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Office of the President 
 
TO MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY: 
 

ACTION ITEM 
 
For Meeting of March 14, 2007 
 
APPROVAL OF PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING THE DETERMINATION OF FEES FOR 
STUDENTS OF PROFESSIONAL DEGREE PROGRAMS 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
In order for professional schools and colleges to continue to provide excellent education and 
academic leadership for their professions, the President and the Provost recommend that the 
Committee on Educational Policy recommend to The Regents that: 
 
(1)  The Regents approve professional school fees according to a multi-year plan, subject to 

annual reconsideration. 
 
(2)  The Regents adopt the principle that different professional programs in the same 

discipline at different campuses may have fees set at different levels; and that in doing so, 
The Regents confirm the commitment to maintaining a single fee level for in-state 
undergraduate students for all campuses across the system, a single fee level for out of 
state undergraduate students for all campuses across the system, a single fee level for in-
state graduate academic students for all campuses across the system, and a single fee 
level for out of state graduate academic students for all campuses across the system;  

 
(3)  The Regents endorse the critical importance of campus plans for targeted financial aid for 

students in professional degree programs to assure access and to minimize financial 
barriers to the pursuit of careers in public service; The Regents charge the Provost and 
Executive Vice President with ensuring that each campus complements its proposed 
professional degree fee policies with such financial aid measures, including scholarships 
and loan forgiveness; and that the effectiveness of such programs be evaluated regularly. 

 
(4)  The Regents charge the Provost and Executive Vice President with ensuring that the 

leadership of each campus designs its proposed professional degree fees in a manner that 
effectively advances the mission and strategic academic plan of each program. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

This item provides more specific guidance for implementation of the policy on professional 
degree fees recommended by the Council of Vice Chancellors through the President.  The multi-
year strategy is important, even though subject to annual reconsideration, to provide a more 
stable planning environment.  This is especially important, and fiscally prudent, since 
professional degree fees will be dedicated to such longer-term investment needs as new faculty 
positions, financing capital projects, and financial aid.  The professional fees associated with a 
particular degree may vary between campuses to reflect emerging differences in academic 
strategic plans, investment needs, the availability of other public or private funding streams, and 
the market competition for students, faculty and staff. 
 
It is important to emphasize that this policy addresses the specific challenges facing our 
professional programs and in no way implicates the quite different concerns related to 
undergraduate or other fees.  In those other settings, quite different issues of access, campus 
comparability, and mission apply. 
 
The flexibility and variability in establishing professional fees must be policed by campus 
leaders and the Office of the President in two critical respects.  First, fee proposals must be 
considered in light of companion financial aid policies carefully designed to promote access at 
the admissions stage, and public service careers at the graduation stage.  The specific strategies 
for achieving these goals will vary across professions and campuses, but the Provost will be 
charged with reviewing the sound exercise of discretion by campus leaders.  Second, to 
generalize the financial aid issue, any fee proposal should be the product of a careful academic 
planning process which yields a strategy to achieve excellence in the mission of the particular 
program and the University as a whole.  The fee proposals are part of an overall plan for 
financing that strategy, and constitute but one revenue source.  The Provost is charged, again, 
with reviewing the care with which campuses develop their academic strategies and the fit 
between those strategies and the proposed financing of them. 
 
Finally, it bears emphasis that the Chancellors and the Office of the President have responsibility 
for periodic reexamination of professional school fee policies, as well as the academic strategic 
plans those fees support.  This reexamination should include, inter alia, the effectiveness of 
financial aid practices, trends in the characteristics of enrolled students, and indicia of national 
competitiveness of the programs. 
 

(Attachment) 
 

http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/regmeet/mar07/e2attach.pdf
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TO MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND 

FINANCE: 

 

DISCUSSION ITEM 

 

For Meeting of March xx, 2010 

 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO POLICY ON FEES FOR SELECTED PROFESSIONAL 

SCHOOL STUDENTS 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The current Policy on Fees for Selected Professional School Students
1
 requires that total in-State 

fees be set below the average of estimated fees at public comparison institutions.  In recent years, 

many professional school programs have proposed fee increases that were projected to exceed 

the average of fees at public comparison institutions and the Regents have approved these 

requests as exceptions to Regental Policy.  For example, for the 2009-10 academic year, one-

third of the programs requested fee increases that required exceptions to Policy; for 2010-11, 

more than half of the requested increases required exceptions to Policy.   

