $55,620 $57,289 $59,007 | $60,777 | $62,601 | 3% $1,620 3%| $1,669 3%| $1,719 3%| $1,770 3%| $1,823
Univ. of Delaware (public)

$37,500 $38,625 $39,784 $40,977 | $42,207 | $43,473 | 3% $1,125 3%| $1,159 3%| $1,194 3%| $1,229 3%| $1,266
Northwestern (private) $63,264 $65,162 $67,117 $69,130 | $71,204 | $73,340 | 3% $1,898 3%| $1,955 3%| $2,014 3%| $2,074 3%| $2,136
USC (private) $55,790 | $57,464 $59,188 $60,963 | $62,792 | $64,676 | 3% | $1,674 3%| $1,724 3%| $1,776 3%| $1,829 3%| $1,884
Rochester Inst. Tech.
(private) $56,910 $58,617 $60,376 $62,187 | $64,053 | $65,974 | 3% $1,707 3%| $1,759 3%| $1,811 3%| $1,866 3%| $1,922
Public Average $55,700 $57,371 $59,092 $60,865 | $62,691 | $64,015 | 3% $1,671 3%| $1,721 3%| $1,773 3%| $1,826 2%| $1,324
Private Average $58,655 $60,414 $62,227 $64,094 | $66,016 | $67,997 | 3% $1,760 3%| $1,812 3%| $1,867 3%| $1,923 3%| $1,980
Public and Private
Average $57,177 $58,893 $60,659 $62,479 | $64,354 | $66,006 | 3% $1,715 3%| $1,767 3%| $1,820 3%| $1,874 3%| $1,652
PDP Program $54,560 | $56,409 $58,335 $60,355 | $62,474 | $64,685 | 3% | $1,849 3%| $1,926 3%| $2,020 | 4%| $2,119 4%|  $2,211

Source(s):
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Northwestern University (private) Master of Science — Product Design and Development Management
https://design.northwestern.edu/product-design-development-
management/masters-degree/fags.html

University of Southern California Master of Science in Product Development Engineering

(private) https://viterbigradadmission.usc.edu/programs/masters/msprograms
aerospace-mechanical-engineering/ms-product-development/ and
https://34pd4slqv42731f3e23impou-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/03/2018-2019-Tuition-Fees-27.pdf

Rochester Institute of Technology Master of Science in Product Development

(private) https://www.rit.edu/kgcoe/leadership/product-
development/admissions and
https://www.rit.edu/fa/sfs/billing/tuitionandfees/1819/graduate

University of Minnesota (public) Master of Science in Management of Technology
https://tli.umn.edu/admissions/financial-assistance

University of Texas (public) Master’s Degree in Science and Technology Commercialization
https://www.mccombs.utexas.edu/MSTC/FAQ

University of Delaware Master of Engineering in Particle Technology
(public) http://www.che.udel.edu/grad/mept/departmentalfunding.html and
http://www.che.udel.edu/grad/mept/programstructure.html

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other characteristics
do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be comparable to
these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve comparability to an
aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

Both private and public school comparators were chosen because they are Master’s Degree programs that focus on product

development and/or technology commercialization. These programs are the most direct competitors for student applicants, though
many students who do not matriculate to PDP simply stay in industry.
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IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

For resident students, this program comes at approximately a 20% discount compared to the combined average of public/private
comparators in the last year of this five-year plan. For nonresidents, the program is a modest 2% cheaper than the average program
at the end of the five-year plan. The higher fees these comparison programs charge enable them to make greater investment in the
essential components of the best graduate professional degree programs (e.g. faculty-student ratio, career placement, first-quality
facilities, original industry case study writing).

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

The PDP is the only program that focuses on product development in the chemical sciences. Product development at most U.S.
institutions is taught in the mechanical engineering department. The focus in these programs is on physical, discrete engineered
products (e.g. automobiles, medical devices and instrumentation, consumer products). The PDP focuses it teaching on important
and large product categories that depend on an application of knowledge from the chemical sciences (e.g. chemical engineering,
chemistry, chemical biology, biochemistry, etc.) Examples of these kind of products include novel prescription and over-the-counter
drugs, new battery chemistries, blood substitutes, and advanced materials with unique and commercially-valuable properties (e.g.
Teflon).

V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enrollment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if
available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are
available.
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Actual Actual Actual [Estimated | Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 0% 3% 0% 0%
Chicana(o)/Latina(o) 6% 0% 6% 0%
American Indian 0% 0% 0% 0%
Subtotal Underrepresented 6% 3% 6% 0% 0% 0%
Asian/East Indian 22% 18% 8% 20%
White 17% 15% 14% 20%
Other/ Unknown 6% 3% 8% 0%
International 50% 63% 64% 60%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0%

Socioeconomic

% Pell recipients 28% 27% 50% 35%
Gender

% Male 71% 65% 53% 53%
% Female 29% 35% 47% 46%

Sources:
UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: UC Corporate data
Comparison institutions: [please indicate]

V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

Success in attracting and admitting URMs to the PDP has been uneven and far below the ultimate aspirations we have for our
professional degree program. As a relatively small program (< 50 students per year) with limited faculty resources (i.e. 1 full-time
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faculty/administrator) and minimal program staff (50% time of a department administrative assistant), focus and effort on the
important task of recruitment and inclusion of URMs has gone largely unattended. We now have added two part-time lecturers and
expect to have a full-time administrative assistant by January 1, 2019 and so we are now positioned to put some concentrated and
robust effort in this important area.

The PDP is now at a stage in its growth and evolution where it can focus on new initiatives to achieve substantially better and more
consistent outcomes in URM recruitment and inclusion. Our new approach will focus on finding, engaging, and actively recruiting
talented African American/Black and Hispanic candidates with backgrounds in the chemical sciences (e.g. chemistry, chemical
engineering, biochemistry, etc.) We will bring a sense of urgency to this challenge, as our long-term overall goals are (1) to enroll a
student body that is reflective of our country and economic backgrounds and (2) to ensure that URM inclusion results in a more
comprehensive learning experience that better prepares all of our students for professional practice. Over the past three years the
PDP has averaged 5% URM participation in our student population (about 2.5 URM students per year for a class size of 50 students).
As such, we have adopted a target of achieving a consistent 20% URM participation in the entering classes of the PDP by the end
of the plan forecast period (about 10 URM students per year for each class).

The PDP’s “game plan” for better performance in this area is multi-faceted and operates on the presumption that building strong
and enduring formal and informal networks with key “gatekeepers” to highly qualified URM candidates is the key to consistent and
measurable performance. We seek to become one of the “preferred references” that trusted advisors to these students offer as an
attractive graduate school option. This will necessitate an active and targeted approach to raising our program’s profile with those
people in industry and academia who are positioned to know and advise possible URM candidates for our program. Our new multi-
year, multi-faceted approach has the following components:

Targeted direct outreach and partnering with national professional organizations focused on URM advancement. We have
identified two professional organizations that will be the focus of our relationship-building efforts: National Organization of
Black Chemists and Chemical Engineers (NOBCChE) and the Society of Hispanic Professional Engineers (SHPE):

NOBCChE: We have initiated efforts to build a partnership relationship with this important national organization. In
September 2018 we were a corporate sponsor at the 2018 Annual NOBBCChE Conference in Orlando, Florida on September
17-20, 2018. The PDP participated with approximately 60 companies and 20 universities in the 6-hour Career Fair on
Tuesday, September 18t with a poster board display. We had the chance to talk with 40-45 African American/Black
students—many of whom expressed a strong interest in coming to Berkeley for graduate school and found the PDP to be an
attractive alternative they wanted to know more about. We also had the opportunity to engage with the current NOBCChE
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President, Dr. Emanuel Waddell, PhD about the prospect of developing a robust and ongoing partnership with NOBCChE
leading into next year’s Annual Conference. We were invited to join a special reception at the conference of the NOBCChE
Executive Leadership to fully explore how we would partner, but travel schedule would not allow us to attend. We are now in
the process of contacting selected NOBCChE student chapters at Georgia Tech, John Hopkins University, Michigan State,
University of Wisconsin - Madison and several other colleges.

As of November 1, 2018 we will have a banner ad on the NOBCChE website that connects to information about the PDP with
a link to the online application. There will also be information about a webcast scheduled for mid-November 2018 where
students can ask specific questions about the application process and financial aid process.

SHPE: The National Conference of SHPE will be held in Cleveland, Ohio on November 7-11, 2018. As the organization’s
signature event, this is the largest technical and career conference for Hispanics in the United States, attracting over 6,000
engineering professionals, students, and corporate representatives. The conference features educational and technical panel
discussions and workshops for its professional and student attendees. There are special sessions during the conference for
prospective graduate students. We are planning to participate in the two-day career fair and graduate school expo on
November 9™ and November 10™. Our discussions with SHPE are in an early stage so specific commitments to partner have
not yet been discussed, but we expect to be able to find opportunities to form an active partnership that leads up to a more
active role in the 2019 Annual Conference. We will also seek to have direct contact with the SHPE student chapters during
the year.

Mobilization of URM-focused organizations on the Berkeley campus. We have begun contacting and providing information
and/or program marketing materials to several on-campus organizations whose networks may yield URM candidates for the
PDP:

- UC Berkeley Graduate Diversity Program

- Black Engineering and Science Students Association (BESSA)

- Black Graduate Engineering and Science Students Association (BGESA)

- Hispanic Engineers and Scientists (HES)

- Latino/a Association for Graduate Students in Engineering and Sciences (LAGSES)

- Society for the Advancement of Chicanos and Native Americans in Science (SACNAS)
- Raza Recruitment and Retention Center

- Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) STEM
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Initiate and Activate a PDP Alumni Association. Several of our alumni have expressed a strong desire to formally create an
organization to help the PDP with its growth objectives. We seek to include during the initial charter of the alumni
organization a commitment to diverse pools of candidate applicants to the PDP. We expect that several of our URM PDP
alumni will have a strong interest in meeting with potential candidates and admits.

Establish PDP Visit Day with travel financial support for URMs that have been admitted to the program. Visit Day would
include discussions with URM and other PDP alumni, discussions of financial aid and financing strategies when it comes to
housing and living in the SF Bay Area. Visit Day would be scheduled for April —about 1 month before students must make
final decisions about enrollment in a graduate program.

V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

Our three-year average for program participation by Pell recipients (35%) is very much in line with the performance in this area of
other science and business-related professional Master’s degree programs on the Berkeley campus. Since 60-70% of our enrolled
classes are non-U.S. citizens, the current level of performance is encouraging, although there is always room for improvement. Our
revised financial aid strategy that includes consideration of applicant/student financial resources in addition to academic merit
should help improve our performance on this important dimension.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

We are especially proud of the performance of our program in the inclusion of female students in our incoming classes. Our 3-year
average of 39.5% female participation in our program is just the beginning of our efforts in this area. In last year’s class (students
graduated in 2018) fully 47% of the class were women. In our candidate information sessions and in our marketing materials, we will
continue to feature the stories of successful female PDP alumni as a way to maintain our robust performance in this area.
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V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the composition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

Given our new set of robust initiatives to include more URMs in our student body, we would aim to substantially increase current
levels of participation to around 20% for African American/Black and Hispanic students combined at the end of the forecast period.
Because of the relatively high numbers of applicants who are non-U.S. citizens, Pell recipient participation may be a bit harder to
improve from the current 3-year average of 35%, though we think a goal of 40% is a good stretch target. As noted above, with a
revised financial aid strategy that includes the consideration of applicant/student financial resources in addition to academic merit,
it should help improve our performance in the inclusion of economically disadvantaged students in our program. Our goal with
respect to gender is to maintain the nearly 50% level we are now operating at.

V.f. In the tables below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.)

