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SUBJECT: Proposed NCAA Division 1 Reclassification Review  
 
The members of the CCCE discussed the proposed reclassification. The positions of the individual members 
were 4 in favor, 4 opposed, and 2 indicated they did not yet have enough information to take a position (1 
member is on sabbatical and abstained).  Several members considered it was a good idea since the students had 
voted for it. Once some issues of concern were raised most of the committee members felt that CCCE’s position 
should be to ask for further clarification before voting to approve the move to Division 1.   
 
The response attempts to outline what concerns were raised and what further information would be useful for 
evaluating whether reclassification can deliver on its promise of enhanced student experience, strengthening 
alumni relationships, and the myriad benefits of increased marketing and branding of UCSD into demographics 
that follow sports. 
 
1. Is there an adequate subsidy for students in need? The largest concern is that of maintaining access and 
affordability to higher education for California students. The current fees for Intercollegiate Athletics are 
$129.38/quarter, or $1643.12 based on average time-to-degree of 12.7 qtrs1. These costs would increase to 
$3675.12, an increase of more than $2000. One member pointed out the students have made a strong voice for 
this change as evidenced by "voting with their wallets" which is meaningful. 
 
The costs for attending UC have increased over 300% during a 15 year period between 2000-20152, and will 
continue to rise 5% annually through 2019. This has resulted in sharp increases in the number of students with 
debt and larger amounts of debt. It was noted that in 2014-2015, 40% of UC San Diego undergraduates received 
Pell Grants, which means their Expected Family Contribution (EFC) was less than $5,730. Without question the 
costs for attending UCSD are prohibitively expensive for these students, and would not be possible without 
significant financial aid. The proposal states, "There was robust conversation regarding the potential impact of 
the fee on the cost of attendance for needy students, and after analysis of the proposed RTA (Return to Aid) 
component and financial aid distribution model, it was decided that the traditional campus RTA rate of 29% 
would suffice." The proposal also provides a table listing the increased costs and financial aid support for 
several bands of EFC. If 40% of the students received Pell Grants, then 100% of those students cannot afford 
tuition and fees, let alone the proposed ICA fee increase. If 100% of the RTA is returned as grants to this group, 
27.5% (1-29%/40%) of the students that are most in need of aid are left completely unsubsidized by the RTA 
amount. It is doubly concerning that these students who are most in need overlap considerably with the students 
from underrepresented minority groups that campus is making a lot of effort and investment to recruit. The 
financial aid to these very high need students will inevitably need to be covered by other sources. Furthermore, 
in 2014-15, 58% of students received some amount of financial aid. If 100% of the RTA is insufficient to 
replace the grants made to the very high-need students, then these students within other EFC bands of need 
(high need, moderate need, etc.) will need to be covered by other sources of funds as well. In all cases, these 
other sources must either come from existing campus funds or be absorbed by the students as additional debt. At 
this point, given the size of the cross-subsidy required, the fundamental promise of the proposal to be budget 
neutral is questioned. One is also left wondering if when the students voted to potentially add up to $2000 of 
additional debt, whether they have sufficient experience to fully comprehend the financial ramifications for this  
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decision. Thus, the concern is raised whether this fee increase will eventually backfire years later, and decrease 
student satisfaction when students begin to appreciate the magnitude of debt they are shouldering. 
 
2. Will the move to D1 increase alumni giving? 
Philanthropic contributions to UCSD will play a much larger role in the future, as decreases in state funding and 
increasing costs can be offset by alumni giving. The need for additional funds to maintain excellence across all 
aspects of the mission of the university is significant and real. Both students and faculty have a heightened sense 
for this need, and are amenable to any and all suggestions that can invigorate this enterprise. 
 
One of the major arguments in favor of the proposal is that this will lead to an increase in alumni giving. No 
evidence has been provided that a correlation exists between alumni giving rates and D1 athletics programs.  
However, there is clear evidence that public universities typically rank much lower than private universities in 
alumni giving rates. Even within California, anecdotal evidence suggests this is the case: UCLA and UC 
Berkeley have about 3x lower alumni giving rates than their respective rivals, USC and Stanford.  
Several factors are at play in this complex issue. Public schools attract students with political attitudes that 
public education is a state funded entitlement, and are opposed to further shifting this responsibility from the 
state to the students either by fee increases or alumni giving. Public universities also have fewer barriers, 
including lower cost of attendance, for students that are the first-generation to attend university and students 
from disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds. Alumni from these demographics may not be able to make 
financial gifts as large or as often as students from wealthier socioeconomic backgrounds that attended private 
universities.  
 