 

There are several reasons why exceptions have been proposed in the past.  Primary is that the 

ceiling required by the current Regents’ Policy emphasizes the charges of comparable public 

programs above other factors – such as program quality, the budgetary need of the program, and 

the cost of programs (both public and private) with which UC actually competes – in 

determining the appropriate fee level.  In addition, some programs have had difficulty identifying 

appropriate public comparison institutions. Plus the comparison of UC’s total charges with 

average charges of public comparison institutions does not capture the full financial context of 

these charges.   

 

For these reasons, it is recommended that the Policy on Fees for Selected Professional School 

Students be revised such that the average total charges at public comparison institutions be added 

as a factor to be considered as programs develop their multi-year plans, but not be a ceiling as 

required by the current Regents’ Policy.  Other minor changes to the Regents’ Policy are also 

recommended. 

 

                                            
1 Available at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/6088.html. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 

The President, with the Provost’s endorsement, recommends that the Committees on Educational 

Policy and Finance recommend that the Regents, at their March 2010 meeting, adopt the 

following Policy on Fees for Selected Professional School Students, as revised below: 

 

(1) A Fee for Selected Professional School Students be assessed to students enrolled in graduate 

professional degree programs, as determined by The Regents, to sustain and enhance the quality 

of the professional schools’ academic programs and services.  

 

(2) Revenue from professional school fees will remain with the campuses and will not be used to 

offset reductions in State support.  

 

(3) Fees for professional school students will be approved by The Regents, within the context of 

a multi-year plan that is subject to annual reconsideration.  

 

(4) The Provost is responsible for ensuring that the leadership of each campus designs a multi-

year plan of fee increases for each professional degree program in a manner that effectively 

advances the program’s mission and strategic academic plan. 

 

(5) In developing a program’s multi-year plan, the following factors are among those to be taken 

into consideration:  the amount of resources required to sustain academic quality at, and 

enrollments in, the particular professional degree program; the ability of the program to remain 

competitive with other institutions of similar quality; the cost of education for each specific 

degree program; the resident and nonresident tuition and fees charged by comparable public and 

private institutions for each specific program; and other market-based factors (such as 

scholarship and grant support) that permit the degree program to compete successfully for 

students.  Within this context, different fee levels may be set for professional programs in the 

same discipline at different campuses.  In addition, in any program directly supported by State 

General Funds the total tuition and/or fees charges by comparable degree programs at other 

comparable public institutions will be taken into consideration in developing a program’s multi-

year plan. 

 

(6) Financial aid targeted for students enrolled in professional degree programs is necessary to 

ensure access to the degree program, and to minimize financial barriers to the pursuit of careers 

in public service. The Provost is responsible for ensuring that each campus complements its 

proposed multi-year plans for professional degree programs with financial aid measures, 

including scholarships, grants and loan repayment assistance programs, to adequately meet these 

goals. Financial aid sources should be supplemented by an amount equivalent to at least 33 

percent of new professional school fee revenue or by an amount necessary to ensure that 

financial aid sources are equivalent to at least 33 percent of all professional school fee revenue. 

Campuses will regularly evaluate and report on the effectiveness of these financial aid measures. 

 

(7) The following conditions are adopted for future professional degree fee increases: 
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(A) Access and inclusion are among the University’s core commitments, and student 

affordability is a vitally important component to a public education system.  Any increases in 

professional degree fees (PDFs) must be justified by programmatic and financial needs, but also 

must not adversely affect the University’s commitment to access, inclusion, and keeping the door 

open for students interested in pursuing low-paying public interest careers. 

 

(B) With this sentiment in mind, if a professional school unit wishes to propose a PDF increase 

greater than 6 percent or in excess of the percentage increase in the Educational Fee for a given 

year, it must submit a plan, endorsed by its chancellor, describing academic and/or programmatic 

reasons for the requested increase and describing policies to ensure or enhance access and 

inclusion in the face of the rising fees. 

 

(C) Each plan should consider the following (including expenditure projections, design 

parameters, and performance metrics) components: 

 

i. Front-end financial aid such that needy students are able to pursue their academic and 

summer interests without regard to financial considerations. 

ii. Loan forgiveness programs (or some equivalent alternative program) for, among 

others, students interested in pursuing low-paying public service jobs such that their 

debt from professional school does not unduly restrict their career decision. 

iii. A strategy for inclusion of underrepresented groups. 

iv. A detailed marketing and outreach plan to explain financial aid and loan forgiveness. 

v. Total tuition and fee levels from public and private comparison institutions; each plan 

must include this comparative data. 

