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PREFACE

The report following presents pertinent data and information concerning the
needs for additional centers of pullic higher education in California. Material
presented has been collected by the staff of the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education with the close cooperation and the assistance of the office of the
Chancellor of the California State Colleges, the statewide administration of the
University of California, the Bureau of Junior College Z“ducetion of the State
Department of Eduecation, and other State agencies.

The report has been prepared to meet the obligation placed upon the Council
to advise the governing boards of public higher education and appropriate State
officials on ¢‘. . . development of plans for the orderly growth of public higher
education and the making of recommendations on the need for and location of
new facilities and prrgrams.’’ ! The task of the Council Las been further empha-
sized in statute by the Legislature:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Legislature not to anthorize
or to acquire sites for new institutions of public higher education unless
such sites are recommended by the Co-ordinating Council for Higher
Education and not to authorize existing or new institutions of public educa-
tion . . . to offer instruction beyond the 14th grade level.

The most recent, complete review of the need for additional centers of public
higher education was conducted in connection with the Master Plan for Higher
Education survey of 1959. The provisions of the Master Plan report included
a directive to the coordinating agency (subsequently designated as the Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education) to review needs for new centers in 1965
and again where applicable in 1970. This report is in response to that directive.®

The following pages present an extensive review of factors bearing upon the
need for new institutions of public higher education. To those who have assisted
in its preparation goes the great appreciation of the Council and its staff.

1 Rducatfon Code, Sec. 22708.

8 Education Code, Sec. 22501,
$ A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-78, gSacramento: Dept. of Educ.

1960), recommendation no. 5, p. 10 and recommendation no. 8, p. 11. A preliminary report was
prepared in 1963 , Interim Report on the Need for Additional Centers of Higher Eduoation,

(63-2), May 7, 1963. 44 pp.
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RECOMMENDATIONS'

It is recommended that :

(1) Tke Council advise the Legislature that it
should authorize in 1965 a California State College
in Kern County.

(2) The Council on November 24, 1964, adopted
the following policy :

Where the Council finds there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of sites in
advance of authorization to start a campus may
be justified in carefully restricted circumstances,
as found by the Council, such as where land may
not subsequently be available without excessive
cost or whers there may be special opportunity
to obtain the land.

In conjunction with the above stated policy, cur-
rent data show that:

(a) A ‘‘definite ultimate need’’ exists for new
California State Colleges to serve students in the
following areas, listed alphabetically: Contra
Costa County, the San Mateo County-Santa
Clara County area, and in Ventura County in a
location to serve students from both the cities of
Ventura and Oxnard as well as from cities in
northern Los Angeles County. It appears at this
time that authorization for the establishment of
one of these three campuses may be rccom-
mended by the Coordinating Council to the Legis-
lature prior to 1969 and the second and third
campuses in 1969 or thereafter.

(b) A ‘‘definite ultimate need’’ exists for a
University campus in the Los Angeles area (the
counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernar-
dino, Riverside and Orange) and for one in the
San Francisco Bay Metropolitan Area (the
connties of San Francisco, Marin, Solano, Sonoma,
Napa, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara and
San Mateo). It appears at this time authorization
for the establishment of one of these campuses
may be recommended Ly the Courdinating Coun-
cil to the Legislature in 1969 and recommenda-
tion for the second campus approximately in

1975.

(3) The Council further advise the Legislature
that sites for institutions of public higher education

1 Approved by the Council on November 24, 1964.

2--38£35-C

should be acquired in advance of legislative author-
izaticn of the institutions through use of the follow-
ing procedures:

(a) Advance acquisition of sites for a State
College lvocated in Contra Costa County, for a
State Collcge located to serve students from Sar
Mateo and Santa Clara Counties, and for a State
College located to serve students from Ventura
County and Los Axgeles County will be justified
in each instance where the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia State Coll2ges presens evidence, and the
Council finds that ‘‘carefully rastricted circum-
stances’’ warrant it, ‘‘such as where land may
not subsequently be available without excessive
cost or where there may be special opportunity to
obtain the land’’, and upon such findings the
Council will recommend appropriatiors for the
acquisition of such sites.

(b) Advance acquisition of sites for a Univer-
sity of California campus in either the Los An-
geles or San Francisco Bay Area would be justi-
fied when the Regents of the Univeisity present
evidence and the Council finds that ‘‘ carefully re-
stricted circumstances’’ warrant it, ‘‘such as
where land may not subsequently be available
without excessive cost or where there may be
special opvortunity to obtain the land’’, and
upon such findings the Council will recommend
appropriations for the acquisition of such cites.

(4) And the Council further advise the Legislatura
not later than 1969 and each five years thereafter un-
til all needs have been met, it will conduect a statewide
sarvey of the then existing needs for additiongl cen-
ters of public higher education and the need for ad-
vanced acquisition of sites.

(5) And the Council further advise the Legisia-
ture to expedite the inclusion of all areas of the State
within Junior College districts.

(6) In the light of the request of the University
of California, the Council indicate that it will con-
sider a staff report on the need for specialized pro-
grams such as graduate agriculture and graduate
health science programs in the San Joaquin Valley
at its Deecember 15 [1964] iaeeting or at such
subsequent meeting as ‘he data may be available.
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CHAPTER |

PLANNING FACILITIES TO MEET GROWING
COLLEGE ENROLLMENT

A Tradition of Statewide Planning

The necessity for statewide planning in California’s
rapidly growing society and expanding economy is
apparent even to the most casual observer. The need
to base judgments about future re~uirements for
higher education on complete and objective assess-
ments ¢f knoewn or obtainable facts and ou predicted
trends is also apparent. The experience gained has
indicated clearly that errors have been made only in
the cases of marked departure from th: context of
recommended actions. Findings of statewide surveys
aud consequent projections of needs have been proved
to be essentially correet with the passage of time.

This report prepared in the light of previous
studies, is one of a series of objective, comprehensive
documenrts cn the need for additional centers. Since
the ‘‘Strayer Repert’’ of 19481 some nine studies
have been prepared on various aspects of the need
for new collegiate centers. Conclusions of these major
studies are summarized in Appendix A.

The Scope of the Study

The Master Plan for Higher Eduecation, provisions
of which were approved in December 1959, stated that
a review of the need for additional centers should be
completed in 1965 with a subsequent review in 1970.
The Plan further specified certain geographic areas
which should be included within that review, as dis-
cussed later in this report.

The Council in general has accepted these direc-
tions of the Master Plan. For this reason, this re-
port defines needs for new public collegiate facilities
through 1969. By that year (the year of a General
Session of the Legislature) another review will be
conductcd, for quinquennial review allows time for
trends to become apparent, yet not too proionged a
period over which to project needs.

1Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Do%lau, and QGeorge D.
Strayer, A Rerort of a Survey of the Needs of California in
{Istfgl)er Education (Berkeley: Universit;” of California Press,

There is little doubt that this present review is
called for. The population of Caiiforria is increasing
at a continuing rapid pace, and demands ou both
private and public colleges and universities can be
expected te become greater each year.

The 1963-64 listing of higher education institutios
prepared by the U.S. Office of FEducation lists 174
accredited colleges and universities in California—88
public and 86 private.2 Preliminary enrollment totals
for the Fall Semester 1964 show some 370,000 full-
tirre students attending California collegiate institu-
tions. This represents a 64% increase above 1958 en-
rollments. Centinued enrollment growth is the clear
pattern 2head.

The following pages present iu a coraprehensive
form aspects of the need for additional centers of
public higher education. Chapter I1 sets forth the
principles and criteria employed in establishing area
needs and other reiated considerations. Chapter III
examines California population growth patterns and
corresponding higher education enrollment trends
making use of data produced by the State Depart-
ment of Finance. Chapter IV examines the status of
planning for rew centers by independent colleges and
universities; Chapter V considers the pattern of
Junior College coverage of the state. Aspects bearing
upon the need for new California State College facili-
ties are explored in Chapter VI, and for University
of California campuses in Chapter VIi. Chapter VIII
presents findings and recommendations develoned
from the foregoing information.

Throughout the report use has been made of mate-
rials provided by interested citizers and groups from
several areas throughout the state. These materials
were made available to the Counecil on various occa-
sions and particularly at the mcetings of the Com-
mittee on Physical Facilities held on September 15
and 16, 1964, at which some 56 persons appeared on
behalf of 12 areas of the state. A listing in Appendix
C skows the areas represented at those meetings and
the persons appearing before the Committee.