One can now ask the larger question of what controls alumni giving rates in general? One CCCE member noted 
the incredible success that Stanford University has had during its most recent capital campaign and this 
prompted some investigation into Stanford’s success. Interestingly, Stanford University conducted a survey in 
1994 to understand the reasons their alumni giving rate was flat for 50 years, averaging 25% (while Harvard's 
was consistently over 50%)3. The study notes firstly “Satisfaction with the undergraduate experience is the 
single most essential pre-condition for giving," and that “Those who are not satisfied are, “without exception, 
non-donors.” Secondly, if the first condition of high satisfaction is met, then "Alumni who are made to feel that 
they are still an important part of the Stanford community are much more likely to be donors".  In the 20 years 
since the survey, Stanford’s alumni giving rate has increased by almost 50%.  The survey concludes if students 
feel disconnected with their university, they are less likely to donate.   
 
3. Will the move to D1 enhance the overall student experience? 
An intercollegiate sports program that is infused into the student experience could be one way to help make 
current students and alumni feel and maintain a connection to the campus. However, the perceived benefits of 
banding together for sporting rivalries with other UCs cannot overcome structural issues at UCSD that continue 
to negatively impact student experiences.  If even modest levels of dissatisfaction are present, then it seems the 
first step is to identify the trends in underlying reasons and address those. Is the lack of D1 athletics a source of 
dissatisfaction? Without the data of what the levels of student satisfaction exist for students upon leaving UCSD, 
the potential for increasing alumni giving is unascertainable. A survey similar to the one conducted by Stanford 
could be a vital tool in acquiring this data. 
 
The case to reclassify points out that within the prestigious 62 member AAU, UCSD is the only public 
university (out of 36) that is not in D1.  The argument in favor of this move is that UCSD will establish sporting 
rivalries with peer institutions such as UCSB, UC Irvine, and UC Riverside. However, UCSD founded as a 
STEM campus may also consider private, albeit smaller, institutions such as Carnegie Mellon, MIT, University 
of Chicago, Johns Hopkins, Case Western as similar in that regard.  This actually highlights the uniqueness of 
UCSD, the largest public university with well-established strengths in STEM fields. One member questioned 
whether this should actually be considered an asset, in that UCSD brings diversity to the UC system by 
providing this niche, thereby attracting students with a preference for attaining their education within a non-D1 
setting.  Allowing for some extent of self-selection in which students choose to apply and enroll at UCSD, it is 
perceived as a risk that students with such a preference will instead matriculate to the CMU, MIT, JHU, CWRU, 
etc.  
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Alumni giving rates are viewed by some as important because they are one component (5%) of the 
methodologies used for rankings by US News and World Reports. UCSD's ranking has declined from 35 to 44 
between 2010-2017, and has been leapfrogged by UC Irvine and UC Santa Barbara in the same period4. As 
alumni giving rates have been flat for these universities over the same period, the drop is likely due to other 
factors. On the other hand, the size of gifts to the university has a power law distribution, and thus a single 
contribution from one billionaire will be much larger than the aggregate of 10 years of 30% alumni participation 
giving small gifts. Soliciting thousands of small donations may be a money-losing proposition when considering 
the effort required into the cost-benefit analysis. If total amount of gifts is more important that rates of giving, 
then graduating future billionaires and cultivating a good relationship with them is what really matters. Will the 
future billionaires come from STEM fields within UCSD? There is some risk that the demographics from which 
these future big donors will emanate from might also be the ones dissuaded by the presence of D1 sports.  
 
4. How will future spending increases be handled (and restrained)? 
There was concern that the expenses for maintaining D1 at UCSD can plausibly grow beyond the 3% annual 
adjustment for CPI. Who oversees this aspect of the future spending? This isn’t clear in the proposal as written. 
This is important to have very clear if this proposal is approved. Uncapped spending is the norm for schools 
with D1 athletics and currently the oversight is not clear who would approve spending increases in the future 
and who would be overseeing it? One advocacy group recommends adopting a clear policy for a percentage cap 
on ICA fee increases5 (or explicitly state that no increases will be made beyond the CPI). 
 
 
1 http://studentresearch.ucsd.edu/_files/stats-data/retention/Retention1213.pdf 
 
2 http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article60386766.html 

3 http://web.stanford.edu/dept/news/pr/94/941213Arc4016.html 
 
4 http://publicuniversityhonors.com/2016/09/18/average-u-s-news-rankings-for-126-universities-2010-1017/ 

5 Ridpath, D.B., Porto, B., Gurney, G., Lopiano, D., Sack, A., Willingham, M., and Zimbalist, A. (2015) The 
Drake Group Position Statement: Student Fee Allocations to Fund Intercollegiate Athletics. (March 2, 2015). 
Retrieve at: www.thedrakegroup.org  

 

       Sincerely, 

       David Stegman, Chair 
       Committee on Campus & Community Environment 
 
 
 
cc: F. Ackerman 
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