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent” faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.
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All Faculty (School or Department) Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)
Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18 Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
i 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% i 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Black/Afr-American Domestc Black/Afr-American Domespc
International International
] ] Domestic 4.5% 6.9% 6.0% ) ] Domestic 5.8% 7.1% 7.7%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) - Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International International
American Indian| Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% American Indian| Domestic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Domestic 13.6% 14.9% 16.7% Domestic 15.9% 17.1% 18.5%
Asian/Pac Is - Asian/Pac Is -
International International
Domestic 76.1% 73.6% 72.6% Domestic 75.4% 72.9% 70.8%
White - White -
International International
Domestic 4.5% 3.4% 3.6% Domestic 1.4% 1.4% 1.5%
Other/Unknown - Other/Unknown -
International International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Percentage by Gender 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

The Chemical and Biomolecular Department has a continued interest in building a diverse faculty. The department’s current
representation of Hispanic faculty has held steady over the past three years while no progress has been made in finding and hiring
an African American/Black faculty candidate. Current faculty recruitment efforts are for a limited number of positions with specific
research interests. The department will continue to post the available faculty positions as widely as possible to attract URM
candidates from a broader pool of candidates. The PDP draws support (e.g. as class speakers) from these faculty members, but does
not itself make ladder-rank academic hiring decisions.
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VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

Our ultimate goal is to make affordability of our program a non-issue for most potential applicants. We are committed to continued
compliance with the Regent’s policy of insuring that 33% of all PDST revenues are used for student financial aid. We make our
students who are U.S. citizens aware of the types of financial support options that are available to finance their participation in the
program. We also actively make sure that all of students are aware of the numerous openings for Graduate Student Instructors each
semester. Finally, we intend to begin collecting data on why applicants to the program choose not to attend. We intend to measure
the success of our affordability goals by tracking the number of students who decline our offer of admission to the program due to
financial limitations. This will be especially important given the targeted outreach programs to underrepresented minority students
and students from low socioeconomic backgrounds.

As stated earlier, we will use resources from the proposed increased PDST to establish a more traditional financial aid strategy that
more specifically includes a consideration of a student’s financial resources and existing obligations (i.e. loans).

Graduating Class 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Percent with Debt 10% 29% 44% 17% 13% 22% 18%
Cumulative Debt among Students $20,500 $26,884 $39,476 $34,848 $38,285 $43,954 $49,645
with Debt

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

With respect to levels of student indebtedness, the PDP has performed as well as other selected professional Master’s degree
programs at Berkeley. On average over the past three years (2015-2017) only 17% of PDP graduates have reported cumulative debt
with an average level of $43,961.

In most cases our students take a very “return-on-investment” (ROI) perspective when making the decision to “invest” and enroll in
our program. They (usually) come to the conclusion that the increased range of higher paying career opportunities for graduates of
the program will enable them to service the expense to complete the program. We have had very little concern expressed from our
PDP alumni that any debt they must pay down while working has been an especially serious issue. While our new financial aid plan
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will have a positive impact on overall student debt, it has been our experience that most students will take a positive ROI
perspective in evaluating the value of the degree. Even so, as we add human resources for substantially increased student services
capacity, we will be able to establish and maintain a robust need-based financial aid system so that low-income students are not
overwhelmed with accumulated debt.

2016-17 Average Debt at
Graduates Graduation among Median Salary |Est. Debt Payment as %
with Debt Students with Debt at Graduation of Median Salary

This program 18% $49,645 $75,000 9%
Public comparisons % S S n/a
Private comparisons % S S n/a

Sources:
UC: Corporate data
Comparison institutions: DATA NOT AVAILABLE

Additional Comments:

VI.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

As stated above, most of our graduates take on professional roles that position them well to meets the demands of student loan
repayment. The estimated debt payment of 9% of median salary is quite manageable given the relatively high salaries our graduates
command. Given these circumstances, the program does not offer a loan repayment assistance program.

VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

We actively encourage our students to consider a range of professional alternatives including those jobs that do not offer the
highest salaries. With increased funds we can specifically create public service incentives (e.g. loan repayment assistance plans,
funded internships, etc.) that especially benefit students who choose these paths. Specifically, we would imagine that as the
proposed PDP Alumni Fund grows and matures we could offer short-term (e.g. 1 year) “income subsidies” for a limited number of
graduating PDP students who have a high interest in public service, but find the relatively modest salaries a barrier.
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Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

We have not had many students pursue public interest careers after graduation. Most of those who have chosen this path are
working for government agencies in countries outside the U.S. As such, salary data for these students is not available. Through class
speakers from the non-profit sector and public and government service job postings on our electronic job bulletin board, we are
making students aware of career choices that are alternatives to the private sector.

VI.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

We include discussions of the financial requirements and options in our marketing material and on our website. We invite
candidates to call and have a discussion with staff and/or faculty about any aspect that would make the program a more likely
choice for their graduate school experience. We make students aware of potential graduate student instructor and reader positions

that can significantly reduce the cost of degree completion.

VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

We have rarely been asked by candidates for this type of data, but now that we know it exists we will make the appropriate data
available on our program application website.

VII. OTHER

VIl.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

N/A
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PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): Text

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

@ Described the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

[ ] Other (please describe): Text

IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any

proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.

See appendix for text of email sent to students and faculty requesting feedback on the proposed fee increase five-year plan.
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IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided to
the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X Plan shared with Jonathan Morris, GA President on 10/31/2018

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)

|X| Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Outreach & Diversity
For both student and faculty diversity, the proposal mentions a few programs that are department specific without a clear outline of
how they are improving/quantifying success of these programs.

Comparison to Competing Programs
The proposal compares the program to similar programs.

PDST History & Budget Rationale

In the previous cycle, previous improvement goals were met or program was sustained at high quality and value. The proposed
budget supports programmatic elements that are desirable & positively impact student outcomes, overall cost is moderate relative
to expected salary gains expected by graduates in the field.

Student Consultation

The proposal shows engagement with students, with mixed student feedback or lack of evidence of support, and/or reflects
attempts to meet student desires, however, it seems PDST funds are providing evident value added opportunities, students indicate
that they do see value in paying these funds as well Nevertheless, there is outreach to students and aid offered to defray this added
cost.
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[ ] If applicable, plan shared with on

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

I:' Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Consultation with faculty

IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting

[ ] Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|X| Described the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
|:| Other (please describe): Text

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

See appendix for text of email sent to students and faculty requesting feedback on the proposed fee increase five-year plan.
IX.f. Please confirm that this multi-year plan template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the

Chancellor.

X] Plan shared with Dean Fiona Doyle on 11/15/2018

Graduate Dean

X] Plan endorsed by Chancellor Carol Christ on 11/15/2018

Chancellor?

1 Per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section 4, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.


http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates.

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22
% $ % $ % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $8,790 $9,230| $9,692| $10,176| 5% S$440( 5% $462| 5% $484
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $8,790| $9,230| $9,692| $10,176( 5% $440| 5% $462| 5% $484
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory 12,570| $12,966( $13,368| $13,788|3.2% $396(3.1% $402]3.1% $420
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561| $1,608| $1,656| $1,706|3.0% $47| 3.0% $48| 3.0% S50
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. | $12,245| $12,245| $12,245| $12,245(0.0% $0] 0.0% $0|0.0% S0
Tuition
Other (explain SO S0 SO So| N/A S0| N/A S0| N/A SO
below)***
Total Fees (CA $22,921| $23,804| $24,716| $25,670(3.9% $883( 3.8% $912|3.9% $954
resident)
Total Fees $35,166| $36,049| $36,961| $37,915(2.5% $883]2.5% $912| 2.6% $954
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.

Additional comments:



Berkeley/School of Public Health/Master and Doctorate of Public Health
Established Program
Established PDST

I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

The Berkeley School of Public Health is fueled by a deep commitment to social and environmental justice, scientific inquiry and
discovery, and community-engaged public health action. A world-renowned institution that is widely regarded as the birthplace of
social epidemiology, our research focuses on the interaction of biological, behavioral, and environmental determinants of human
health.

The two graduate programs affected by this proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) increase are the Masters in
Public Health, a program that can be completed in either one or two years and was established in 1944, and the Doctorate in Public
Health, a three-to-five year program established in 1944. These two programs enrolled 382 students as of fall 2018. Through our
MPH and DrPH programs, we educate students from California and the world on multiple areas of public health (Biostatistics,
Epidemiology, Environmental Health Sciences, Global Health & Environment, Health Policy & Management, Health & Social
Behavior, Infectious Diseases & Vaccinology, Maternal & Child Health and Public Health Nutrition, and in interdisciplinary areas such
as Aging, Global Health and Multicultural Health) so that they can contribute to the shortage of public health professionals and
conduct important research in the field.

Each year more than 1,100 diverse undergraduate, masters, and doctoral students are trained to develop transdisciplinary solutions
to improve population health, especially for the most vulnerable. In 2015 when our Office of Career Services conducted an
employment survey of all graduating master’s and doctoral students (94% response rate) found that the top employment areas
were: 34% of graduates worked in a health care system, 21% in research, 13% at a non-profit, 9% at a consulting firm, 6% at a state
health agency and 6% at a non-health related corporation. The School is the top-ranked undergraduate program and ninth-ranked
graduate public health program, and in the most recent National Research Council report, it ranked first in Epidemiology, second in
Health Services and Policy Analysis, fourth in Environmental Health Sciences, and ninth in Biostatistics.

We also offer options for completing our Masters in Public Health program concurrently with five other Berkeley schools including
the Haas School of Business, Goldman School of Public Policy, School of Social Welfare, School of Journalism and College of
Environmental Design and Department of City and Regional Planning.
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Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

In our last multi-year plan, which spanned from 2016-17 through 2018-19, we proposed increasing PDST by 5% in order to maintain
the School’s level of financial aid support for fellowships and graduate student instructors. It was outlined that the cost to
maintain current financial aid would be up to $335,762 by FY19, incorporating increased rates of fee remission, GSI salaries and
scholarships and fellowships.

Since our last submission, SPH and Berkeley have experienced budget reductions. We relied on incremental funding sources - gifts,
enrollment growth and PDST increases to meet these goals and cover our expenses. During this time, we maintained the level of
unrestricted funding support for financial aid. We also maintained PDST support for student services, including program managers
and our Center for Public Health Leadership and Practice (which offers career services, advising, internship placement and leadership
development services to our graduate students) and the D.R.E.A.M. (Diversity Respect Equity Action Multiculturalism) Office. These
student services are critical to achieving our goals of preparing the next generation of public health leaders and to supporting a
diverse, equitable and inclusive climate at the School. At the School, we are committed not only to admitting diverse students but
also to supporting these students once they are on campus and through graduation.

The main variability in our financial aid budget since FY16 has been available endowments and gifts as well as research funding
(C&G, gifts, unrestricted). In FY17 we used our available gift and endowment payout balances for financial aid. Our faculty have also
increasingly prioritized student aid over the past two years, with $2.6 million of financial aid on research funds in FY18 compared to
$2.0 million in FY16.

Overall, despite these budget pressures, our investment in financial aid remains very high - in FY18 financial aid represented 170% of
PDST (well above the required 33% investment); our PDST revenue for MPH/DrPH students was $2.76 million and we invested $4.7
million in fee remission and student awards (plus an additional $2.5 million in GSI/GSR salaries).
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lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

We propose a 5% increase for each of the next three years (FY20, FY21 and FY22). We will direct 40% of incremental PDST revenues
generated by any increase towards funding cost increases at the School (in particular for student support services), and 60% of
incremental PDST revenues from an increase will be directed towards incremental graduate student financial aid. At this time we
project that the MPH/DrPH enroliment will be flat over the next five years and have therefore assumed fall 2018 enrollment levels
(at 382 students) for the near-term future.

We aim to achieve two goals through this proposed PDST increase:

e Ensure a balanced budget, which includes meeting campus-wide budget targets and covering salary increases for the
student services staff and salary and fee remission increases for the instructors and GSI/GSRs who are charged to PDST.
Under section lllb. we have included a 3% cost rise under student services to incorporate salary increases and some non-
compensation increases, as well as 3% annual increases for “expanding instructional student support” to cover the growth in
GSI/GSR salaries and fee remission costs. If SPH were not able to implement this PDST cost increase, then we would look
towards ways to cut our administrative costs, which (given that salaries are our largest expense) would likely require a
reduction in staff or a reduction in programming/events we are able to provide to students.

¢ Increase financial aid, in the form of both graduate student awards and fee remission.
It is important to note that the vast majority of our investment in financial aid (fee remission and student awards) comes
from endowments and restricted gifts. In FY18, the School invested $2.15M from unrestricted and restricted sources towards
fee remission and student awards. In addition, $2.57M was provided in fee remission and student awards from our research
funds.
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While fundraising for student aid is a priority for our development campaign, there are several reasons why it is essential to
use all available levers to grow financial aid at this time. First, our current graduate fellowship funding relies heavily on the
philanthropically funded Kaiser Permanente Scholars program, which will provide $600,000 in funding in FY19 and FY20. We
are already in conversations with Kaiser about continuing this program beyond FY20 (and we are optimistic), but if it is
discontinued it will significantly reduce our available scholarship funding. Secondly, we are increasingly losing in the
competition to recruit the state’s and nation’s leading student applicants — particularly students of color — because our main
competitors (Johns Hopkins, Columbia, UNC, Harvard) are able to offer more robust financial aid packages. While we
recognize that increasing PDST will raise the cost for full-pay students, we believe that the benefit of offering more need-
based aid will yield a net-positive result in terms of increasing access and recruiting the best talent. Since we expect flat
enrollment in the near term and we do not have unused restricted balances to direct towards financial aid, we are actively
fundraising for financial aid and seek to direct 60% of incremental revenues generated by the PDST increases towards
financial aid going forward (regardless of the success of our fundraising efforts).