3 Education Directory 1963-64, Part 3, Higher Education.
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CHAPTER i

FRAMEWORK FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF THE NEED
FOR NEW CENTERS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Criteria and Principles to Be Applied

Council action on February 28. 1964, established a
number of principles and criteria to be used in this
study of the nced for additionul centers. The approvec
Prospectus? for the study listed the criteria and de-
fined the study scope. Council action on November 10,
1964, suggested guidelines in developing the report
and expanded the scope of the study.? These princi-
ples and criteria are presented below together with
notation of their historical development within pre-

vious reports.

The 1957 Additional Centers Study. The State
Board of Education and the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California prior to the conduet of the 1957
study approved these principles:3

(1) The expansion of existing institutions and the
establishment of new ones should depend on
the optimum use of _he state’s resources for
higher edwcation in relation to the greatest
relative need both geographically and func-
tionally.

(2) Differentiation of functions so far as possible
of the three segments of public higher educa-
tion, namely the Junior Colleges, the State Col-
leges and the University of California, is im-
perative if unnecessary and wasteful duplica-
tion is to be avoided.

(3) The assumption that adequate Junior College
facilities ¢ will be provided through local initia-
tive and state assistance prior to the establish-
ment of additional State College or University
campuses is basic to this (1957) report.

(4) The financing of new publicly supported in-
stitutions should be such that it interferes in
no way with the needs, including necessary im-
provement or eapansion, of existing ones.

(5) In order that a possible new institution may
serve the greatest number of eligible students,
it should be placed near the center of the pop-

ulation served by it.

1 8ee, Coordinating Council for Higher Education, Minutes of
the Meeting, Feébruary 28, 19C4: the title of the document ap-
roved was Prospectus for 1964 Staff Re:ort on California’s
eeds Jor Additional Centers of Public Higher Educution, 1965~

64-4).
1930, ( ) c{l for Higher Education, Minutes of

s S'ee, Coordinatin

Coun
ing, ger 10, 1964.
the}fe;lt‘ : mlgg:.elgnd T. C. Holy, A Study for the Need of Ad-

ditional Centers o Higher Education in California (Sacramento:

Stat ﬁe artment of Education 1957), p. v.
ca‘uét‘g"(‘lleaﬂned %y e Coordlnatlng Council for ?ﬂgher Educa-
tion. (See Minutes, February 28, 1964.)
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(6) Extension of publicly supported institutions
to the degree that the continued operation of
private ones long in existence and seemingly
serving the community well is jeopardized, is
not in the puolic interest.

Master Plan Assumptions. The Master Plan, in
considering the need for additional public institu-
tions, emphasized these basic assumptions:

. . . that, while the particular needs of localities
should not be overlooked, the general interest of the
state is paramount. Therefcre, in determining the
need for additional junior coliege facilities, the lo-
cation of new state colleges and new campuses of
the University, the following are most important:

(1) The relative numbers of high school gradu-
ates, the location of existing institutions in the
various areas of the state, and the relation between
their capacity and the estimated enrollment in the
area served by each institution.

(2) The relative numbers of potential students
within reasonable commuting distance of each of
the proposed sites.

(3) The neced to accommodate numbers of stu-
dents in excess of the capacities of the physical
plants of existing junior colleges, state colleges, and
campuses of the University.®

A fourth relevant assumption to those contained

‘within the Master Plan report may be added:

(4) Providing additional educational opportuni-
ties in counties not within reasonable commuting
range of existing colleg.3 and offering opportunity
to a large number of students who otherwise would
not secure & college education.®

After considering the above principles and eri-
teria, the Council suggested the following guidelines
for this report, its action spe~firallv not committing
any member of the Council to 3 precise position.

Guidelines for Steff Report

1. The Council should recommend additional cen-
ters to meet the needs of the State of California
as & whole for additional student places, based

§ Master Plan, pp. 99-100.

¢ This generaf assumption to those in the Master Plan report
was adopted specifically by the Committee on Physical Facilities
as appropriate for the purpoases of the Dresent Council study an’
was included in the Prospectus. See also Council Minutes, No-

vember 10, 1964.
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(a) upon estimates of the number of high school
graduates and of the increasing portion of them
who will attend college, (b) upon the existing
or planned places in existing institutions, (c)
upon the statutory differentiation of functions,
and (d) upon comparable costs per studert.

2. Added campuses may be needed because of the
isolation of specific areas in the state.

3. Aside from these areas of isolation, additional
campuses should be located in the areas of heav-
lest need to serve the largest number of students.

4. Each segment should be permitted an adequate
lead time to develep any recommended campuses.

The preceding criteria and principles, employed in
the 1957 study and the Master Plan report and sup-
plemented by Ceuncil action, form the general con-
siderations upon which this report is based. In apply-
ing them, the enrollment potential and maximum lim-
itation placed on physical plant must receive exam-
ination. Lead time required to establish a program
and the factor of isolation also deserve close atten-
tion. The question of advance acquisition of sites is
also examined. Locations of public four-year colleges
and university campuses are on the map following.

Consideration of Enroliment Potential on New
and Existing Campuses

One of the Master Plan assumptions cited above
stresses the importance of the relative numbers of po-
tential students within reasonable commuting dis-
tance of proposed sites. The need to establish a mini-
mum enrollment goal for a new institution after a
reasonable period of operation, such as five years, is
readily apparent. Concerning this problem, the 1957
study concluded :

. . . that, 2,000 full-time equivalents of regu-
lar students, after five years of full operation
(freshmen through graduate classes), is a mini-
mum potential that would justify the establish-
ment of a state coliege.”

The 1957 Additional Centers Study further stated
that while 2,000 students are sufficient to operate an
undergraduate program of university caliber, an
enrollinent of 10,000 full-time students should be at-
tending a campus with full-scale university fune-
tions. An enrollment of 25,000 was considered a max-
imum.

The Master Plan modified this eriterion somewhat
by raising the minimums and at the same time length-
ening the time in which & new institution should
reach the minimum. It established full-time enroll-

78emans and Holy, op. cil., p. 46. This was based upon con-
siderations of unit costs and balanced programs.
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ment rauges to be observed for existing institutions,
for those authorized but not yet .stablished, and for
those later to be established.

The minimums and maximums employed in the
Master Plan have beer modified to a limited extent
by action of the Council following study by a tech-
nical committee composed of Council staff and
University and State College representatives. These
changes are set forth in the paragraphs below.

Setting a Maximum Enrollment Figure. The es-
tablishment of an enrollment ceiling at each institu-
tion is neeessary for proper planning of educational
programs and physical plant. It is also necessary from
the standpoint of statewide planning and orderly
growth. The redirection of students within a segment
and the diversion of students (as provided for by
the Master Plan) to the Junior Colleges is facilitated
by firmly established ceiling enrollments.

Ceilings at University campuses were set at 27,500
full-time students. This ceiling at the University
campuses appears justified for several reasons. (1)
With a large proportion of graduate students, large
and costly libraries and laboratory and research facil-
ities are needed. Graduate programs are also gener-
ally more costly than undergraduate programs and
thus larger graduate schools are desirable in order
to make possible reductions in unit costs. (2) The
enrollment maximum stated above includes students
in the professional schools such as law and medicine,
programs unique to the University among publie col-
leges. (3) The presence of other specialized programs
which serve the state as & whole is relevant.

The Master Plan provided for a ceiling of 20,000
full-time students for the State Colleges in densely
populated areas in metropolitan centers, and 12,000
outside metropolitan areas. The rationale for establish-
ing the lower maximum in State Colleges outside met-
ropolitan areas can be based on the probability that
the programs will not normally be located at such
coll.zes but rather at those colleges in densely popu-
lated areas where the greatest number of students will
be accommodated. It is also more desirable to have
maximum enrollments that can be attained in the
foreseeable future.

The three largest Junior Colleges in the state, all
in metropolitan areas, had fall 1963 enrollments tetal-
ing from 5,000 to 6,000 full-time students. The Los
Angeles City Junior College District now plans its
campuses for & maximum of 7,500 full-time students
although Los Angeles City College is now master
planned for 10,000 on a high-rise campus. 7,500 full-
time students appears to be an appropriate recom-
mended ceiling for Junior Colleges allowing for a
maximum amount of service to & community (although
exceptions may be required in certain metropolitan
areas). The likelihood of the need for larger campuses
is remote in view of the Junior Colleges’ objective to

1
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serve a commuting public. Unless they are placed in
extremely densely populated areas, their size is de-
termined by the numbers of students who can easily
attend.