 

(D) Each unit’s PDF plan shall also include: 

 

i. Assurances that in any program directly supported by State 19900 funds, the total in-

state fees charged will be at or below the total tuition and/or fees charged by 

comparable degree programs at other comparable public institutions. 

ii.vi. Information as to tThe views of the unit’s student body and faculty on the proposed 

increase.  This information may be obtained in a variety of ways ranging from 

consultations with elected student leaders and faculty executive committees to 

referenda.  The information would be treated as advisory, but The Regents would 

view more favorably PDF proposals that enjoy the support of a unit’s faculty and 

student body. 

 

(E) The Provost and Executive Vice President will provide further guidance and coordination as 

needed to the campuses and to elements of the Office of the President, and coordinate 

submission of the PDF proposals to The Regents for annual action.  Chancellors will carefully 

review PDF proposals and the supporting plans concerning financial aid, loan forgiveness, 

outreach, evaluation, and implementation of corrective measures if needed (such as a PDF 

rollback, freeze, limit on future increases, or other financial and/or non-financial measures), and 

forward the PDF proposals as revised to the Office of the President.  PDF proposals from the 
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campuses and as submitted to The Regents should cover a rolling period of not less than three 

years.  

 

(F) These conditions are effective in academic year 2009-10 and onwards.  For academic year 

2008-09, any PDF increases greater than 6 percent approved by The Regents are conditional on 

the President's determination by March 1, 2008, that the unit has satisfied conditions equivalent 

to those above; such a determination will be reported to The Regents for information. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

In January 1994, the Regents approved a Policy on Fees for Selected Professional School 

Students, authorizing fees for students in selected professional degree programs.  These fees are 

required in addition to mandatory systemwide fees (i.e., the Educational Fee and Registration 

Fee), Campus-based Fees, and, when appropriate, Nonresident Tuition.  In approving the Policy, 

the University reaffirmed its commitment to maintain academic quality and enrollment in the 

professional school programs, and recognized that earning a degree in these programs benefits 

the individual financially as well as the State.  Since 1994, professional schools have been 

largely supported by a combination of revenue sources, including State General Funds, 

Educational Fee revenue, and professional degree fee revenue, among others. 

 

The Policy as amended by the Regents in July and September 2007 provides that professional 

degree fees are “assessed to students enrolled in graduate professional degree programs, as 

determined by the Regents, to sustain and enhance the quality of the professional schools’ 

academic programs and services.”  The Regents’ Policy also sets conditions regarding the use of 

the fees, calls for the approval of fees within the context of a multi-year plan, and specifies 

criteria that should be taken into consideration in developing the plan.  Programs’ multi-year 

plans must include discussion of the program’s goals and objectives; proposed uses of new 

professional degree fee revenue; factors affecting placement within the program’s market, 

including total tuition and fees charged by comparable degree programs at public and private 

institutions and offsetting scholarship and grant aid; and public policy concerns, such as 

demographic enrollment trends by ethnicity and socioeconomic status; diversity strategy; 

financial aid strategy; and affordability measures.. 

 

Another public policy issue is how the pricing of UC’s programs compares to charges at other 

publicly supported programs. Current Regents’ Policy calls for a comparison of proposed fees to 

charges at comparable public institutions.  However, the policy goes a step further by setting a 

ceiling, i.e., requiring “assurances that in any program directly supported by State 19900 funds, 

the total in-State fees charged will be at or below the total tuition and/or fees charged by 

comparable degree programs at other comparable public institutions.”   

 

Since the establishment of this ceiling in September 2007, the Regents have approved many 

professional degree fees as exceptions to Regents’ Policy for one reason:  the total in-State fees 

for these programs were expected to exceed the average of estimated fees at their public 

comparison institutions.  In May 2009, of the 36 programs requesting approval of professional 

degree fee levels for 2009-10, fee levels for 12 programs were approved as an exception to 
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Regents’ Policy because the in-State fee levels were expected to exceed the estimated fees at 

their public comparison institutions; the programs otherwise complied with Regents’ Policy.  In 

November 2009, of the 44 programs requesting approval of professional degree fee levels for 

2010-11, fee levels for 24 programs were approved as an exception to Regents’ Policy because 

the in-State fee levels were expected to exceed the estimated fees at their public comparison 

institutions; these programs also otherwise complied with Regents’ Policy. 