It is important to note that because of our numerous concurrent degree programs (for fall 2018 we have 55 students in the joint
MBA/MPH program and a combined 26 students in joint degrees with MCP, MPP, MSW and MJ) not all of our students currently pay
the full PDST and so the prorated enrollment is 360 students. However, a UC Berkeley working group on concurrent professional
degree enrollments is preparing to issue a report with proposed solutions to this problem in the near future.

In total, the 5% increase will generate $500,000 of additional revenue over the next three years, at an average of $166,000 per fiscal
year.

Over the next three years, this PDST increase is projected to yield $300,000 in incremental new aid, which represents full PDST
scholarships for over 30 students. We hope that we can do even more if we are able to maintain the Kaiser funding and achieve our
philanthropic goals as we close our 75™ Anniversary campaign and launch the new public Campaign for Berkeley in 2019. However,
without the assurance of growing PDST revenue, especially if we lose the Kaiser funding, the School would be challenged to redirect
operating dollars towards filling the gap left by the lack of these restricted sources and it would result in — at best — flat financial aid.
In light of the increasingly competitive financial aid packages offered by our wealthier peer institutions, the inability to invest in
financial aid could erode the high quality and diversity of SPH’s student body.
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lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19
in the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please
leave those columns blank).

Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19| Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
PDST Revenue| 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Benefits/UCRP Cost $500,000 $15,000 $15,450 $15,914 $546,364
Providing Student Services $1,500,000 $37,688 $35,697 $37,811 $1,611,196
Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio S0 S0 S0 ) S0
Expanding Instructional Support Staff $500,000 $15,000 $15,450 $15,914 $546,364
Instructional Equipment Purchases S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
Providing Student Financial Aid $160,000 $95,112 $99,723 $104,602 $459,437
Other Non-salary Cost Increases SO SO SO S0 SO
Facilities Expansion/Renewal SO S0 S0 ) S0
Other (Please explain in the "Additional $504,400 ($4,400) ) SO $500,000
Comments" below)
Total use/projected use of revenue $3,164,400 $158,400 $166,320 $174,240 $3,663,360

Additional Comments:

“Other” captures expenditures within our Divisions, which directly support students and the smooth running of our academic units.
Generally these expenditures are non-compensation or student workers. Also, “Benefits/UCRP Costs” reflect GSI/GSR fee remission.
Additionally, salary spending for GSI and GSRs in FY18 totaled $2.5M from all School sources ($1.79M of which was through our
research funds). Finally, we comfortably comply with the requirement to return 33% of PDST revenue to financial aid by
supplementing with a variety of outside funding sources, including restricted and unrestricted gifts such as $600,000 in fellowships
from the Kaiser Permanente Scholars program, as well as many other endowments and research funding. In FY2018, our total
student awards and fee remission for the School totaled nearly $5M. There was an additional $2.6M spent in FY2018 towards
GSI/GSR salaries.
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lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

Similar to other schools on campus, SPH has absorbed multi-year budget target reductions and unfunded salary increases. In FY 2018
we were able to cover our deficits by exceeding fundraising targets, largely due to a very successful (ongoing) 75" anniversary
campaign. In particular, the School received a $500,000 unrestricted gift during FY18. Though we have not yet identified a specific
use for this entire gift, most of our unrestricted gifts help ensure that we can balance our budget, avoid cutting programs and make
strategic investments (e.g. in FY19 redesign of our website); since a third of our students are MPH and DrPH, they are direct
beneficiaries of any investments. Going forward we are exploring all options — both expense reduction and new revenues — to
balance our budget and to generate funds to fund our strategic priorities (one of which is expanded financial aid).

Expense Reductions:

1. The School continues to look for cost savings, particularly related to our highest cost: compensation. We are currently holding off
filling two positions, one in Finance and one in Educational Operations; we chose not to backfill for an Operations manager who
left the School and we also restructured the MPH program to eliminate a level of management. Any new position is vetted by the
CFO, CAO and Dean, and where possible we are looking to replace positions at a more junior level or shift responsibilities to
achieve salary savings. We also continue to look for opportunities to condense roles and bring greater efficiencies to the School.
Since the School and University had budget targets, and will again for FY20, holding off on making these expenditures directly
affects MPH students because it means other discretionary dollars can go towards financial aid and other student support.

2. Interms of non-compensation expenses, the School entered into a new contract with Ricoh that will save $286,000 over five
years in printing costs. These savings will allow us to direct discretionary dollars towards program, new faculty startups and other
student services that will support the MPH and DrPH students.

3. In an effort to incentivize Divisions to increase student credit hours and enrollment, SPH implemented a new divisional budget
model this year that assigns a discretionary budget to Divisions (for everything besides ladder rank faculty and regular staff) that
can be used to fund teaching. This has been a transitionary year as Divisions must align their budgets to the new funding
structure. While there is no explicit budget savings, this model will ensure that Divisions use their discretionary budgets
efficiently and show accountability for their spending and hiring.
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4. As we hire new faculty — particularly adjuncts and Professors in Residence — to fill our teaching needs, we are hiring faculty who
have the ability to cover part of their salary on research. In this way, we are able to fill our teaching needs and also replenish our
faculty body in order to mentor more students as part of extramurally-funded projects.

New Revenues:

1. Our Development team is currently focused on successfully closing the year-long 75th anniversary campaign, which has the goal
of raising $7.5M in new philanthropic funds dedicated to core support, which we have defined as unrestricted support, student
support, faculty support, and support for our core student services, in the form of the Center for Public Health Practice and
Leadership (CPHPL) and our DREAM office. Fifteen percent of the $7.5M is restricted for doctoral fellowship, but the remaining
core support (56.5M) is planned for investments that directly support the teaching and services provided to our student body -
MPH and DrPH students represent a third of all students (other students include PhD, online MPH and undergraduate students).
However CHPHL specifically supports MPH and DrPH career placements. As of October 2018 the School has raised approximately
S6M of the goal. We expect to successfully close this campaign by December 2018.

2. The School has submitted a campaign plan through 2024 which outlines its fundraising goals for the 6-year public campaign that
will launch in 2019. In it, we note that graduate student support is of crucial importance during this campaign to maintain the
excellence of both our masters and doctoral programs, to enhance our ability to deliver on our strategic research initiatives, and
to successfully enroll more diverse students. As noted, we currently receive $600,000 annually in scholarship funds from Kaiser
Permanente (through FY20), which is used entirely for MPH and DrPH students, and it will be essential for us to maintain this
funding or find a replacement source. A crucial campaign goal will be to get this program refunded for at least $5-10M, and
ideally expanded and endowed. We also look to secure an additional $3M in philanthropic funding for doctoral student support
in areas that support our strategic research initiatives, both endowed and current-use.

3. Also relevant to this program, another key campaign goal is to maintain and expand our Center for Public Health Practice and
Leadership, which has been held up as a national model of excellence for offering career services, internship placement and
advising, and leadership development to our graduate students. We hope to secure a gift of $10-15M to endow and expand the
CPHPL. Finally, we seek to continue to build a robust infrastructure to recruit and support the success of diverse students and to
promote an inclusive and welcoming climate. This represents a campaign goal of $2M in current-use funding.
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lll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

We are requesting equal increases each year.

lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enrollment in the table below.

Enrollment
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 286 286 286 286 286 286
Domestic Nonresident 65 65 65 65 65 65
International 31 31 31 31 31 31
Total 382 382 382 382 382 382

Additional Comments
Totals include concurrent enrollment in joint professional degree programs. Total FTE enrollment for purposes of calculating PDST
revenue is approximately 360.

IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or
only private comparators, please list those.

|:| If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following
table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.
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Berkeley/School of Public Health/Master and Doctorate of Public Health

Established Program
Established PDST

Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22
Residents % S % S % $
University of Minnesota $23,002 $23,692 $24,403 $25,135 3% $690 3% $711 3% $732
University of Michigan $29,106 $29,980 $30,879 $31,805 3% $873 3% $899 3% $926
University of Washington $21,831 $22,486 $23,161 $23,855 3% $655 3% $675 3% $695
University of Noth
Carolina - Chapel Hill $18,573 $19,130 $19,704 $20,295 3% $557 3% $574 3% $591
Johns Hopkins University $67,680 $69,710 $71,802 $73,956 3% $2,030 3% $2,091 3% $2,154
Harvard University $60,400 $62,212 $64,078 $66,001 3% $1,812 3% $1,866 3% $1,922
Columbia University $38,628 $39,787 $40,980 $42,210 3% $1,159 3% $1,194 3% $1,229
Emory University $33,800 $34,814 $35,858 $36,934 3% $1,014 3% $1,044 3% $1,076
Public Average $23,128 $23,822 $24,537 $25,273 3% $694 3% $715 3% $736
Private Average $50,127 $51,631 $53,180 $54,775 3% $1,504 3% $1,549 3% $1,595
Public and Private Average

$36,628 $37,726 $38,858 $40,024 3% $1,099 3% $1,132 3% $1,166
UC Berkeley MPH $22,921 $23,804 $24,716 $25,670 4% $883 4% $912 4% $954
Nonresidents
University of Minnesota $29,756 $30,648 $31,568 $32,515 3% $893 3% $919 3% $947
University of Michigan $47,870 $49,306 $50,786 $52,309 3% $1,436 3% $1,479 3% $1,524
University of Washington $37,218 $38,335 $39,485 $40,669 3% $1,117 3% $1,150 3% $1,185
University of North
Carolina - Chapel Hill $35,026 $36,077 $37,159 $38,274 3% $1,051 3% $1,082 3% $1,115
Johns Hopkins University $67,680 $69,710 $71,802 $73,956 3% $2,030 3% $2,091 3% $2,154
Harvard University $60,400 $62,212 $64,078 $66,001 3% $1,812 3% $1,866 3% $1,922
Columbia University $38,628 $39,787 $40,980 $42,210 3% $1,159 3% $1,194 3% $1,229
Emory University $33,800 $34,814 $35,858 $36,934 3% $1,014 3% $1,044 3% $1,076
Public Average $37,468 $38,592 $39,749 $40,942 3% $1,124 3% $1,158 3% $1,192
Private Average $50,127 $51,631 $53,180 $54,775 3% $1,504 3% $1,549 3% $1,595
Public and Private Average

$43,797 $45,111 $46,465 $47,858 3% $1,314 3% $1,353 3% $1,394
UC Berkeley MPH $35,166 $36,049 $36,961 $37,915 3% $883 3% $912 3% $954

Note: Most of the comparator institutions listed above charge about the same amounts for MPH programs as they do the DrPH programs.

Source(s): Institutions’ websites
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Established PDST

Johns Hopkins University (https://www.jhsph.edu/admissions/tuition-and-fees/)

Harvard University (http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/student-billing/2018-2019-tuition-and-fees/)

Emory University (http://www.sph.emory.edu/admissions/tuition/index.html)

University of Michigan - Ann Arbor (https://www.sph.umich.edu/admissions-aid/tuition-aid.html)
University of Minnesota - Twin Cities (http://www.sph.umn.edu/admissions/cost/tuition/)

University of Washington (http://sph.washington.edu/prospective/tuition.asp)

University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill (https://cashier.unc.edu/files/2018/07/18 19YR.pdf)
Columbia University https://www.mailman.columbia.edu/become-student/how-apply/tuition-and-fees

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer — for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other
characteristics do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be
comparable to these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve
comparability to an aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

Each of these institutions was chosen as a comparator because we consider them peers and we consistently compete for the same
students and faculty. Also, all of these institutions (like us) are ranked among the top 10 Schools of Public Health, according to the
U.S. News & World Report national rankings and offer comparable programs and degrees with similar program quality.