An inspection of available data on unit operational
costs of the University and the State Colleges suggests
that the unit cost tends to level off as maximum en-
rcliments are reached.® Capital cost data contained
in the Master Plan report and the reports of its Tech-
nical Committee on the Cost of Higher Education in
California bear out the Master Plan conclusion that,
with a constant percentage of students housed, little
advantage is gained in cost savings by expanding an
existing campus as opposed to development on a new
campus. Factors such as land costs could tip the
scales either way.

The Master Plan also included the term ‘‘optimum’’
enrollments for campuses. However, existing, planned
maximum enrollment limits of University campuses
and State Colleges do not conform to the ‘‘optimum’’
figures. In addition, available data on unit costs do
not tend to support this optimum concept and no
quantitative data are available which relate quality of
education to campus size. However, in the develop-
ment of new collegiate centers a maximum set forch
as a range could well be used as a gunide to future
planning since, (1) capital costs for expansion or
initiation of new facilities vary, (2)-pstestial enroll-
ment may vary among service areas to be covered,
and (3) enrollment maximums for campuses and col-
leges may also vary. Furthermore, a range rather than
a single figure allows for time in which a college may
adjust to the ‘‘topping out’’ stage. The following
maximum ranges were developed by the Technical
Committee.®

Maximum Ranges

Type of Institution (Fall Term Enrollment)
Junior Colleges . ____ P, 5,000~ 7,500 *
State Colleges

In densely ponulated areas in

metropolitan centers _._____________ 17,500-20,000

Outside metropolitan centers._.—_._____ 2,500-12,000

University of California Campuses______ 25,000-27,500

(* To be modified upward in demsely populated areas at the discretion of the
local governing board.)

Setting a Minimum Enrollment Figure. A mini-
mum enrollment figure is essential as a guide in de-
termining the need for a new college campus in a
particular area, for a sparsely settled community may
not be able to supply a new college with enough stu-
dents to warrant the establishment of a campus. The
enrollment minimum should be based on the type and
quality of education desired and the unit costs in-
volved. A mew campus should be expected to grow
in a reasonable length of time to a point where costs
are in line with comparable institutions and the edu-

8 Report of Ad Hcc. Technical Commitiee on Mazimum and
Minimum Enrollment Ranges, a report to the joint meeting of
the Council’s Committees on f'hysical Facilities and Educational
Prng{&mS, June 29, 1964.
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cational program is assured of reaching a desired
minimum offering.

As set forth in the Master Plan, the present policy
of the Board of Regents is that each general Univer-
sity campus will develop into a complete university
with equality in terms of most programs. Since these
programs include graduate and professional schools,
the minimal size of a ccmplete University campus can
be expected to be larger, on the average, than the
minimal size of a Junior College where an inexpensive
undergraduate liberal arts transfer progrsm can be
efficiently initiated with a relatively small student
enrollment potential. The same is trre, although to
a lesser degree, when a State College is compared to
a Junior College. A State College located in a non-
metropolitan area may be able to fulfill its function
by offering a four-year liberal arts program wi‘h less
expensive graduate programs. In such a case enroll-
ments at newly established colleges in isolated areas
need not be expected to grow quite so rapidly.

Most significantly, the evidence available on unit
operational costs for University campuses of various
size and State Colleges tends to indicate that econ-
omies of scale begin when a range of between 3,000
and 5,000 students are being served by a State College
and 5,000-7,000 by a University campus.

The California Education Code provides that with
certain exceptions no Junior College district shall be
formed if the assessed valuation of taxable property
in the proposed distriet is less than $150,000 for each
unit of estimated potential average daily attendance.?®

The minimum potential average daily attendance
is also establisked by law as follows:

Section 25431. Except as provided in Section
25432.5 no junior college district shall be formed,
and the State Board of Education shall not approve
a petition to form a junior college district if the
estimated potential average daily attendance of the
district is less than 1,000 units of daily attendance.

This statutory direction was subsequent to the
Master Plan and raises the minimum of 400 full-time
students to the equivalent of 90C. Section 25432 of
the Education Code also sets a time limit for attaining
the minimum to ‘‘the second scheol year after the
date the district is in existence for all purposes.’’

In summary, for purposes of this study and with
the exceptions noted the following minimums and
maximums have been used :

10 Sec. 25431.5. The exceptions are stated as follows: If the
State Board of Education determines that the proposed district
will serve an area which Is isolated from other existing Jjunior
colleges or if -existing junior colleges are’inaccessible to resi-
dents of the area to be served, the State Board of Education
may approve the formation of a new district junior college with
a Smaller estimated potential average daily attendance or as-
gsessed valuation for each unit of estimated potential average
gg.‘ill A 5attenda.nce than that required by -Sections 2§43> and

9 D,
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TABLE 1

Minimum and Maximum Enroliment Ranges in Fall Term
Enroliment Applied in the 1964 Additional Centers Study

(Full-time Students)

Type of Institution Minimum Maximum
Junior Colleges. ... .cccaevccacecaconcocan 900 5,000~ 7,500
State Colleges
In densely populated areas in metropolitan
centers. . ..o 5,000 17,506-20,000
Outside such areas___________.__.______. 3,000 9,500-12,000
University of California Campus. _._..._... 5,000 25,000-27,500

NOTE: The minimum figures for State College and University
campuses are to be attained within seven to ten years after
students are first admitted. The minimum for Junior Colleges is
to be attained within two years, and may be lowered if the
State Board of Education so determines due to isolation factors
as provided in the Education Code. Also the maximum for Junior
Colleges may be exceeded in denseiy populated areas in metro-
politan centers.

Currently Planned Enrollments of University
and State College Campuses

University of California. The governing boards
have from time to time set maximum ecapaecity limits
for their colleges and campuses. The University utiliz-
ing the full-time student concept has established max-
imum capacities for its campuses. For general cam-
puses these limits range from 10,000 at Riverside to
27,500 at Berkeley, Los Angeles, San Diego, Santa
Cruz and Irvine and are as follows:

Mazimum Fall Term

Enrollments
University Campus Full-Time Students

Berkeley oo e 27,500
Los Angeles ____ e 27,500
Davis o e o 15,000
Santa Barbara .___ ___ __________________ 15,000
Riverside ______ e e 10,000
San Francisco Medieal ___ . _____________ 7,500
San Diego e e 27,500
Irvine o __ _ 217,500
Santa Crv~» 27,600

Total _____ e 185,000

The rationale for the upper limits and variations
between campuses is fully explained in the Univer-
sity Plan for Growth.? In the Plan enrollments of
the University system are projected to the year 2000
AD. when 214,000 full-time students are expected.

The assumed growth rates that allow for academic
planning, recruitment of faculties, acquisition of lLi-
braries and all the other facilities which must precede
the admission of students are:

Fall Term Enrollment Growth
2,500 and below _— we—~ 500 per year
2,600- 5,000 ——= 750 per year
5,000-10,000 1,000 per year

10,060-20,000 1,600 per year
20,000 and over 2,250 per year

1 Except for Berkeley and Los Angeles, maximums will not be

e ot i o Gromin o o Ontoeraly of Col

ecommende n for Growth o ¢ Univer of Cali-
Jornia, May-June 1980. v
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Lower maximum enrollments at Javis, Santa Bar-
bara and Riverside arise because forcing these cam-
puses to reach the higher figure by 1980 would push
their rates of growth above those accepted as desir-
able. In addition, forced growth at these cam] ises
would deny nearby educational opportunities to
young people in the state’s most rapidly growing
areas. Further, new campuses will be required in any
event and delay in launching them would make more
difficult the problems of site acquisition and forced
draft growth.13

TABLE 2

Planning Fall Term Enroliment Limits for Capital Outiay
Purposes of the California State Colleges