 

The large number of exceptions during the last two years indicates the need for review and 

reconsideration of this Policy requirement.  There are several reasons why exceptions have been 

proposed in the past.  Primary is that the ceiling required by the current Regents’ Policy 

emphasizes the charges of comparable public programs above other factors – such as program 

quality, the budgetary need of the program, and market-place factors such as the charges at 

programs (both private and public) with which UC actually competes for students – in 

determining the appropriate fee level.  Other requirements of the Regents’ Policy, such as 

evidence that the professional degree programs in question are accessible to low-income and 

underrepresented minority students, are also critical in determining the appropriate fee level.  

(The Regents’ Policy enumerates a number of issues that programs’ multi-year plans must 

address, including the academic and/or programmatic reasons for the requested professional 

degree fee increase; financial aid to ensure access to the degree program and to minimize 

financial barriers to the pursuit of careers in public service; loan repayment assistance programs 

for post-graduation low-paying public service jobs; a strategy for inclusion of underrepresented 

groups; a detailed marketing and outreach plan to explain financial aid and loan repayment 

assistance; and information about the views of students and faculty on the proposed professional 

degree fee increase.)  All of these factors, including a comparison of fees with comparable public 

institutions, need to factor into the level of fees UC programs charge. 

  

Another reason for exceptions is that some programs have had difficulty identifying appropriate 

public comparison institutions.  In the case of Los Angeles’ Theater, Film and Television 

program, no comparable public programs exist; in other cases, programs compete more directly 

with private institutions than with public ones for students, faculty, and national rankings. 

 

Finally, the comparison of UC’s total charges with average charges of public comparison 

institutions does not capture the full financial context of these charges.  Program charges are 

influenced by many different factors, including the level of state subsidy in programs and the 

cost of living for faculty and instructional support staff; the local cost of living for faculty and 

instructional support staff necessitate higher salaries for UC employees relative to their 

counterparts at public institutions in other states.  UC’s charges are also influenced by the 

Policy’s financial aid requirements; programs must “supplement [financial aid sources] by an 

amount equivalent to at least 33 percent of new professional school fee revenue or by an amount 

necessary to ensure that financial aid sources are equivalent to at least 33 percent of all 

professional school fee revenue.”  However, information about the degree to which comparison 

institutions subsidize financial aid with program fee revenue is not readily available to the 

University. 
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For these reasons, the President, with the Provost’s endorsement, recommends that the Policy on 

Fees for Selected Professional School Students be revised such that the average total charges at 

public comparison institutions be added as a factor to be considered as programs develop their 

multi-year plans, but not call for a ceiling as required by the current Regents’ Policy.  This 

consideration of public comparison charges would be comparable to what is required by The 

University of California Student Fee Policy,
2
  which states “…the President shall take into 

consideration” factors including “the full cost of attendance at comparable public institutions” 

when recommending the annual Educational Fee level to the Regents.  Office of the President 

staff would continue to collect from the programs and provide to the Regents data about the 

average total charges at public comparison institutions as compared to total in-State charges at 

UC programs charging professional degree fees. 

 

It should also be noted that Office of the President staff, in cooperation with campus leadership, 

are currently establishing new internal procedures for proposals for professional degree fees in 

new disciplines to be effective for proposals developed for 2011-12.  The significant number of 

fees proposed for new disciplines for 2010-11 resulted in some concern among the Regents, 

particularly with respect to fees proposed for UC’s social welfare programs.  In the future, 

proposals for professional degree fees in new disciplines will undergo a broad, comprehensive 

review.  Initial proposals for professional degree fees in new disciplines will be reviewed by the 

Executive Vice Chancellors, by the deans of other schools and colleges within the discipline, and 

by the appropriate Academic Senate committees.  In addition, in spring 2010 the Academic 

Senate will consider whether to propose principles for determining the types of programs that 

may appropriately charge professional degree fees.  Such principles could be added to the 

Regents’ Policy at a future date. 

 

 

 

                                            
2 Available at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/regents/policies/6069.html. 