Based on Schools of Public Health Application Service (SOPHAS) data, we’ve learned that many of the students we admit are often
also admitted to these peer institutions. Also, students who we admit that subsequently decline our admission offer typically choose
to attend Harvard, Johns Hopkins, Columbia or one of the other institutions.

IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

Berkeley charges less than the public and private average for residential and non-residential tuition; however, Berkeley is projected

to charge slightly more than the public average for residential but less than non-residential tuition in the coming years. Our current
residential tuition is significantly lower than most of our peers, except for UNC-Chapel Hill and the University of Washington.

12


https://www.jhsph.edu/admissions/tuition-and-fees/
http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/student-billing/2018-2019-tuition-and-fees/
http://www.sph.emory.edu/admissions/tuition/index.html
https://www.sph.umich.edu/admissions-aid/tuition-aid.html
http://www.sph.umn.edu/admissions/cost/tuition/
http://sph.washington.edu/prospective/tuition.asp
https://cashier.unc.edu/files/2018/07/18_19YR.pdf
https://www.mailman.columbia.edu/become-student/how-apply/tuition-and-fees

Berkeley/School of Public Health/Master and Doctorate of Public Health
Established Program
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Berkeley offers a similar educational experience with one key difference: the other comparable schools are co-located on medical
campuses, while Berkeley is located on a letters and science campus. That means our environment offers students multiple
opportunities to expand public health theories and concepts by integrating other disciplines such as anthropology, sociology,
political science, public policy, law, journalism or engineering. Schools of Public Health on medical campuses tend to focus more on
public health issues from a clinical perspective.

This difference in campus context may result in widely different cost structures, given that medical schools typically are much more
self-funded while letters and science campuses tend to require more outside support. This could lead to public programs on medical
campuses being priced artificially low because they receive direct and indirect benefits from the medical school. Also, the difference
in tuition costs may reflect a pricing strategy to keep costs artificially low for residential students at public programs to meet public
and legislative objectives and also due to the difference in the cost of living. Although our program charges significantly less than the
public and private average for residential and non-residential tuition, the cost of living in the Bay Area is approximately 21% higher
than the average cost of living in Washington, Michigan, Minnesota and North Carolina.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

The Berkeley School of Public Health’s impact and promise are built upon a tradition of excellence championed by renowned faculty
and alumni who are trailblazers not only in research and scholarship but in transforming how we think about public health itself. The
faculty comprise over 200 investigators (including 45 ladder-rank faculty and 20 additional full-time faculty) and includes 6 National
Academy of Medicine Members, 8 American Association for the Advancement of Science Fellows, 3 Fulbright Fellows, 2 National
Academy of Sciences Members and 1 MacArthur Fellow.

According to Association of Schools and Programs of Public Health (ASPPH) data, our program offers smaller masters and doctoral
cohorts, smaller classes, and lower advisor-student ratios in comparison to our peer institutions. We believe all of these institutional
attributes lead to more high-touch advising, mentoring and coaching and a much richer academic experience.

Our academic programs are highly flexible and customizable with many options for electives inside and outside of the School of
Public Health. We also offer five specialty certificates (Global Health, Public Health Nutrition, Maternal Child and Adolescent Health,

Aging and Multicultural Health) and we offer our Masters in Public Health program concurrently with five other Berkeley schools
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including the Haas School of Business, Goldman School of Public Policy, School of Social Welfare, School of Journalism and College of
Environmental Design and Department of City and Regional Planning.

As a world-renowned institution that is widely regarded as the birthplace of social epidemiology, our research focuses on the
interaction of biological, behavioral, and environmental determinants of human health.

We are the only institution among the top 10 schools of public health that is not housed in a medical school or large health science
center. Being located on a letters and science campus affords us the opportunity to offer students multiple opportunities to expand
public health theories and concepts by integrating other disciplines such as anthropology, sociology, political science, public policy,
law, journalism or engineering. We believe our location on the Berkeley campus is one of our biggest strengths and differentiators.
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V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

Established Program
Established PDST

V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enroliment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if
available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are

available.

Actual Actual Actual Estimated | Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 | 2016-17 2017-18 | Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 7.2% 7.5% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 9.0%
Chicana(o)/Latina(o) 8.3% 14.4% 14.7% 10.0% 5.0% 6.0%
American Indian 1.7% 1.1% 0.3% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Subtotal Underrepresented 17.2% 23.0% 22.0% 18.0% 13.0% 15.0%
Asian/EastIndian 24.9% 22.9% 22.5% 28.0% 12.0% 13.0%
White 40.7% 34.6% 34.9% 42.0% 60.0% 38.0%
Other/ Unknown 12.9% 13.3% 12.1% 9.0% 11.0% 28.0%
International 4.3% 6.1% 8.5% 3.0% 4.0% 6.0%
Total 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Socioeconomic
% Pell recipients 28.4% 33.1% 28.8% 30.0% 18.0% 14.0%
Gender
% Male 26.1% 27.2% 24.8% 25.0% 29.0% 30.0%
% Female 73.9% 72.8% 74.9% 75.0% 71.0% 70.0%

Sources: UC Berkeley data in CalAnswers
UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: UC Corporate data

Comparison institutions: Association of Schools and Programs of Public Health (ASPPH)
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

Over the past three years, Berkeley SPH has increased enrollment among our underrepresented (URM) students from 24% to 31%
(numbers that include the subset of Asian students who are URMs — Vietnamese, Filipino, Thai, Hmong, Laotian, lu-Mein & Tibetan).
Given that our underrepresented minority students represent a large share of our total enrollment, we are proactively engaged in
enhancing our infrastructure to be more responsive to any and all climate and retention issues that may emerge throughout the
academic year.

Despite this progress, the School and the University are less diverse than the state and much less diverse than California’s public high
schools. Berkeley is relatively overrepresented relative to the population in the state with regard to Asian (and even URM Asian)
students. The School enrolls fewer Hispanic and Latino students, more Asians and White students, and the same relative number of
African American students compared to the population of California.

The School seeks to increase the racial and ethnic diversity of our graduate students to more closely reflect population diversity
within the state of California, particularly with respect to Hispanic and Latinx students. The DREAM Office (in collaboration with the
Office of Student Services & Admissions) is leading efforts to strengthen the pipeline and increase the pool of qualified applicants
from underrepresented and disadvantaged backgrounds by: (1) strengthening outreach to and linkages with external programs
and potential partners (i.e., Gates Millennium Scholars Program, McNair Scholars Program, Project IMHOTEP) with high numbers of
qualified, prospective students; (2) expanding relationships with community colleges, CSU campuses, historically black colleges
and universities (HBCUs) and Hispanic serving institutions (HSIs); and (3) developing relationships with Bay Area high schools with
pre-health or STEM programs. Further, we plan to conduct a holistic review of admissions criteria and processes to ensure that they
support a comprehensive and equitable evaluation of all applicants. Finally, the School will strengthen outreach and mentorship to
admitted students, enhance funding packages (including scholarships, fellowships, GSI/GSRs, etc.) and increase multicultural health
curricular, co-curricular, and research opportunities in order to increase the matriculation rate of successful URM applicants. We are
actively fundraising to support these efforts.
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V.c. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enroliment of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds
(e.g., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates). What are your strategies for promoting access for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

The trend for students from low socioeconomic backgrounds follows the same trend as URM students and we plan to use the same
strategies for promoting access for these students.

We will also assess and enhance our approach to marketing to students from low socioeconomic backgrounds and increase their
awareness of application fee waivers for applicants who are Gates Scholars, McNair Scholars, Peace Corps volunteers and members
of other affiliate groups. Some specific examples include sending targeted email messages to and creating/disseminating social
media campaigns for students participating in the Gates Millenniums Scholars Program, McNair Scholars Program, Upward Bound,
Project IMHOTEP, MESA program and those enrolled in community colleges, CSU campuses, HBCUs and HSls since many of them
have historically been eligible for Pell grants and from low socioeconomic backgrounds. Our admissions and recruitment team will
also endeavor to engage as many of these students as possible in person at graduate recruitment fairs, pre-health and STEM
conferences and during campus visits.

V.d. For established programs, how does your program compare with other programs in terms of gender parity? What is your
strategy for promoting gender parity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with
other programs in terms of gender parity, and why? What will be your strategy for promoting gender parity in your program?

Our program is very similar to our peer institutions as it relates to gender parity. We have all noticed historical trends of more
female applicants than male applicants, which typically lead to the percentage of female admitted students and matriculants being
higher than male admitted students and matriculants across the various concentrations in our programs. National data also show
that males are typically more highly represented in other STEM fields like molecular and cellular biology, neuroscience, chemistry,
physics, engineering, computer science and math rather than in applied disciplines like public health and occupational health.

We plan to implement more targeted outreach in future admission cycles and we will use many of the same strategies we outlined
for creating a more robust level of racial and ethnic and socioeconomic diversity for promoting gender parity among our applicants,

admitted students and matriculants. Some examples include strengthening the linkages and pipeline to all-male institutions like
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Morehouse College, which is nationally recognized as a top feeder HBCU for top medical and dental schools and schools of public
health, and to pre-college and pre-health initiatives designed for boys and young men like the African American Male Pipeline
Project (AAMPP) at UCB, 100 Black Men Collegiate Collective at UCB and the Striving Black Brothers Coalition (SBBC) at Chabot
College.

V.e. In the final year of your multi-year plan, how do you expect the compaosition of students in your program to compare with
the composition identified in the table above with respect to underrepresented minority students, Pell Grant recipients, and
gender? Explain your reasoning.

In the final year of the multi-year plan (2021-2022), we expect to see significant increases in underrepresented minority students
(i.e., Hispanic students), students from low socioeconomic backgrounds (i.e., students who received Pell Grants as undergraduates)
and gender diversity due to targeted outreach to and linkages with external programs and potential partners with high numbers of
qualified, prospective students and increased financial aid packages. We know from research found in the higher education
literature and our own data analyses that implementing these strategies has positive recruitment and diversity outcomes.

V.f. In the tables below, please provide details about the faculty diversity of the school or department that houses your program.
(If the program is offered primarily by a single department, please provide data for that department. If the program is offered by
a school, please provide school-level data instead. If the program draws faculty from multiple schools or departments, please
include two tables for each school/department.)

Note: "All Faculty" represents academic appointees in a program of instruction and research that have independent responsibility
for conducting approved regular University courses for campus credit. "Ladder Rank and Equivalent” faculty are faculty holding
tenured or non-tenured titles in an appointment series in which tenure may be conferred. Academic title series that have been
designated by the Regents as “equivalent” to the Professor series are termed equivalent ranks. Titles in the ladder-rank and
equivalent ranks are also referred to as tenure track titles since they represent the titles which confer tenure or which permit
promotion to tenure.
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Source: CalAnswers HR Census data

All Faculty (School or Department) Ladder Rank and Equivalent Faculty (School or Department)
Ethnicity 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Ethnicity 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
i 4.7% 6.2% 7.4% i 7.3% 9.4% 10.9%
Black/Afr-American Domestc Black/Afr-American Domespc
International 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% International 1.8% 1.9% 0.0%
, } Domestic 6.0% 6.2% 4.7% ) ) Domestic 7.3% 7.5% 6.5%
Chicano(a)/Latino(a) - Chicano(a)/Latino(a) -
International International
American Indian|{ Domestic American Indian| Domestic
) Domestic 11.4% 9.6% 12.8% . Domestic 5.5% 5.7% 6.5%
Asian/Pac Is - Asian/Pac Is -
International 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% International 0.0% 0.0% 2.2%
Domestic 71.1% 71.2% 65.5% Domestic 76.4% 73.6% 71.7%
White - White -
International International
Domestic 6.0% 6.2% 8.8% Domestic 1.8% 1.9% 2.2%
Other/Unknown - Other/Unknown -
International International
Percentage by Gender 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 Percentage by Gender 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Female 55.7% 53.4% 53.4% Female 46.3% 46.2% 457%
Male 44.3% 46.6% 46.6% Male 53.7% 53.8% 54.3%

V.g. What are your program’s current and proposed efforts to advance the recruitment and retention of diverse faculty?