Fall Term F.T.E.
Enrollment Limit
California State Colleges 8a.m.-5 p.m.®
Fullerton . o oot ceaee 20,000
Hayweard - cccccmean 115,000
Long Beach. . oo e ccccceccccccccc————— 20,000
Los Angeles____ _____ e 116,800
Palos Verdes__ __ e 16,000
San Bernardine. ... o o ieciccceeeaaa 20,000
Californis State Polytechnic College
Kellogg-Voorhis. . ..o oo caan 20,000
San Luis Obispo. . _ . ... 12,000
Chico State College_ . ..o ieeneane 6,000
Fresno State College. ... oo 20,000
Humboldt State College__ _ .. __ .. ... __ 12,000
Sacramento State College._ .. ____ .. _____..___ 20,000
San Diego State College. . - oo aneaooo 20,000
San Fernando Valley State College.__.____.__._.__._ 20,000
San Francisco State College. ... . .._... 115,000
San Jose State College. .. . .o imaaaaaa 17,000
Sonoma State College. . .o c oo cecececceaeeeee 12,000
Stanislaus State College. - o oo ocee o ieeccenccan 12,000
203,800

* Full-time equivalent sarollment of regular atudents (F.T.E.)
is used in determinins; the need for capacity in instructional fa-
cilities. The full-time equivalent enroliment of regular students
is determined by diviiing by 15 the aggregate number of credit
units earned by students taking more than 6 units. Enrollment
totals of those taking more than six units is used in determin-
ing the need for cafeteria seating, parking spaces, and student
health facilities. Office capacity is based on needs developed b
the application of existing s g criteria to the various enroll-
ment bases.

t+ These are interim flannlng ﬁfures. Both Hayward and Los
Angeles have a possible potential of 20,000 if land acquisition
and/or ingress-egress problems can be solved. San Francisco
plans to go to 15,000 if the necessary site can be acquired.

The California State Colleges. For the past dec-
ade the State Colloges have based their capital outlay
needs on the estimated annual full-time equivalent
(F.T.E.) enrollment from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Based
upon the approved Board of Trustees (Table 2 pre-
ceding) enrollment limits, planned maximum enroll-
ments vary from 12,000 F.T.E. at the non-metropoli-
tan campuses to 20,000 F.T.E. for most of the metro-
politan campuses.

Table I in Appendix B details the above concern-
ing the interpretation of these figures in terms of the
ability of a campus to handle students. For example,
a State College campus planned for 20,000 F.T.E.
(8 am. to 5 p.m.) could accommodate 18,700 full-
time students and at least an additional 2,000 F.T.E.

13 I'dvid.
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after 5 p.m., for a total of 22,000 F.T.E. On such a
campus as many as 32,000 individual students, full-
time and part-time, could be enrolled.

At the present no State College is near the 20,000
F.T.E. (8 am. to 5 p.m.) level. San Jose State, the
largest college, in the fall of 1963 had approximately
15,358 I.T.E. students between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.
with a student body of 19,450. San Francisco, San
Diego and Long Beach State Colleges were all above
10,000 F.T.E. (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). On the basis of the
evidence at hand, these campuses are not so large as
to pose serious administrative or educational prob-
lems. Economically the larger State Colleges operate
at about the same cost per student as those that are
at 5,000 F.T.E. or somewhat above.

Lead Time

Once a new institution is established by the Legis-
lature many things must be done before students ean
be enrolled ior the first time. A site must be chosen
and purchased, a cadre staff must be organized, a
faculty must be recruited and an academic plan must
be formulated. Planning and construction of build-
ings are also time consuming. A review of the length
of time from date of legislative authorization to open-
ing date for a number of State Colleges and Univer-
sity campuses appears below.

TABLE 3
Yime From Avuthorization to Opening, Selected Campuses
Date of Date of First
Campus Authorization] Opening |Perm. Bldgs.

UC at 8an Diego- - ceeueeomaaann. 1957 1964» 1964*
TVCatIrvine. .. occecncccaannn 1957 1965 1965
UCat Santa Crus. - oo 1967 1965 1965
CS.C.at Hayward ... _......_. 1957 1959 19€3
C8.C.at Fullerton.. ... 1957 1959 1063
Stanislaus State College. ... ....__ 1957 1960 1665
Bonoma State College - . ... 1957 1961 1966
C.8.C. at Palus Verdes . < oo 1960 1965 1966
C.8.C. at Ban Bernardino. ........ 1960 1965 1965

®* Date when freshmen were acémitted for the first time.

The above indicates that it is possible to open a new
campus very soon after its authorization by the Legis-
lature, particularly if temporary or rented quarters
are used. Indeed, there have been campuses which
have received students the same year in which they
were legally established. However, experience in both
segments indicates that it is far better to allow for a
sufficient time ¢o plan and accomplish the steps men-
tioned above before admitting the first student.

This study assumes a lead time of six to eight years
from the date of authorization to admission of the
first student as being desirable in the proper planning
of any public higher education institution.

One additional concept is that of total lead time—
the time between the date of authorization and the
date when an institution is enrolling additional stu-

dents at an appreciable rate each year. Total lead
time for University campuses, for planning purposes,
is approximately 15 years. At the end of that time, a
campus should be growing at the rate of about 1,000
students per year. The State Colleges do not have
such a grow.sh plan. A total lead time of ten years
rather than 15 years appears to be reasonable because
of the smaller graduate programs in the State Col-
leges. It is expected that California State Colleges at
Hayward and Fullerton will reach a growth rate of
about 800 F.T.E. in 1967—ten years after their au-
thorization. San Bernardino and Palos Verdes expect
to grow about 500 F.T.E. per year after ten years
total lead time. Therefore, in considering new State
Colleges an annual growth of from 500 to 800 F.T.E.
can be expected in 10 years.

The Factor of Isolation. The term “isolation” as
used here, means the presence of a substantial num-
ber of students who are not within reasonabie com-
muting distance from an existing college. Isolation
can exist in either of two distinet sets of circum-
stances. It is most obvious in counties remote from
metropolitan areas, where the number of high school
graduates seems likely to be relatively small in the
immediate future. Minimum enrollment for present or
projected State Colleges in these areas is set at 3,000
(See Table 1).

Isolation can also be found within large metropoli-
tan areas where public transportation is either inade-
quate or unusually time consuming and where poten-
tial students cannot afford to live in dormitories at
remote distances. Time used in travel reduces time
available for part-time employment. A relatively low
economic status of students and their families can
lead to this type of isolation.

The degree of isolation of various areas in the state
can best be seen by examining the several maps in
this report. The two large areas not now being served
by the University of California are the North Sacra-
mento Valley and the San Joaquin Valley. Populous
areas not now being served adequately by the State
Colleges include Kern County, and parts of Contra
Costa and Ventura Counties.

The Advanced Acquisition of 8ites. The subject
of possible advanced acquisition of sites for collegiate
purposes considerably in advance of development has
been studied by both the University and State Col-
leges staffs as well as the staff of the Coordinating
Council.

The Assembly Interim Committee on Education,
Subcommittee on Research, Structure and Function
conducted a hearing on this matter in response to
House Fesolution No. 337 (1963 Session) on October
23, 1964. Testimony of the Council staff at that hear-
ing listed some of the advantages and disadvantages
as follows: Advantages. (1) The ability to better se-
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cure donated sites for facilities or sites at compara-
tively lesser cost in land-short areas. (2) Early selec-
tion of sites frees prospective donors of less suitable
land to make use of their land in other ways. (3)
Early designation of future sites would contribute not
only to statewide long-renge planning but would help
the local area in its long-range developments, both
public and private. Disadvantages. (1) Removal of
land from tax rolls at an early date. (2) Possible
spread of the practice among several State agencies
for a variety of purposes. (3) Advance acquisition
may support pressures to develop a facility in advance
of planned need, and, therefore, may work against
the principle of orderly growth. (4) Perhaps most im-
portantly, the acquisition of sites considerably in ad-
vance of planned development may tend to disecourage

16
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development of new alternatives which might be de-
sirable in the period between acquisition and actual
development. For example, population composition
changes during a five to ten year period might sug-
gest a2 new location.

After considering these factors, the Council acted as
follows at its meeting on November 10, 1964 :

‘Where the Couneil finds there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of a site in
advance of authorization to start a campus may
be justified in carefully restricted circumstances
as found by the Council such as where land may
not subsequently be available without excessive
cost or where there may be special opportunity to
obtain the land.1*

% CCHE, Minutes of Meeting, November 17, 1964,
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CHAPTER il

CALIFORNIA’S POPULATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
ENROLLMENT GROWTH'

California’s population, estimated at over 17 mil-
lion in 1963, is expected to grow to nearly 25 million
in 1975 and to over 28 million by 1980. Counties with
a net change in population of over 200,000 persons
and a 50% or greater increase over the 10-year period
from 1950 to 1960 include: (1) Orange, 225.6%, (2)
Santa Clara, 121.1%, (3) San Diego, 85.5%, and (4)
Sacramento, 81.4%. Los Angeles County’s increase
over this same period was nearly two million but
with a percentage increase of 45.5. Counties expected
to grow more than 200,000 between 1960 and 1970
are: (1) Alameda, (2) Contra Costa, (3) Los Angeles,
(4) Orange, (5) Sacramento, (6) San Bernardino,
(7) San Diego, (8) San Mateo, (9) Santa Barbara,
(10) Santa Clara, and (11) Ventura. (See Table II,
Appendix B, which presents projections by individual
county.)