A key strategy for the School of Public Health’s Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion plan is to support diversity among our faculty. The

objectives of this plan include:

e Address faculty equity issues related to compensation, promotion, and merit. Particular attention will be paid to URM
faculty from a variety of backgrounds (e.g. race/ethnicity, disabilities, sexual orientations, gender, religion, SES).

e Assess the climate for faculty equity and inclusion within UCB-SPH, identify issues that arise and develop an action plan to
address priority issues, aligning with Berkeley Campus Equity and Inclusion initiatives.
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e Increase recruitment, hiring and retention of qualified URM faculty by strengthening outreach and recruitment efforts for
URM candidates. Augment hiring practices to enhance URM representation on interview committee and during job talks (at
student and faculty levels).

e Create roadmaps to success for all existing and future URM hires. It is not enough to ‘hire’ diverse faculty. We will promote
equity relevant to teaching, service, mentoring and opportunities for leadership for all URM faculty. This will occur by
providing ‘learning opportunities’ for the dean and faculty search members with respect to incorporating best practices on
equity, inclusion, and diversity in the hiring and advancement of faculty.

VI. FINANCIAL AID STRATEGY AND PROGRAM AFFORDABILITY

Vl.a. What are your financial aid/affordability goals for your program? How do you measure your success in meeting them? How
will your financial aid strategies (e.g., eligibility criteria, packaging policy) help achieve these goals?

Our financial aid and affordability goals align very closely with our goals for diversity. Key to reducing barriers and promoting access
is making financial aid available to those who are unable to cover the high cost on their own. A secondary goal is to reduce debt,
so that one’s career choice within public health is not dictated by the level of indebtedness. We also aim to be an affordable
option among our peers as prospective students explore our various programs.

Increased applications from and enrollment of top quality and diverse students are indicators of success in this area. We have had a
consistently strong track record with matriculation rates of accepted students for several years and we continue to track the
racial/ethnic and socioeconomic demographics of our students. The data show that we have been able to make our program
accessible to applicants from low-income backgrounds and there has been no significant change in the socioeconomic distribution in
past years. We also measure our success for the secondary goal by tracking the total indebtedness and career choices of our
graduates.

We will continue to enhance our financial aid strategy and implement best practices. Some examples include recent increases in the
level of our awards (e.g. S5k/year to $15k/year for two years), number of multi-year fellowships (for master’s and doctoral students)
and exploration of the feasibility of over-awarding (to offer scholarships to more admitted students). Based on our preliminary
analyses, we feel confident that these strategies will assist us with achieving our above-mentioned goals.
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Graduating Class 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Percent with Debt 68% 60% 53% 39% 37% 46% 40%
le;’uDlaE;'e Debtamong Students | oon o) | $36872 | $32.149 | $42311 | $41156 | $36.854 | $39,510
Wi e

VI.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in the indebtedness of students in your program. What impact do
you expect your proposed Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition levels and financial aid plan to have on this trend?

The cumulative debt load has slightly increased from 2010 to 2016 while the total percent of student graduating with debt ranged
from a high of 68% in 2010-11 to a low of 40% in 2016-7. We expect the total percent of students graduating with debt to continue
to decrease over time, as PDST helps in providing increased aid to financially needy students.

Sources:

UC: Corporate data

2016-17 Average Debt at
Graduates | Graduation among Students | Median Salary at | Est. Debt Payment as % of
with Debt with Debt Graduation Median Salary
This program 40% $39,510 $65,000 9%
Public comparisons % S 5 N/A
Private comparisons % S S N/A

Comparison institutions: not provided

Additional Comments:

Vl.c. Please describe your program’s perspective on the manageability of student loan debt for your graduates in light of their
typical salaries, the availability of Loan Repayment Assistance Programs, loan repayment plans, and/or any other relevant factors.

The estimated average debt is less than the average median salary at graduation and estimated debt payments represent 9% of
median salary. Our program believes that this is a manageable level of student debt.
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Without increases in PDST to match mandatory cost increases, the level of debt will rise given that the School will be forced to
reduce relative levels of financial aid for students.

Our coordinator of financial aid & admissions and our director of career services make sure that graduates are aware of Loan
Repayment Assistance Programs as well as income-driven repayment plans for federal loans (e.g. the Income-Based Repayment
Plan, the Revised Pay as You Earn Plan, etc.) and the Public Service Loan Forgiveness Program as they enter their graduate program
and again as they prepare to leave and pursue job opportunities. However, the School of Public Health does not operate its own
LRAP program.

VI.d. Please describe any resources available to students in your program, while enrolled or following graduation, to promote
lower-paying public interest careers or provide services to underserved populations. Examples may include targeted scholarships,
fellowships, summer or academic-year internships, and Loan Repayment Assistance Plans.

In addition to the activities offered by the DREAM Office, the Center for Public Health Practice and Leadership (CPHPL) organizes
various programs for students to participate in career and leadership development with the goal of developing leaders for our
various communities, including the most vulnerable populations.

CPHPL’s mission is to support students, faculty, alumni and practitioners to achieve excellence in practice as they promote individual
and community health. CPHPL collaborates with academic, practice and community partners to make the connection between
teaching, research and the practice of public health and provides services appropriate to meet the needs of its key constituents.
CPHPL promotes a commitment to diversity, human rights and social justice.

In addition to summer internships, career services, leadership development, and professional development, CPHPL makes an impact
through the Advocacy Initiative. Students engaged with the Advocacy Initiative understand that the ability to bring about evidence-
based systemic policy change is a core skill of successful leaders. Policy change is accomplished by advocating for health policies that
result in better community health. High-impact organizations realize that they cannot achieve large-scale social change through
service delivery alone. Through policy advocacy they acquire government resources; change practices, regulations, and legislation;
and enforce laws intended to protect public health. Successful health policy advocates lead through personal and professional
integrity, creativity, risk taking, teamwork, and partnerships. The Advocacy Initiative offers students the opportunity to practice and
become proficient in these skills in the classroom and through working within communities advocating for better health.
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With generous support from a donor, we recently were able to create the Health Policy Advocacy Fellowship and offer it annually to
our students. This philanthropic gift will allow the School to expand our health policy advocacy training activities to produce a new
generation of diverse leaders equipped with the skills they need to make systemic improvements in public health outcomes for
society’s most vulnerable populations.

Under the direction of SPH faculty member Harry Snyder and the CPHPL, the Advocacy Initiative connects graduate students, recent
alumni and public health organizations with policy campaigns aimed at improving lives, from housing the homeless to ensuring that
low-income people have access to affordable, quality healthcare. Moreover, the Initiative will provide practical, hands-on skills
training for students. The overarching goal is to produce a cadre of health professionals who have the knowledge, experience and
relationships to serve as effective agents of change in improving the health of California and the Nation. This award provides a
$15,000 ($7,500/semester) fellowships towards Fall and Spring tuition and fees, and a paid internship with a health advocacy
organization.

Vl.e. Do graduates of your program who pursue public interest careers (as defined by your discipline) typically earn substantially
less upon graduation than students who enter the private sector? If so, what steps does your program take to ensure that these
careers are viable in light of students’ debt at graduation?

In spite of the rising debt burden that persists, many of our students choose to pursue public interest careers upon graduation and
they often do earn substantially less than students who enter the private sector. We encourage such action and offer strong
curricular and co-curricular supports such as the Advocacy Initiative and the Health Policy Advocacy Fellowship described about in
VI.d. Also, our coordinator of financial aid & admissions and our director of career services make sure that graduates are aware of
income-driven repayment plans for federal loans (e.g. the Income-Based Repayment Plan, the Revised Pay as You Earn Plan, etc.)
and the Public Service Loan Forgiveness Program as they enter their graduate program and again as they prepare to leave and
pursue job opportunities.

VI.f. Please describe your marketing and outreach plan to prospective students to explain your financial aid programs.

When students come to campus for Spring Visit Day or at other times throughout the year, they are given preliminary general
information about financial aid opportunities. If they wish, they can meet individually or speak on the phone with our Coordinator of
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Financial Aid & Admissions to understand financial aid options. During the admissions process, they are asked to share financial
information to assess their level of need. The scholarships/fellowships the School has the ability to distribute are offered to students
in a letter prior to the SIR deadline. After they commit to Berkeley via the SIR, they receive a letter from the Berkeley Financial Aid
and Scholarships Office with loan and additional grant information.

Information about financial aid options is also on the School’s website and in our brochures. We also share preliminary general
information about financial aid opportunities at the virtual fairs and in-person graduate school recruitment fairs and events that we
participate in throughout the year.

VI.g. Does your program make information available to prospective students regarding the average debt and median salary of
program graduates? If so, how does your program approach sharing this information? If not, why not?

Yes, during panel discussions and in the brochures that we distribute at graduate recruitment fairs and events. As we make updates
and improvements to our website, we plan to include a section that describes this for prospective students.

VII. OTHER

Vll.a. Please describe any other factors that may be relevant to your multi-year plan (such as additional measures relating to your
program’s affordability, measures that assess the quality of your program, etc.).

A crucially important SPH strategic priority, which is also a goal of our 75" Anniversary fundraising campaign, is to ensure that our
student body and our faculty reflects the diversity of the State and the communities we serve. This priority and our robust Diversity,
Equity and Inclusion plan align directly with the campus-wide strategy, Berkeley embodies the California spirit: diverse, inclusive,
entrepreneurial and with the signature initiative Lighting the Way to the Public Research University of the Future, which emphasize
that UC Berkeley should become a Hispanic Serving Institution within 10 years and that we should eliminate inequities in access and
success in STEM fields for students and faculty. As a School, we have been a leader in this area, growing the proportion of
underrepresented students from 5% to 35% over the past decade. We are the most diverse undergraduate STEM major and a
pipeline for underrepresented students into health professions. We seek to continue to build a robust infrastructure to recruit and
support the success of diverse students and to promote an inclusive and welcoming climate. Key steps include (a) expanded
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scholarship support for students from underrepresented groups, (b) support for our DREAM office that supports diversity, equity,
and academic success, and (c) resources to enhance recruiting additional URM faculty, for example through expanded support of our
Inequality and Health strategy. These three areas represent campaign goals of $2M in current-use or $10M in endowment.

PART B

IX. STUDENT AND FACULTY CONSULTATION

The Regents’ Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition requires each plan to include information about the views of the
program’s student body and faculty on the proposed multi-year plan, which may be obtained in a variety of ways. Campuses are
expected to have engaged in substantive consultation with students and faculty only in the year in which a new multi-year plan is
prepared. At the program level, consultation should include information on (a) proposed new or increased PDSTs for 2018-19 and
multi-year plans for any proposed increases thereafter, (b) uses of PDST revenue, (c) PDST levels/increases in the context of total
charges, (d) issues of affordability and financial aid, (e) opportunities and support to pursue lower-paying public interest careers,
(f) selection of comparator institutions, (g) diversity, and (h) outcomes for graduates of the program (e.g., career placement of
graduates, average earnings, indebtedness levels).

Consultation with students in the program (or likely to be in the program)

IX.a. How did you consult with students about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

|:| (For proposed new PDST programs and one year programs) A good faith effort was made to discuss the plan and solicit feedback
from prospective students and/or students from a related program (please describe): Text

|X| Scheduled town-hall style meetings with students in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of students in the program to discuss the plan and solicited feedback

|:| Described the plan to students in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received

|:| Other (please describe): Text
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IX.b. Below, please provide a summary of student feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
students provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any
proposal changes that resulted from this feedback.

In summary, students understand that fees will go up with time but expressed a strong desire for transparency for what these fees
are doing and to make it clear during the admissions process that these fees are scheduled to go up every year by 5% and are not
covered by GSR/GSI fee remission. From the feedback we've gotten it seems like the increase in fees, which has been poorly
communicated to incoming students, comes as a unpleasant surprise and that most of the negative feelings can be alleviated with
an increase in communication and setting expectations from admissions that this fee will go up by a predictable amount each year
so that students can prepare appropriately, and let that information factor into their decision to come to UC Berkeley. Students also
expressed a concern regarding where these fees go- perhaps one way to assist with this is to post information on the SPH website or
include it in the State of the School. One final point that was brought up was the need to have information regarding financial aid
before deadlines to commit to enrollment. While this does not directly relate to the PDST increase, the aid packages are composed
of PDST funds and will ineffective at recruiting diversity candidates if they are not offered in time for admission.

Below is the feedback summarized by the SPH Student Government and submitted to the Assistant Dean of Students.

Fireside Chat with Interim Dean Dow
9.27.2018

Programs represented
e DrPH, Masters, PhD

Student-led Discussion:
e DrPH Cost of attendance
o DrPH seems more expensive than PhD programs
o Desire transparency on where fees go
o Dean: there’s funding from campus for PhD programs but none for DrPH; we subsidize the program, but that also
creates risk when budgets decrease; DrPH benefits from school-wide financial aid as well
o It feels like PDST creates a second tier of doctoral students because DrPH and PhD are funded differently
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= Dean: DrPH is considered a professional instead of academic degree
Other schools treat DrPH students differently than Berkeley does
= Dean: that’s how Berkeley sees it and funds it; we need to monitor whether DrPH gets so costly that quality
students do not enroll and so far that doesn’t seem to have happened

Dean: we spend most on financial aid
Concern about prices rising and changing cost for enrolled students
=  “not what we originally signed up for”
Slides: costs of similar programs
= Private schools like Hopkins have substantially higher tuition
= We're comparable to other public universities, especially for in-state tuition
= Only other UC’s have PDST system
= 2017-2018 $2.76 million in PDST revenue
= Required to spend % of PSDT on financial aid (which combined with sources below to offer $7.2 million in aid)
= 2017-2018 SPH aid: $7.2 million
e 1.17 million from restricted gifts (Kaiser, etc.)
e 1.68 million from unrestricted (PDST)
e 4.36 million from research funds (tied to working in research)
= $1.8 million in unrestricted aid went to
e 34% need-based aid, 31% merit-based, 35% community-based stipulation
o 54% to students from underrepresented minority groups
Dean: We’re nowhere near enrolling students from minority backgrounds in proportions that match California
= Latinx make up about half of graduating seniors in CA but only 12% of SPH students
= Aid is the only way to increase enrollment
Dean: after 2008, state support for UC system declined substantially, and PDST is one way to make up the difference
Can we source more funds from research or restricted gifts instead of PDST?
= Dean: I'd love to, but we’re not there right now; we’re in the quiet phase of a 5 year multi-billion dollar
Berkeley-wide fundraising campaign (goal: $150 million and Berkeley says it’s reasonable)
Dean: If we don’t increase PDST at least 3%, we will have to make cuts
= Student employees just negotiated 3% raise, but those funds come from same pool that PSDT feeds
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= He proposes a 5% increase instead
e 5%: raise PDST from $8,790 now to $10,176 2021-22
e 3%: raise PDST from $8,790 now to $9,605 2021-22
o Difference: $570
o Financial aid funds available: $217,000
e If 5% is approved, he will ask UCOP to earmark the additional 2% to be restricted to financial aid only
= He understands that Public Health is often an underpaid field
= This policy is redistributive: yes, all students will be charged more so more funds are available to those least
able to pay for increase
= Admissions prioritize students with higher need indirectly because the goal is to represent California
demographics including low-income
Yes our tuition seems lower than other schools, but how much to students at other schools actually pay after aid,
etc.?
= Unknown
Lack of transparency that fee remittance often does not cover PDST
= Issue when students commit to GSI/GSRship and assume it will cover all tuition/fees then find that it doesn’t
(and PDST is similar to all earnings for a semester!)
= Dean: that's concerning and should be addressed
How does cost-sharing work with joint programs? How can our partners help us cover budget deficits?
= Dean: The best potential is in joint fundraising efforts, which is conversation with UCSF right now
How do we address the disproportionate cost of higher education nationwide?
= Dean: higher education competes with K-12 education and growing healthcare costs in state budgets; how to
we justify the impact of one more dollar to higher Ed instead of cash-strapped schools? Students were
effective when lobbying in Sacramento
= Can we set aside PDST funds for lobbying as a way to generate future non-student revenue?
e Dean: Send me a proposal and we’ll talk about it.

Value of our feedback

Dean: He makes final decision but is required to submit all comments made by students in this meeting and on an
upcoming online survey. Berkeley/UCOP will review his proposal and can overturn if his proposal overlooks concerns
brought by students or faculty
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IX.c. In addition to consultation with program students and faculty, please confirm that this multi-year plan has been provided to
the campus graduate student organization leadership and, if applicable, the program graduate student organization leadership.
Each program is also encouraged to engage campus graduate student organization leadership (i.e., your GSA president) in the
program’s student consultation opportunities. The program should provide graduate student leadership with an opportunity to
provide feedback on the proposals. Full comments or a summary of those comments must be provided by the program.

X] Plan shared with Jonathan Morris, GA President on 10/31/2018

Campus graduate student organization (i.e., your campus’ GSA president)

|X| Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Outreach & Diversity

The proposal has utilized assessment of a successful, department-specific student outreach, recruitment, and faculty diversity
strategic plans and/or makes proposed changes to improve existing plan with intentional consultation with appropriate campus
divisions (e.g. Division of Equity & Inclusion).

Comparison to Competing Programs
The proposal compares the program to similar schools & similar programs within rank-range.

PDST History & Budget Rationale

In the previous cycle, all or almost all goals were achieved. In doing so, the academic unit has been strengthened and student
experience improved. The proposed budget supports programmatic elements that are desirable & positively impact student
outcomes, overall cost is moderate relative to expected salary gains expected by graduates in the field.

Student Consultation

The proposal shows engagement with students, with mixed student feedback or lack of evidence of support, and/or reflects
attempts to meet student desires, however, it seems PDST funds are providing evident value added opportunities, students indicate
that they do see value in paying these funds as well In addition, there is outreach to students or aid offered to defray this added
cost and there are additional plans to continue to assess and improve offerings
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X If applicable, plan shared with SPH Graduate Student Council on 9/27/18

Program graduate student organization (i.e., your program council or department GSA)

IX' Comments or feedback was provided.

I:' Comments or feedback was not provided.
Nature of feedback or full comments:

Consultation with faculty

IX.d. How did you consult with faculty about the PDST levels proposed in your multi-year plan? Check all that apply.

& Agenda item at a regularly scheduled faculty meeting

|:| Scheduled town-hall style meetings of faculty to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Convened focus groups of faculty in the program to discuss the plan and solicit feedback

|:| Described the plan to faculty in the program via email, solicited their feedback, and reviewed the comments received
[ ] Other (please describe): Text

IX.e. Below, please provide a summary of faculty feedback acquired during the opportunities for consultation selected above. If
faculty provided written feedback, please also attach that feedback to this document. Lastly, please describe below any proposal
changes that resulted from this feedback.

The FAC (Faculty Administrative Committee) is the body of faculty who discuss policy and administrative decisions for the School.
This committee is comprised of 11 members including faculty and students as well as 7 administrative and faculty ex-officio
members. The PDST increase was one of the Agenda items on the September 13th FAC agenda (15 members were in attendance at
that meeting). Below are the meeting notes from FAC:

Will noted that SPH has to submit to campus next month our proposal for the next 3 years’ PDST level/increase. He acknowledged
that some are concerned about access if we raise tuition. He asked if the topic should go to all of faculty for discussion. He noted
some of the constraints that the school operates under such as state reduced funding and the obligatory 3% increase in salary for
the next 3 to 5 years. Darlene Francis noted that the PDST is the only lever at the disposal of the school. More discussions will be
conducted with the students.
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The proposal is to increase the PDST by 5%. The decision sits with the Dean. FAC makes a recommendation and so will the students.
Will noted that the school is losing students in underrepresented population and that the solution is to increase the financial aid.
Total student financial support at this time is around $7 million. The aid comes from different sources and Mahasin Mujahid warned
that some of the funding sources might not be renewed.

Will asked if this should go to the full faculty for discussion. Alan Hubbard and Mahasin Mujahid indicated that they were supportive
of FAC serving as the faculty’s representatives on this, as was done 3 years ago, rather than bringing to the full faculty

meeting. Student representative Jackie Ferguson said that she would want more time for a presentation to student government
before the decision is made. Will confirmed that he will wait to hear from the students before he makes the final decision.

FAC voted unanimously in support of a 5% increase of the PDST.

IX.f. Please confirm that this long form template was provided to the campus Graduate Dean and endorsed by the Chancellor.

X] Plan shared with Dean Fiona Doyle on 11/15/2018

Graduate Dean

X] Plan endorsed by Chancellor Carol Christ on 11/15/2018

Chancellor?

1 Per the Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition Section 4, found at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/3103.html
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Multi-Year Plan for Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) Levels
Effective Beginning Summer or Fall 2019

PART A

The Regents approved the amended Regents Policy 3103: Policy on Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition at the March 2017
Regents meeting. Please review the amended policy and keep it in mind during your planning process and while completing Parts A
and B of this form: http://regents.universityofcalifornia.edu/governance/policies/3103.html.

This approval did not directly rescind the authority delegated to the President by the Regents in November 2014 to approve PDST
increases up to 5% through 2019-20. Programs with an approved multi-year plan on file that has not expired may submit requests
for increases up to 5% for the President’s approval for PDST levels that become effective summer or fall 2019 (as long as the
proposed increase does not exceed the amount previously indicated in the program’s current multi-year plan). Requests from these
programs should be submitted using a short form. By fall 2020, the amended Regents Policy 3103 will apply to all PDST programs.
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I. PROJECTED PROFESSIONAL DEGREE SUPPLEMENTAL TUITION AND PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

l.a. Specify your projected Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition (PDST) for each year of your multi-year plan. While
programs typically craft three-year plans, programs are permitted to craft multi-year plans for two, three, four, or five years. If
specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please leave those columns blank (and continue to do so
throughout the template). Please also refer to the planning assumptions for further details about fee increase rates.

Actual New Proposed Fee Levels Increases/Decreases
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
% $ % $ % $ % $ % $

Prof. Degr. Suppl. $9,750 $10,236 $10,748 $11,286 $11,850 $12,442 5% $486 5% $512 5% $538 5% $564 5% $592
Tuition (CA
resident)
Prof. Degr. Suppl. $10,538 $11,062|  $11,616 $12,194 $12,804|  $13,444 5%  $524 5% $554) 5% $578| 5% $610 5% $640
Tuition
(Nonresident)
Mandatory $12,630 $12,966|  $13,368 $13,788 $14,220|  $14,670| 2.7%| $336| 3.1% $402( 3.1% $420( 3.1% $432|  3.2% $450
Systemwide Fees
(CAresident)*
Campus-based $1,561 $1,608 $1,656 $1,706 $1,757 $1,810( 3.0% $47| 3.0% $48| 3.0% $50| 3.0% $51|  3.0% $53
Fees**
Nonresident Suppl. $12,245 $12,245(  $12,245 $12,245 $12,245|  $12,245| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0| 0.0% $0|  0.0% $0
Tuition
Other (explain $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0[ N/A $0[ N/A $0[ N/A $0[ N/A $of N/A $0
below)***
Total Fees (CA $23,941 $24,810(  $25,772 $26,780 $27,827|  $28,922 3.6%| $869| 3.9% $962| 3.9%| $1,008| 3.9% $1,047( 3.9%| $1,095
resident)
Total Fees $36,974 $37,881|  $38,885 $39,933 $41,026|  $42,169| 2.5%| $907| 2.7%| $1,004| 2.7%| $1,048| 2.7% $1,093| 2.8%| $1,143
(Nonresident)

* Mandatory systemwide charges include Tuition and Student Services Fee.
**Do not include the Student Health Insurance Program (SHIP) premium, since this may be waived for students with qualifying coverage under another program.
*** Include Course Materials and Services Fees but not health kits. Include disability insurance fee for medicine and dentistry.

Additional comments:
We have always had a PDST assessment for non-residents that is slightly higher than that assessed California residents. As a result,
we apply increases to both as a fixed percentage, and the NR PDST continues to be more expensive than that billed to residents.
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We are limiting the requested increase in our PDST to 5% per year for the next five fiscal years. The PDST is a significant source of
our allocated financial aid — which allows us to recruit the best and brightest applicants. We plan to allocate 35% of net PDST
revenue towards student aid for the 2018-19 academic year; in total, PDST return-to-aid typically makes up more than 60% of our
overall awarded aid.

I.b. Please describe the nature and purpose of the program for which you propose to charge Professional Degree Supplemental
Tuition.

Established in 1969, the Master of Public Policy (MPP) degree is earned in a two-year, full-time program consisting of a core
curriculum, a policy internship in the summer after completion of the first year, a second-year policy analysis project, and elective
courses chosen from those available on the campus (including but not limited to those offered by the School).