Higher Education Enrollment Projections

Table 4 following shows the actual and projected
full-time student enrollments for all four segments
to 1980. These enrollments, as a percentage of the
total population, have increased slightly from 1955
and are expected to increase from the present 1.9%
of the total state population to about 2.7% by 1980.
Figure 1 shows the relationship between college en-
rollments and high school graduates for correspond-
ing years as reflected in the projections used for this
study.

The 1975 estimates show enrollment totals about
twice the size of the 1963 enrollments. By 1980, it
can be foreseen that over three quarters of a million

1 Population and enrollment projections presented herein were
prepared by the California State Department of Finance.

full-time college students must be accommodated in
California. The current projection for 1975 (649,825
full-time students) compares closely with the Master
Plan Survey Team'’s estimate of 659,309 students for
that year. (See Table 5.) However, there have been
adjustments made for all segments, so that while the
total appears quite similar, each segment has been
affected by the new projections.

Out-of-state students attending California’s colleges
and universities and categorized as first-time fresh-
men or as transfer students are tabulated in Table 6.
The number of these students includes part-time stu-
dents and constitutes only a small proportion of the
total enrollments of the state.

The basic data for determining the enrollment pro-
jections for this study were the number of actual and
progected public high school graduates for each
county. Table III, Appendix B, contains these projec-

TABLE 5

Master Flan and Current 1973 Projections of Full-time Fall
Term Enroliments, Californa Institutions of Higher Education

Master
Current Projections Plan Projections
Junior Colleges. ... .o oo .... 267,100 288,950
California State Colleges. _..__ 166,325 180,650
University of California......._ 125,300 118,750
Privace Institutions. .. ..._.... 91,100 71,200
649,825 659,550

NOTE: Both of the above projections were prepared by the
California Department of Finance. The Master Plan Projections
were developed in 1957, the current projections in 1964.

TABLE 4

Actual and Projected Full-time Student Enrollments, California Institutions of
Higher Education—1955-1980

1955 1958 1860 1963 1965 1970 1975 1980*
Junior colleges... . - - oo 70,165 91,162 116,750 128,221 172,150 216,200 267,100 300,450
State colleges . __ o ocoom e 33,910 44,628 66,309 80,021 95,000 134,476 166,325 205,350
University of California. ..o oo 37,717 43,101 50,400 61,073 78,025 105,150 125,300 161,800
Private institutionda-c-cocemcecociicanas 40,832 46,824 61,850 69,500 68,500 81,800 91,100 99,100
Total . o e 182,624 225,616 274,309 328,815 413,675 537,626 649,825 756,400

* The 1980 projections are extrapolations from 1975 at the same rate of change as was expected for 1970-75. The projections for
the State Colleges and the University reflect the Master Plan provisions which would produce a 40/60 relationship between lower and

upper division students by 1975.
SOURCE: Department of Finance, 1964.
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FIGURE 1

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED FULL-TIME FALL TERM TNROLLMENTS OF CZLNFORNIA
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 19350-1980
(Compared with high school graduates for same ysars)
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SOURCE: Siefistics for this greph wers obleined from the Californic Department of Finance.
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TABLE 6

First-time Freshmen and Transfor Students From Other States
Who Attended California Institutions of Higher Education,
Fall 1963

Private
J.C. CS8.C. U.C. Inst.*

First-time freshmen. .. ...... 12,314 960 640 3,202
Transfer students.. ... ....... 7,816 2,174 1,483 663
(Undergraduate)

* These figures e for the 56 institutions responding to a De-
partment of Finance questionnaire. These institutions accommo-
?até: ?ﬁer 815 % o- the students in private colleges and universities
n California

tions to the year 1980, by county.? The number of
1963 full-time freshmen students for all four segments
was 79% of the state’s public high school graduates
for that year. Total full-time enrollments for all seg-
ments were 190% of the 1963 public high school grad-
uates for that year.

The number of part-time individual students en-
rolled in public colleges and university campuses is

substantial as can be seen below:
1963

% Increase
1961 1962 1963 Over 1961
State College Extension
Crediv . . ____ 16,328 18,942 21,689 32.7%
Non-Credit . _____ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

State College Part-Time
Regular Program -__ 41,759 46,555 52,920 26.7%

University Extension
Credit - ____ 39,602 43844 47,343 19.5%

Non-Credit .. ._____ 16,663 13,793 19,199 15.2%
University of California
Part-Time Regular
Program _________ 2,925 2,841 3,431 17.3%
Junior / >llege
Part- ‘ime Credit ___192,565 215,421 239,787 19.7%
Non-Credit _________ 69,686 65,042 66,784 —4.29,

The Effect of Diversion on College Enroliments

The Master Plan recommended raising admission
requirements to the State Colleges and the University.
It also recommended that by 1975 in each of the seg-
ments of public higher education, upper division en-
rollment become 60% of the total undergraduate
enrollment, lower division enrollment becoming 40%.
Both recommendations were designed to encourage
diversion of lower division students to Junior Col-
leges. The purposes for this action were reported as
follows in the Master Plan.?

1. Easy accessibility to students (attending Junior
Colleges) and the consequent reduction in cost
to them.

9. The high scholestic records made in both the
State Colleges and the University by Junior
College transfers.

2 The projections listed in the Appendix and quoted extensively
in this study are for the public high schools; the number of
parochial school 12th grade students on June 1, 1963, was 13,969,
slightly over 8? of the total public 12th grade enroliment for
that vear. 6,358 of these students were In the County of Los
Angeles and 1.498 in San Francisco.

s Master Plan, pp. 58-59.

3. The Junior College screening function of indi-
cating those students most likely to succeed in
their education beyond the lower division.

4. The adopted policy of California’s tripartit:
system of public higher education for the Uni-
versity and the State Colleges to place increased
emphasis on upper division and graduate pro-
grams.

5. The diversion of a portion of lower division stu-
dents from the State Colleges and the University
to the Junior Colleges to aid in controlling the
unmanageable size of certain institutions.

6. Costs per student to the State for both cperation
and plant are lower in the Junior Colleges tran
in the State Colleges and the University.

The Coordinating Council on December 17, 1963,
recommended that this diversion of students be re-
flected in the enrollment projections used in the capi-
tal outlay requests of the segments for the 1964-69
five-year capital outlay program. The enrollment pro-
jections for the two, four-year segments in Table 4
and elsewhere reflect this diversion as closely as pos-
sible. (A comparison of modified and status quo pro-
jections is presented in Table 7.) Junmior College
projections, however, do not consider this factor since,
at the time they were computed (August, 1964), no
statistical method for determining the number of di-
verted students who erroll in Junior Colleges had
been developed.

TABLE 7

Current Projections of State Colleges and University of
California Full-time Students—iodified and Status Quo

Fall Term 1970 Fall Term 1975
Modified l Status Quo | Modified | Status Quo
State Colleges. - ... 134,475 149,175 166,325 190,150
Univ. of Calif....._. 105,150 111,950 125,300 143,600
Diverted Students 21,500 42,126

Year-Round Operctions—The Effect on Enrollments

The Master Plan provided that the Council study
the relative merits of the trimester and four-quarter
plans for year-round use of the physical plants of
both public and private institutions. On the basis of
that study the Council recommended that a four-
quarter calendar be used by the two, four-year public
segments by 1975.4

The inauguration of year-round use of facilities
does not change the number of students to be educated
in a given year. Rather it spreads the same number

¢« CCHE Minutes of Meeting, January 28, 1964. It should be
noted that studies were made of the 16-16-12, 16-16-8-6 and
18-18-12 calendars as well. See A Comparison of the Trimestor
and Four-Quarter Calendars for Year-Round Operations. . . .,
No. 1009, February 1964.
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of students over the entire year so that in any given
term the number of students being educated is less.
The effect, then, is a delay in the date wher campuses
on year-round cperation reach maximum enrollments
in the fall term. The amount of delay depends upon
the number of students enroliing in the off-peak
quarters.