The program emphasizes practical and applied dimensions of policy-making and implementation, encouraging students to develop
skills in:

o Defining policy issues to make them more intelligible to officials in the public or private sector

e Providing a broader perspective for assessing policy alternatives

¢ Examining techniques for developing policy options and evaluating their social consequences

¢ Developing strategies for the successful implementation of public policies once they have been adopted

Given the relatively small class size, the School's approach to teaching emphasizes teamwork, cooperation, and interaction among
students and with the faculty. Students work, either as individuals or in small groups, on real policy problems for real “clients” under
close faculty supervision. As a result, our students go on to jobs in the non-profit sector, into government service, into higher
education or continuing education themselves (via PhD programs), and into the private sector as policy analysts, professional staff
for political leaders, as program staff, and as researchers and consultants.
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Il. PROGRAM GOAL EVALUATION

Il.a. Please identify the goals you listed in your last multi-year plan. Specifically, what were the purposes for which your program
proposed to charge PDST, and what were your goals with respect to enhancing affordability, diversity, and program quality?
Please feel free to describe other goals, as well. Describe how you used PDST revenue to advance the goals specified. Please
elaborate on the extent to which your program has achieved each of the goals specified, and include quantitative indicators of
achievement wherever possible.

Our goal has been —and continues to be - the provision of a high quality analytical education for Public Policy practitioners who
will go on to have a substantial impact on society. In order to affect the policy arena in a substantive way and transform
implementation analysis, practice, and leadership, we feel that it is imperative to attract the very best students that we can. We
typically attract the top-tier candidates with attractive financial aid packages -- including stipends and fee remissions for both the
first and second year of our MPP program.

Without the PDST revenue pool, our effective pool of funds for financial aid and fee offsets becomes proportionally smaller, and that
makes our targeted recruitment narrower and less successful. We continue to struggle in this area, as many of our private
competitors — such as Princeton — give full rides to all graduate students who are accepted. We leverage the diversity of our student
body, the practitioner expertise of our faculty and adjuncts, and the location in an environmentally-influential policy state to woo
students. As a result, in recent years, instead of getting only 1-2 of our “Top 20” admit choices, we are matriculating 40% or more of
our Top 20 students.

We used the PDST funds to offer more “up front” financial aid, and to give larger stipends than we have typically awarded. We find
our admitted students value some predictability in their financial aid, so having a 2-year package (instead of a commitment to Year
One only) has also been critical for these awardees.

It's hard to say that PDST, per se, was used to make the program “more affordable.” It is made “more affordable” to those that
receive financial aid. And our comparators show that we’re still a very competitive option for an MPP degree, whether you look at
public or private institutions.
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We used the PDST to make the program more diverse. We are not allowed to award financial aid based on race, but we do award
based on challenging backgrounds, demonstrated need and merit, based on international or non-Californian backgrounds. All of
these dimensions added to the diversity of our student body.

In terms of quality, it’s clear that our PDST funds assisted in observable and objective ways. We hired first-rate practitioners. We
have increasingly made adjunct appointments for public figures who can combine inspirational life experiences and policy
perspectives for people of color, women in government, and policy-making at a state and local level. We have added additional
networking events for job placement. We have hired additional career coaches and hired exciting new lecturers on emerging topics
of interest to our students, such as climate science, public health, social media and activism, negotiations, program evaluation and
design, and many other courses. The PDST funding has been critical for these additions to the student life experience.

By increasing our PDST in a moderate and consistent way, we assure ongoing student financial support; predictable and professional
staffing levels; we provide sophisticated and effective internship and career placement services; we can support adequate Graduate
Student Instructor hiring for our core courses; and we maintain an equity and inclusion program that is consistent with Chancellor
Christ’s vision of increased diversity. The PDST increases further go to support our summer internship program (a required part of
our professional degree), which are increasingly offered to our students in the international or non-profit sector.

We are very prudent and frugal about how we use the PDST income, and all of it goes to directly benefit the GSPP student
experience.

In past submissions, we have noted an emphasis on increasing URM representation in our program. The data show that we have had
limited success in that area, but it seems to have come at a reduced number of international students — who add their own diversity.
It is clear that our financial aid — even using 35% of our PDST revenue — continues to be an issue in successful competition with our
comparator private schools of Public Policy.
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lll. PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPENDITURE PLANS

lll.a. Please provide strong rationale for either initiating or increasing Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition during the years
of this multi-year plan. What goals are you trying to meet and what problems are you trying to solve with your proposed PDST
levels? How will the quality of your program change as a consequence of additional PDST revenue? What will be the
consequence(s) if proposed PDST levels are not approved? What will be the essential educational benefits for students given the
new PDST revenue?

Goals: We have identified the following goals for the period covered by this multi-year plan:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Significant financial aid for our master’s students.
This will allow us to allocate more financial aid for our students. Specific action: larger awards in Year One for students;
increases in absolute dollars for both Year One and Year Two student beneficiaries.

Predictable staffing levels for student services — both in the classroom and out.
This will allow us to keep ratios of Student Services staff congruent with student numbers; it allows us to continue funding
career coaching, student tutors, and additional Lecturers for emerging areas of interest not covered by our core faculty.

Ability to offer courses that include a discussion section — for which we hire Graduate Student Instructors, and pay them
significant salary and fee remissions.

We see the GSI and Tutor jobs as financial aid for our MPP students, and the ability to change a course description to include
discussion sections led by GSls instead of Ladder Rank faculty is an effective use of both faculty and student time.

Student experiences, such as internship placements with non-profit and governmental organizations.

The PDST allows us to support students’ desire to take unpaid summer internships with non-profit groups. As our MPP
degree requires an internship, using the PDST funds for “internship financial aid awards” is a huge help in launching our
students into the non-profit world, where many would like to work — but cannot afford to without financial aid. We also
provide fellowships or stipends to some second-year students who are serving in a non-profit agency while writing their
masters’ thesis. The PDST is a valuable form of aid for those serving the under-served communities, and it is a major benefit
for the community that we are able to do so.
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The PDST funds are also used for other student experiences that will enhance their career options, such as Networking DC,

Network SF, and GSPP in DC. These excursions frequently open the students’ eyes towards a career in public service and
government.

Increasing URM representation in any way that is not only based on race.
We look at the student admission essay to distinguish students who have faced adversity and obstacles in their educational
paths, and look to have some of that diversity included in the matriculating class.

Consequences if additional PDST is not approved: Fewer classes and larger class size; less financial aid for both incoming and
continuing students; less financial support for internships (required by our program) in non-profit or international agencies.

Benefits for students: An increase in our PDST supports:

1)

2)

3)

Grant-based financial aid. In this way, we are not trapping our students in deeper debt —financial aid is actually aid, not a
commitment to pay it back via a loan at some future date. Furthermore, the financial aid grants are used quite directly to
encourage and enable students with a more diverse background to afford attendance at our School. (Ties to Goals #1 and
#5).

Employment-based financial aid. Much of our PDST is spent on fee remissions for student who are hired as Graduate Student
Instructors, Tutors, and Readers. The remissions mean that the fees typically paid by the student as part of their student
experience are “waived” and paid by the fund source. This is another form of a grant-based aid award. Each semester, the
fee remission totals more than $9k per student who is employed at least 10 hours per week in one of these titles. The fee
remissions are therefore a huge boon to those who are hired, in terms of reducing their costs. (Ties to Goals #1 and #3)

On-site career fairs. Our career coaches run career fairs each year, inviting recruiting firms to GSPP and organizing outreach
and information systems as appropriate. The costs of these fairs are part of what the PDST supports — space rental, mock
interviews for the students, and increased venues through which the students can find jobs and internships. These costs are
always increasing modestly, so a modest increase in the PDST revenue continues to make these “high touch” experiences
possible for our students. (Ties to Goals #2 and #4)
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4) Networking conferences in San Francisco, Sacramento and Washington, DC; real-world practitioners to teach them;
substantially-staffed student services, for advising, enrollment, career advising, and communication of research and
internship opportunities. (Ties to Goals #2 and #4)

5) GSPP currently has 30 staff members. Of those 30, nine are located in Student and Career Service jobs. We are able to
support these offerings because of the PDST. In short, the PDST supports a large proportion of our infrastructure needs for
the student services we provide, and thus directly benefits every student in the School.

lll.b. For established PDST programs, please indicate how you are using total actual Professional Degree Fee revenue in 2018-19
in the first column of the table below. In the remaining columns, please indicate how you intend to use the revenue generated by
the Professional Degree Supplemental Tuition increase (if specified years in the table do not apply to your multi-year plan, please
leave those columns blank).

Proposed Use of Incremental PDST Revenue
Total 2018-19 PDST| Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental |Total Projected
Revenue 2019-20 PDST | 2020-21 PDST | 2021-22 PDST | 2022-23 PDST | 2023-24 PDST | PDST Revenue
revenue revenue revenue revenue revenue in Final Year

Faculty Salary Adjustments $59,115 $2,956 $3,104 $3,259 $3,422 $3,593 $75,448

Benefits/UCRP Cost $239,735 $11,987 $12,586 $13,215 $13,876 $14,570 $305,969

Providing Student Services $414,369 $12,431 $12,804 $13,188 $13,584 $13,991 $480,367

Improving the Student-Faculty Ratio S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0

Expanding Instructional Support Staff $369,231 518,462 $19,385 $20,354 $21,372 $22,440 $471,242

Instructional Equipment Purchases S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0

Providing Student Financial Aid $709,995 $35,500 $37,275 $39,138 $41,095 $43,150 $906,154

Other Non-salary Cost Increases S0 S0 S0 S0 $0 $0 $0

Facilities Expansion/Renewal S0 S0 S0 S0 SO SO SO

Other (Please explain in the "Additional $213,210 $29,928 $20,609 $21,896 $23,338 $24,776 $333,757
Comments" below)

Total use/projected use of revenue $2,005,654 $111,263 $105,762 $111,051 $116,687 $122,520 $2,572,937

Additional Comments:
Other = Upgrades to the GSPP computer lab and classroom A/V equipment; purchase of specialized software suites recommended
by faculty; website upgrades to make it mobile-friendly and ADA-compliant.
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lll.c. Please describe cost-cutting and/or fundraising efforts related to this program undertaken to avoid Professional Degree
Supplemental Tuition increases even greater than proposed. Please be as specific as possible.

GSPP (and UC Berkeley as a whole) aggressively works towards ongoing economies of scale and promotes budget savings and
extramural fundraising to preserve and, indeed, invest in critical academic and student service areas.

GSPP has already generated significant savings from restructuring staff positions and classifications, and has dramatically limited
discretionary expenses in recent years. In many areas, including admissions and teleconferencing, we are adopting new
technologies to enhance and streamline operations, with resulting budget savings. We have also reduced our operating expenses by
limiting supply purchases, requiring additional approvals for spending above $100, and by re-structuring our student outreach
activities to be less expensive. Our Admissions team is now doing Webinars instead of traveling to Admission Fairs, and we look for
creative ways to leverage technology to reduce our costs.

Our fundraising efforts now provide 24% of our general operating budget for the School, and we now have a growing amount of
donors who have focused on fellowships. As a result, 37% of our financial aid for students comes from fundraising efforts, and 49%
or more (in our most recent year) comes from the PDST. We have a robust fundraising team, and student aid and fellowship support
is a primary goal for their donor outreach. Fund sources other than PDST are used to support our PhD program — we award PDST-
derived financial aid only to MPP students.

We have launched increasingly profitable efforts at providing Executive Education for certificate programs, which added another
14% to our revenue for the 2017-18 fiscal year.

In short, we have trimmed expenses dramatically, and we have boosted fundraising and discretionary income substantially in recent
years. This is why we are able to still provide experienced staff and fantastic Lecturers to our program without steep cuts or

depending on the PDST for even more of our funding.

lll.d. If your program proposes uneven increases (e.g., increases that are notably larger in some years than in others), please
explain why.

We are proposing 5% year-over-year for the Five Year Plan.
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lll.e. Please indicate your program’s current and expected resident and nonresident enrollment in the table below.

Table 3: Enrollment

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Resident 116 116 116 116 116 116
Domestic Nonresident 56 56 56 56 56 56
International 27 28 28 28 28 28
Total 199 200 200 200 200 200

Additional Comments

Unlike many of our collegiate competitors, UC students who are not international students can establish residency in Year 2 of our
program, which reduces their expenses significantly. This is a huge help to our recruitment efforts when we cannot compete with

the financial aid packages offered by our private comparators.