Estimates as to the number of students desiring to
accelerate their higher eduecational program and the
consequent effect on enrollments in the fall of each
year have been made. University of California esti-
mates show that year-round use, instituied as now
planned, will reduce the fall enrollments in 1870 by
7,375, and in 1975 by 12,325, or 7%. The Californis
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State Colleges ~cport that enrollments would be de-
creased by 7 to 9% depending upon the schedule
a lopted.

It is estimated that a reduction of 10% is a reason-
able, though conservative, amount to plan for each
segment by 1975 and of 15% by 1980.

Enrollment projections present a clear view of con-
tinued growth in student bodies in the next 10-15
year period. In the next chapters the ability of the
segments of higher education—private colleges and
universities, Junior Colleges, California State Col-
leges and the University of California—to handle this
arowth is closely examined.
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CHAPTER IV
PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN CALIFORNIA

The U.S. Office of Education lists 86 private ac-
credited colleges =u.d universities in California.! The
most completle listing available shows that there is a
total of 134 private institutions (including off-campus
centers) offering some type of higher education (See
Appendix C). Although some of these schools are not
accredited by & recognized agency, it is evident that
the private segment’s contribution to higher educa-
tion in the state is substantial. The Preface in The
Master Plan pointed out.

The Master Plan Survey Team recognizes the
great contribution private colleges and universities
have made and will continue to make to the state.
It has included these institutions in the recom-
mended state-wide coordinating agency with the
cpportunity for an authentic voice bearing on poli-
cies directly affecting their welfare.2

Enroliment Growth

In the fall of 1963 about 18% of the full-time stu-
dents in the state attended private colleges or wuni-

TABLE 8

Fall Term Enroliment Projections Based Upon Fall 1963 Survey
of California Pr.vate Institutions of Higher Education

Total Lower Urper Graduate and
enrollment division division professional
Master Plan
Institutions (78):
Total enrollment:
1965 oo e 88,000 34,000 26,400 27,600
1970, oo 104,200 40,000 31,400 32,800
1975 cceeeeee 115,500 44,000 34,900 36,600
1980 . _._.. 125,000 47,500 38,000 39,500
Full-time enrollment:
1965 .. oeemaees 66,000 30,350 23,000 12,650
) 17 { 1 J 78,200 35,000 26,660 16,550
1975 e eeeeee 86,500 38,700 29,000 18,800
1980. o cccaaaeee 93,700 41,500 31,200 21,000
All Institutions
Surveyed (81):
Total enroiiment:
1965 oo oo ceeoae 90,800 35,600 27,100 28,100
1970. oo e ceeeee 108,200 42,300 32,500 33,400
1976 e cemeee 120,600 46,800 36,500 37,300
1980. .. - _ceceeo 131,100 50,800 40,000 40,300
Full-time enrollment:
1965. . e 68,500 31.750 23,700 13,050
1970. . . o oeeeeae 81,800 37,175 27,676 17,050
1975 ccee e 91,100 40,875 30,825 19,400
1980, . .o ... 99,100 43,850 33,525 21,725

SOURCE: California State Department of Finance.

1 U.8. Office of Education, Education Directory, 1963—64. Part
3, Higher Education.
2 Master Plan, p. xii.

versities.3 A comparison of the current prejections of
the 72 institutions queried during the development of
the Master Plan in 1957 with projections developed at
that time show that the present plans for these insti-
tutions call for an expected increase of about 20%
over what was expected in 1957. An even greater in-
crease in what can be expected from the private seg-
ment is shown in Table 8 which contains the projec-
tions for the 81 schools as compared with those of the
72 institutions in the Master Plan’s estimates.

The private colleges and universities, with very few
exceptions, are located in the metropolitan areas of
either San Francisco or Los Angeles. Table IV in
Appendix B shows the enrollment projectious of insti-
tutions within counties where they are located. Only
21 of the 58 counties have private institutions of any
kind. The Los Angeles Area complex is expected to
enroll about 53% of the full-time students in the state
in private institutions in 1965 while the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area is expected to enroll about 37% of the
students.

Today, the private institutions accommodate about
18% of the state’s full-time students, but this pro-
portion is diminishing from 23% in 1955 to an ex-
pected 13% by 1980.

New Private Institutions of Higher Education

On March 31, 1964, representatives of the Associa-
tion of Independent California Colleges and Universi-
ties presented a report on private education in Cali-
fornia to the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education which included some prognoses of the de-
velopment of that segment in the forsceable future.
The information cn projected growth is summarized
below.*

Since World War II ended, s.ven, four-year pri-
vate colleges have heen established in California: Cali-
fornia Lutheran College, California Western Uni-
versity, Claremont Men’s College, Harvey Mudd
College, Marymount College, University of San Diego
College for Men, and University of San Diego College
for Women. Their combined enrollment in the fall of
1963 was 4,087.

3 Enrollment data used in this chapter were comwiled by the
Department of Finance by use of a questionnaire sent to each of
the accredited private Instiiutions. Responses from 81 schools
}v?{e \lnsed in development of the projections shown in Table 8
ollowing.

¢The Very Rev. Charles S. Casassa, S.J., Statement to the
Coordinating Council on the Growth Projections for Private In-
stitutions o)g Higher Education in California, March 31, 1964,
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Pitzer College, part ¢f the Claremont group, opened
in September 1964. It is a college for women and it
expects to enre’” 100 w0 125 students this fall.

St. Michael ', a co-educational institution sponsored
by the Episcopal Chureh, is definitely projected at the
University of the Pacific, but it is not known when it
plans to receive its first e?-ss.

Yeshiva University, a Jewish-sponsored institution,
pians to build a $2,000,000 complex to irclude a lib-
eral arts college and an expanded teachers’ institute
in Los Angeles. The opening date is uncertain.

Tue Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
I as acquired two sit<s, one in the San Fernando Val-
Icy and the other northwest of Anaheim, for future
junior colleges. it is jossible that these two institu-
tivns would later expand into four-year colleges.

There has been some discussion of a Presbyterian-
sponsored college at the Universivy of the Pacifie, but
this is still quite nebulous. The President ¢f the Uni-
versity of the Pacific has said that there is some inter-
est in a Catholic-sponsored college within the Uni-
versity, though this, too, is still very uncertain.

Representatives of Antioch College of Ohio have
been exploring the possibility of encouraging the de-
velopmeut of an Antioch-type colleze in California.

The long-rang- policy of the Claremont Colleges is
to develop additional colleges as needed and as re
sources can be found. Since 1945, Claremont Men’s
College, Harvey Mudd College and now Pitzer College
have been established in accord with this policy. Lanc
is still available for six new colleges.

In brief, one new, four-year private college was
opened in September, 1964. Other colleges are defi-
nitely planned, but their dates of opening are uncer-
tain. Three more are not beyond the discussion stage.
Two junior colleges which may ultimately expand
into four-year colleges have progressed to the point
of actual land acquisition. At Claremont additional
colleges are a genuine possibility under the group’s
long-range policy.

In his remarks to the Council’s Committee on Phys-
ical Facilities on September 15, 1964, President
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George Benson of Claremont ien’s College had the
following to say relative to the role of the private seg-
ment 8

In thinking about the role ot independent in-
stitntions in a state whnere public higher educa-
tion is as important and as high quality as in
California, I like to think of several specific val-
ues .a the private higher educational program.

1. Independent institutions take a considerable
load off of the state budget estimated to be well
over $110,000,000. Aside from the Califo.nia
State Scholarship program and federal research
programs, the whole budgets of these institutions
are carried by tuition payments and by private
doneors.

2. The independent institutions add a consid-
erable op, ortunity for variety and experimenta-
tion in educational programs. The for.ign cam-
pus programs of Stanford, Redlands and Whit-
tier are examples, as are the formation of the
group plans in the Claremont Colleges and at the
University of th~ Pccific. we are pleased to note
that the University of California is using some
features of the group pl~n on two of its campuses.

3. The existence of independent institutions is,
I believe, a real bulwark of academie freedom
and academic independence. If we go back to the
teachers’ oath controversy at the University, for
example, I am sure tnat the lack of such oaths in
independent colleges was helpful. I am sure that
undue legislative interference with the Univer-
sity and State Colleges is avoided in part be-
cause there are private colleges and they Lave
established a tradition of independence which
people wish public institutions to have simulta-
neously. We were all very pleased when the State
Colleges received a degree of independence some-
what corresponcling to that of the University.

If these reasons are valid, we all (public and
private) have a genuine stake in the preservation
and growth of independent higher educational
institutions of the state.

8 George C. S. Benson, remarks 0 the Committee on Physical
Facilities of the Coordinating c( ouncil for Higher Education,
September 15, 1964, in Los Angeles.



CHAPTER V

THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL JUNIOR COLLEGES

In 1959 the Master I'.an for Higher Eduecation
identified the need for new Junior College campuses
in 21 different areas of the state. In addition, the Plan
recommended inclusion, as rapidly as possible, of all
territory in the state within districts operating Junior
Colleges, so that all parts of the state would share in
the operation, control and support of Junior Colleges.

Despite the fact that the recommendations regard-
ing the firancing of both operating and capital out-
lay expenditures for the Junior Colleges have not been
fully realized, it is interesting and highly encouraging
to review what has happened in Junior College de-
velopment in Californiz since 1959.

Shown below is the list of school districts reported
iix the Master Plan as needing new Junior Colleges,
along with actions taken in each area since that time.

Eleven new Junior Colleges have been organized in
the 21 areas recommended by the Master Plan, and
annexations and the construction or planning of new
campuses have taken place in all the remaining areas.
In addition, the foilowing new districts also have been
created: College of the Desert (1962), Mt. San
Jacinto (1963), College of the Redwoods (1964) and
North Orange County (1964).

Since 1959 there has been a great expansion in the
size of existing Junior College districts. As Junior
Colleges have separated from unified and high schools
districts the newly created district boundaries have
often exceeded those of the old ones. As of July 1,
1964, there were only eight unified school districts and
two high school districts maintaining Junior Colleges
while there were some 56 separate Junior College dis-
tricts. As a result of this expansion over 80% of the
high school average daily attendance and over 80%
of the state’s assessed valuation are within distriets
maintaining Junior Colleges according to a 1963 sur-
vey of the California Junior College Association.

The map shown on the following page, prepared by
the Bureau of Junior College Education of the State
Department of Education, graphically illustrates the
coverage of the state by districts operating Junior
Colleges. This map was prepared in April 1964 and
already since that time several new districts have
been formed bringing additional new territory within
Junior College districts: the Los Rios DNistrict encom-
passing Sacramento, El Dorado and Yolo counties and
a new district in the nosthern part of Orange County.

A number of existing districts are also currently in
the process of constructing or actively planning addi-

3—36335-C

School Districts to be included County Action

San Diego City Unif. (Additional | San Diego San Diego Mesa
campuses)

Los Angeles J.C. (Additional | Los Angeles Campus in planning
campus) stage

Alhambra H.8., El Monte U.H.S. | Loa Angeles Annexed to Los Angeles
and Montebello Unif. Junior Cdllege Dis-

triet

Hayward U.H.S., Washington | Alameda Chabot College (1961)
U.H.S., and San Leandro Uaif.

Whittier UH.S..._________..___ Los Angeles Rio Hondo College

(1863)

Sequoia U.H.8. and Pescadero | San Mateo Annexed to San Mateo
U.H.S.

Anaheim UHS. .. . .... Orange North Orange County

J.C. District (1963)

Campbell T.H.S., Live Oak | Santa Clara Weat Valley J.C. (1964)
U.H.8., and Santa Clara U.H.S.

San Mateo J.C. (additional cam- | San Mateo In plannine wtage
puses)

Oxnard U.H.S., Moorpark Memo-| Ventura Annexed to Ventura
rial U.H.8., S8anta Paula U.H.8. College (1963)
Fillmore U.H.8., &nd S8imi
Unif.

Sweetwater U.H.S., Coronado | San Diego Grossmont College
Unif., Grossmont U.H.S. and (1961)

Mountain Empire Unif.

Contra Costa J.C. (additional | Contra Costa Survey taken
campuses Antioch and Moraga)

Foothill J.C. (additional campus) | Santa Clara In construction

Albany City Unif., Berkeley City | Alameda Part of Peralta Junior

Unif. and Emeryville Unif. College District
(1964)
All unified and high school dis- | Merced-Madera | Merced College (1963)
tricta in Merced and Madera
counties
Burbank Unif. . eceueaee oo o Los Angeles Annexed to Los Angeles

San Luis Obispo (county unif.)...| Sau Luis Obispo | 8an Luis Obispo County
J.C. District (1964)

Unified and high school districts | East Kern-Iayo | Annexed to Bakersfield
in East Kern and Inyo counties J.C.

Victor Valley UH.S. ...cone. San Bernardino Vi:gxé lg:lley College

Barstow... . ceccecmcceecaans San Bernardino | Barstow College (1960)

tional new campuses for their districts. These include
Los Angeles, San Mateo, Foothill, Los Rios, Orange
Coast and Peralta.

Growth, often times at a rapid rate, has been the
history of the Junior Colleges, and from projected en-
rollments made by the State Department of Finance

p &)




it appears that this will continue to be the future
pattern as well. Table V, Appendix B, shows projeec-
tions to 1980 by county for fuil-time students for
existing Junior Colleges.

Great strides have been made within the last five
years in the development of new Junior College dis-
tricts, the expausion of existing ones, and the ereatior
of additional campuses within existing distriets. How-
ever, it must be pointed out that 20% of the territory

24

of the state has as yet not been included within Juniox
College districts and that poekets of wealth in tes.as
of assessea valuation continue to exist outside any
Junior College distriet. Therefore, the goal of inclu-
sion of the entire state withia Junior College distriets
which was set forth in the Master Plan and which has
been consistently reaffirmed by legislative resolution
shoulu continue to be stressed until it is ultimately

met.
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CHAPTER VI
THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL STATE COLLEGES

The eighteen State Colleges which are located from
Humboldt County in the north to San Diego in the
south accommodated 80,021 full-time students in
1963, about 24% of the full-time students attending
all institutions of higher education in California.
Their phenomenal growth is a reflection of Califor-
nia’s continued support of public higher education
through the years.!

State College Enrollment Areas

Table 9 presents the projected, annual full-time
equivalent enrollr.ents, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., in the Cali-
fornia State Colleges to 1975-76. These projections
are those used in developing the 1965-67 capital out-
lay programs. While the disparity between the ulti-
mate capacity of these institutions and the present
enrollments is great (See Table 2, Chapter II) it
should be noted that some ol these institutions will
not reach their maximum capacities in the foreseeable
future at their present rates of growth, while others
are already approaching their authorized maximums.

In collecting data about present and projected
needs for State Colleges, all areas of the state wrre

1 For an account of the development of the State Colleges from
the first normal schools see, J. Burton Vasche, “The California
State Colleges: Their History, Organization, Purposes, and Pro-
grams,” Californie Schools, Vol. XXV, No. 1, 1954,

examined. The Council Committee on Physical Facil- -
ities held hearings at which interested citizens pre-
sented evidence with respect to specific areas of the
state. A list of those who appeared before the Com-
mittee is in the Appendix.

Boundaries of enrollment areas used in this portion
of the report have been determined by staff judg-
ments after study of available evidence. Within each
area, three factors are considered in ascertaining rel-
ative needs for a new State College. The first factor is
the degree to which the projected numbers of high
school graduates are sufficient to support a college.
The second is the degree to which existing facilities or
planned facilities can accommodate the projected
numbers of high school graduates who will enter col-
lege. The third factor is the degree of isolation under
either of the two sets of circumstances described
earlier.

An examination of all areas within the state indi-
cates that enrollment pressures in the five areas listed
in the Master Plan still remain (i.e., Los Angeles
in the Griffith Park-Glendale vicinity, San Mateo
County, Contra Costa County, Kern County and
Ventura County). The degree of isolation, however,
is greater in some areas than in others.