IV. MARKET COMPARISONS: TOTAL CHARGES

IV.a. In the following table, identify a minimum of 3 and up to 12 institutions that your program considers to be comparators,
including a minimum of 3 public institutions. If it is the case that your program only compares to a small number of programs or

only private comparators, please list those.

|:| If the box is checked, the program has provided for each comparator the total charges to degree completion in the following
table; otherwise, amounts for first year annual charges were provided by the program for each comparator.
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Table 4 - First Year Annual Charges/Comps

Berkeley/Public Policy/MPP
Established program
Established PDST

Actuals Projections Increases/Decreases

2018-19 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Residents % S % S % |S % S % S
Evans School, Univ. of
Washington $24,696 $25,437 | $26,200 | $26,986 | $27,796 | $28,629 |3.0% $741 | 3.0% $763 | 3.0% $786 | 3.0% $810 | 3.0% $834
Ford School, Univ. of
Michigan $26,808 $27,613 | $28,441 | $29,294 | $30,173 | $31,078 |3.0% $804 | 3.0% $828 | 3.0% $853 | 3.0% $879 | 3.0% $905
Batten School of Public
Policy, Univ of VA $26,594 $27,392 | $28,214 | $29,060 | $29,932 | $30,830 (3.0% $798 | 3.0% $822 | 3.0% $846 | 3.0% $872 | 3.0% $898
Woodrow Wilson School,
Princeton $51,250 $52,788 | $54,371 | $56,002 | $57,682 $59,413 |3.0% | $1,538 | 3.0%| $1,584 | 3.0% $1,631 | 3.0%| $1,680 | 3.0%| $1,730
Harris School, Univ. of
Chicago $64,926 $66,874 | $68,880 | $70,946 | $73,075 | $75,267 |3.0% | $1,948 | 3.0%| $2,006 | 3.0%| $2,066 | 3.0%| $2,128 | 3.0%| $2,192
John F. Kennedy School,
Harvard $51,429 $52,972 $54,561 | $56,198 | $57,884 | $59,620 |3.0% | $1,543 | 3.0%| $1,589 | 3.0% $1,637 | 3.0%| $1,686 | 3.0%| $1,737
Public Average $26,033 $26,814 | $27,618 | $28,447 | $29,300 | $30,179 |3.0% $781 | 3.0% $804 | 3.0% $829 | 3.0% $853 | 3.0% $879
Private Average $55,868 $57,544 | $59,271 | $61,049 | $62,880 | $64,767 |3.0% | $1,676 | 3.0%| $1,726 [ 3.0%| $1,778 | 3.0%| $1,831 | 3.0%| $1,886
Public and Private Average

$40,951 $42,179 | $43,444 | $44,748 | $46,090 | $47,473 |3.0% | $1,229 | 3.0%| $1,265 [ 3.0%| $1,303 | 3.0%| $1,342 | 3.0%| $1,383
Goldman School of Public
Policy, UC Berkeley $24,065 $24,954 $25,874 $26,837 | $27,839 $28,888 |[3.7% $889 | 3.7% $920 | 3.7% $963 | 3.7%| $1,002 | 3.8%| $1,049
Nonresidents
Evans School, Univ. of
Washington $41,514 $42,759 | $44,042 | $45,363 | $46,724 | $48,126 |3.0% | $1,245 | 3.0%| $1,283 [ 3.0%| $1,321 | 3.0%| $1,361 | 3.0%| $1,402
Ford School, Univ. of
Michigan $47,952 $49,391 | $50,873 | $52,399 | $53,971 | $55,590 |3.0% | $1,439 | 3.0%| $1,482 | 3.0%| $1,526 | 3.0%| $1,572 | 3.0%| $1,619
Batten School of Public
Policy, Univ of VA $48,164 $49,609 | $51,097 | $52,630 | $54,209 | $55,835 |3.0% | $1,445 | 3.0%| $1,488 [ 3.0%| $1,533 | 3.0%| $1,579 | 3.0%| $1,626
Woodrow Wilson School,
Princeton $51,250 $52,788 $54,371 | $56,002 | $57,682 $59,413 |3.0% | $1,538 | 3.0%| $1,584 | 3.0%| $1,631 3.0%| $1,680 | 3.0%| $1,730
Harris School, Univ. of
Chicago $64,926 $66,874 | $68,880 | $70,946 | $73,075 | $75,267 |3.0% | $1,948 | 3.0%| $2,006 | 3.0%| $2,066 | 3.0%| $2,128 | 3.0%| $2,192
John F. Kennedy School,
Harvard $51,429 $52,972 | $54,561 | $56,198 | $57,884 | $59,620 |3.0% | $1,543 | 3.0%| $1,589 |3.0%| $1,637 | 3.0%| $1,686 | 3.0%| $1,737
Public Average $45,877 $47,253 | $48,671 | $50,131 | $51,635 | $53,184 |3.0% | $1,376 | 3.0%| $1,418 [3.0%| $1,460 | 3.0%| $1,504 | 3.0%| $1,549
Private Average $55,868 $57,544 | $59,271 | $61,049 | $62,880 | $64,767 |3.0% | $1,676 | 3.0%| $1,726 [ 3.0%| $1,778 | 3.0%| $1,831 | 3.0%| $1,886
Public and Private Average

$50,873 $52,399 | $53,971 | $55,590 | $57,258 | $58,975 |3.0% | $1,526 | 3.0%| $1,572 [3.0%| $1,619 | 3.0%| $1,668 | 3.0%| $1,718
Goldman School of Public
Policy, UCBerkeley $37,098 | $38,025 | $38985 | $39,991 | $41,039 | $42h35 |2.5% | $927 | 2.5%| $960 | 2.6%| $1,006 | 2.6%| $1,048 | 2.7%| $1,096




Berkeley/Public Policy/MPP
Established program
Established PDST

Note:
Our private competitors have historically increased their tuition and fees 5% year-over-year. We use 3% here as instructed, but
experience tells us that they are likely to increase costs faster than that percentage.

Source(s):

https://evans.uw.edu/academic-programs/tuition-expenses-financial-assistance
https://ro.umich.edu/tuition-residency/tuition-fees?academic_year=40&college school=33&full half term=35&level of study=38
https://utexas.app.box.com/v/grad-18-19-long

https://sfs.virginia.edu/grad/cost/16-17

https://gradschool.princeton.edu/costs-funding/tuition-and-costs https://bursar.uchicago.edu/page/tuition-and-fees-2018-2019
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/admissions-aid/funding-your-education/funding-your-masters-education/tuition-fees

IV.b. Why was each of these institutions chosen as a comparator? Include specific reasons why each is considered a peer - for
example, competition for the same students and faculty, admitted student pools of similar quality, similar student-faculty ratios,
similar program quality, an aspirational relationship between your program and the peer program, etc. What other
characteristics do they have in common? If you have included aspirational programs, explain why your program aspires to be
comparable to these programs and how it expects to do so within 5 years. Be specific (and if a program is unlikely to achieve
comparability to an aspirational program within 5 years, the aspirational program should not be included).

e QOur primary competitors are the JFK School of Government at Harvard, and the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton (both
private). These are the institutions to which we lose applicants, and they are the most direct and frequent competitors for
our top admit picks. These are also the policy schools which are most often our competitors in faculty hiring. They are also
our contender institutions in the US News & World Report rankings. As might be imagined, Princeton and Harvard have
significantly higher tuitions, more than double than ours.

e Inrecent years, we have been engaged in retention cases for both faculty and students with the University of Chicago’s
Harris School of Public Policy, so we have kept them on our list.

e Inrecent years, we have seen some increased competition from the University of Michigan’s Ford School in terms of
admissions, and they have become steadily aggressive about attempting to lure our faculty away, as well.
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Berkeley/Public Policy/MPP
Established program
Established PDST

e Finally, we have included the Evans School at the University of Washington and the Batten School at the University of Virginia
as common comparisons, since we are beginning to see real competition from them for our students (although not yet
faculty).

IV.c. Please comment on how your program’s costs compare with those of the comparison institutions identified in the table
above.

There has been movement — in recent years, GSPP was among the higher fees for the public comparisons, and very much below the
tuition and fees assessed by our private comparison institutions. With this year’s analysis, it is clear that the Goldman School is now
falling even lower in the cost comparisons with both public and private competitors. Further, as noted above, our private
competitors have historically increased their tuition and fees 5% year-over-year so we expect the gap to widen even further than
demonstrated in the table.

IV.d. Please comment on how the quality of your program is unique and/or distinguishable from your chosen comparison
institutions.

Our program is unique in several ways. Pedagogically, our focus on the intersection of Law & Public Policy is unusual. We feel that it
speaks directly to effectiveness of implementation, and to pragmatic aspects of policy success. We focus on real-world impacts. And
finally, in terms of experiential requirements, we do require an internship in the summer between Year 1 and Year 2 of the program.
We find that many of these internships frequently lead to employment for the student, once their classroom work is complete.
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V. ENROLLMENT AND DIVERSITY STRATEGY

V.a. In the following table, please provide details about enroliment in your program and in your comparison public and private
institutions. For established programs, provide data for academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18 and include estimated fall 2018 data if

available. In the columns shown, programs should provide as many figures for comparison public and private institutions as are
available.

Actual Actual Actual Estimated | Comparison (2016-17)
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 | Fall 2018 Publics Privates
Ethnicity
Underrepresented
African American 4.80% 5.91% 5.26% 5.05%
Chicanx/Latinx 8.27% 7.79% 7.89% 8.98%
American Indian 1.07% 1.61% 0.52% 1.10%
Subtotal Underrepresented 14.14% 15.31% 13.67% 15.13% 0.00% 0.00%
Asian/East Indian 13.33% 16.13% 14.21% 20.28%
White 44.27% 47.04% 46.31% 45.30%
Other/ Unknown 11.73% 8.60% 10.53% 4.00%
International 16.53% 12.90% 15.26% 15.73%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0%
Socioeconomic
% Pell recipients 30.10% 29.70% 23.40% 25%
Gender
% Male 37.87% 37.10% 39.47% 43.25%
% Female 62.13% 62.90% 60.53% 55.75%

Sources:

UC ethnicity, socioeconomic status: UC Corporate data
Comparison institutions: N/A
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V.b. For established programs, please comment on the trend in enrollment of underrepresented groups in your program over the
past three years. How does your program compare with other programs in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular
attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What is your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and
ethnic diversity in your program? For new programs, how do you anticipate your program will compare with other programs in
terms of racial and ethnic diversity, with particular attention to U.S. domestic underrepresented minority students? What will be
your strategy for creating a robust level of racial and ethnic diversity in your program?

Though quantitative comparator data are not publicly available, we have accumulated years of anecdotal data from our students
and faculty who insist that we have one of the most racially diverse student bodies among the Public Policy/Public Affairs schools in
the country. Our students graduate from undergraduate policy programs at those schools, and our faculty have lectured at them, so
we trust these observations. Further, when our student affairs staff attend professional conferences, they are told that our MPP is
much more successful in this area—particularly when compared to the private schools on our list. Some of this is due to the diverse
nature of the Bay Area and California in general, but we are told repeatedly by students who matriculate that Berkeley’s national
reputation for equity and inclusion is a big draw for them. Our summer Public Policy and International Affairs (PPIA) program, which
gives summer program access to ethnically and SES-diverse college juniors, has also been a visible program that we can use in our
admission discussions.

The enrollment proportions we see for our URM students has held fairly steady in recent years. We have ranged from a low of 10%
(in 2011-12) to a high of 19% in 2012-13. In the most recent years, we’ve seen that the lowest “floor” increased from 10% to 13%.
Also, that percentage is calculated on the increased numbers of our combined student headcount — so we’re seeing more numbers
of URMs in absolute terms. We are currently right in the middle, at nearly 16% of our masters’ students identifying as URMs. We
have seen a slightly lower proportion of international students, in comparison.

Our strategy has involved working on outreach and hiring of ethnically diverse staff members who present our public face to the
students; we have also worked to improve the number of women in the classroom.

GSPP has also identified strategic partnerships with key universities/colleges to reach out to underrepresented organizations on
student campuses that promote diversity (i.e., special interest groups, advisors, key senior personnel and administrators, etc.).
These universities and colleges include Historically Black College and Universities (HBCUs) as well as Hispanic Serving Institutions
(HSIs): Howard University (Washington, DC); Clark Atlanta University (Atlanta, GA); Morehouse College (Atlanta, GA); Emory
University (Atlanta, GA); University of Texas at El Paso (El Paso, Texas), to name a few.
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We also continue to offer the UC-PPIA program for outstanding college juniors who are interested in pursuing graduate studies in
public policy. Not only do these students possess a commitment to public s