TABLE 9

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalents, 8 A.M.~5 P.M.
California State Colleges, 1964-63 to 1975-75

College 1964-65 1965-66 196667 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76

(0] 11,7 3,690 3,880 4,080 4,530 4,840 5,100 5,310 5,490 5,730 5,940 6,130 6,310
Fresno_ . ... ... 6,170 6,380 6,560 6,780 7,000 7,180 7,330 7,440 7,570 7,730 7,850 7,930
Fullerton_. - <o ... 2,210 2,840 3,710 4,530 5,160 5,680 6,200 6,740 7,380 8,080 8,82n 9,670
Hayward....-c.-- 2,210 2,860 3,840 4,790 5,590 6,240 6,700 7,200 7.850 8,550 9,280 9,980
Humboldt. - - o-- 2,230 2,310 2,440 2,590 2,760 2,800 2,980 3,060 3,150 3,240 3,330 3,430
Kellogg-Voorhis. ... 4,100 4,220 4,750 5,230 5,640 6,010 6,310 6,650 7,030 7,420 7,830 8,210
Long Beach. ... ... 9,100 9,670 19,210 11,370 12,280 13,050 13,620 14,160 14,780 15,410 16,020 16,580
Los Angeles_ ______ 8,500 9,430 10,050 10,790 11,560 12,270 12,860 13,400 14,000 14,580 15,140 15,600
Palos Verdes. . . .| caceeua.- 410 810 1,440 2,310 3,040 3,600 4,110 4,680 5,300 5,940 6,530
Sacramento........ 4,870 5,140 5,530 6,100 6,650 7,080 7,380 7,620 7,980 8,390 8,790 9,120
San Bertardino. . ..o ... 290 630 1,130 1,840 2,520 2,000 3,380 3,810 4,230 4,650 5,040
San Diego_-.__..... 10,570 11,050 11,550 12,380 13,070 13,570 13,960 14,340 14,720 15,160 15,650 16,210
San Fernando Valley 6,390 6,950 7,400 8,060 8,690 9,220 9,610 10,000 10,440 10,870 11,320 11,700
San Francisco...._. 10,780 11,150 11,520 11,890 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000

(excess)®____.___ (360) (850) (1,440) (1,710) (2,350) (2,740) (2,960) (3,090) (3,240) (3,410) (3,590) (3,710)
San Jose._ . ... 13,730 14,030 14,280 14,620 15,050 15,410 15,750 16,070 16,370 16,700 17,006 17,000

(excess)* . _ ....__ (50) (390)
Ssan Luis Obispo.... 6,900 7,110 7,530 7,950 8,380 8,750 9,030 9,320 9,770 10,250 10,690 11,080
Sonoma. . _--eon... 580 780 1,060 1,420 1,720 1,970 2,180 2,400 2,690 3,020 3,360 3,70
Stanislaus. __._.._. 190 320 500 740 1,030 1,340 1,640 1,950 2,240 2,630 2,790 3,040
All colleges . _______ 02,680 99,470 107,800 118,050 127,920 136,060 142,410 148,420 155,430 162,820 170,240 177,130

* Enrollment potential in excess of college planning figure.

SOURCE: Institutional Research, The California State Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, 7-20-84.
" NOTE: These FTE projections are based on the same basic data as the projections for full-time students prepared by the Department

of Finance. They reflect the increasing portion of high school 8raduates attending college as shown in

Figure 1. This table shows San

Francisco State College's ceiling enrollment as 12,000. The official ceiling is now established at 13,000 with the proviso that it will be
increased to 15,000 if additional site adjacent to the campus can be acquired.
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A county by county canvass of the numbers of high
school graduates expected in 1980 indicates that in
addition to the five areas mentioned ahove, other
areas also may need additional colleges sometime in
the future. Los Angeles County, fc. wuswinece, expects
a total of 112,250 high school graduates in 1980. This
is a little over 30% of the total number expected in
the state. However, new campuses in Los Angeles
offer a large amount of potential capacity which can
accommodate students for some time yet. Orange
County, too, is growing rapidly so that by 1980 there
will be an expected 45,325 high school graduates.
California State College at KFullerton (Orange
County) will not have reached its ceiling enrollment
before some date beyond 1980. Projections show that
enrollment pressures will surely build up in this area
but not until sometime after this date. Riverside
County expects 8,950 high school graduates by 1980,
more than enough to meet the Master Plan minimum
potential enrollment for a new State College. How-
ever, the opening of San Bernaraino State College in
the fall of 1965 and the proximity of California State
Polytechnic College at Kellogg-Voorhis as well as
California State College at Fullerton suggests that
although it will be necessary to seriously consider the
requirements of this area in 1970, present needs can
be accommodated by existing and planned facilities.
Santa Clara County also shows a growing need for
consideration of a new State College in the not-too-
distant future. San Jose State College will reach its
ceiling enrollment soon after 1980 if year-round use
is instituted as anticipated. The 28,500 high school
graduates expected in 1980 will offer a tremendous
enrollment potential for a possible new campus. The
effect of this college’s reaching its ceiling enrollment
is examined below.

In compliance with the Master Plan provisions, the
five areas listed above have been studied to determine
the actual need for new State Colleges as well as
other areas where the possible need exists. Statistical
material concerning the two major metropolitan areas
in the state—the Los Angeles complex and the San
Francisco Bay area—together with special review of
San Mateo, Contra Costa and Ventura Counties and
the Glendale-Griffith Park Area are included below.
Kern County is separately examined.

The Bay Area Counties

The estimated population for the nine Bay Area
counties as shown in the map following in 1963 was
4,078,800 or about 23.1% of the total population of
California. This proportion is expected to hold firm
in 1975 and 1980 when the population increases to 5.7
million and 6.6 million in those years.

There are 71 institutions of higher learning in the
Bay Area accommodating over 100,000 students.
Table 10 projects the full-time enrollment for these

colleges, by segment, tc 1980.
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TABLE 10

Full-time Enroliment Projections Ixisting Say Area
Colleges and Universities

1963 1970 1975 1980
Junior Colleges._ ____ 28,745 52.075 65,000 88,275
State Colleges...._. 23,610 37,850 44,500 54,075
University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley. . _ 26,832 27,500 27,529 27,500
Private Institutions _ 22,2711 25,100 27,200 29,300
101,258 142,525 164,200 104,150

Although the Bay Area’s population is only 23.1%
of the total state’s population, full-time enrollments
are about 31% of all those in California. In 1980 this
percentage is expected to drop to about 25%.

Table 11 shows the F.T.E. projections of the Bay
Area State Colleges as they were submitted with the
two-year capital outlay budget requests for 1965-66
and 1966-67. If the college-going rate continues as is
predicted in this table, there would be a deficit ca-
pacity for the four colleges of 1,100 F.T.E. students
(710 at San Francisco and 390 at San Jose) by 1975
were it not for the scheduling of year-round opera-
tion.

TABLE 11

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalent Enroliments
8 A.M.-3 P.M. Bay Area State Colleges,
1964-65 to 1980-81 *

Enrollment
1964-65 | 1970-71 | 1975-76 | 1980-81% | Ceiling

Hayward........ 2,210 6,700 9,960 14,806 15,000
San Francisco.. .. 11,140 14,960 15,000 15,000 15,000
1(710)| 1(1,497)

San Jose......... 18,730 | 15750 | 17,000 | 17,000 | 17,000
1(390)| (2,200
Sonoma......... 580 2,180 3,700 6,279 | 12,000

27,660 39,590 46,760 56,782 59,000

¢ Source: Extracted from Table 9.

1 Extrapolated.
1Eliminated with year-round operation.

NOTE : This table assumes a 15,000 ceiling enrollment at San
Francisco State College instead of the 18,000 which 18 the pres-
ent official ﬁ%ure. With a ceiling of 13,000 there would be a
deficit of 3,100 which can be eliminated by instituting year-
round use of facilities at all campuses by 1975. Year-round use
should eliminate the deficit capacity in the Bay Area with either
the 13,000 or the 15,000 ceiling enrollment in San Francisco.

Two factors can reduce this deficit. The first is &
possible increase in capacity at any one of the State
Colleges.2 The second is a reduction of enrollments
in each term due to ail-year use of the physical facili-
ties. A 10% increase in the efficiency of use of all
facilities because of ail-year use ir the Bay Area in

2 A resolution of the Board of Trustees of the California State
Colleges at its meeting of September 3, 1964, approved the plan
to increase the F.T.E. capacity of San Francisco State College
to 15,000 based upon the acquisition of approximately 8 to 10
acres of land located north and adjacent to the campus.
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1975 should allow the colleges to accommodate over
4,000 additional F.T.E. students with the facilities
they are now planning for that year (computed by
taking 10% of the projected enrollments for 1975).

In 1964, F.T.E. enrollments at the four collezes
were 55% of the high school graduates in the nine
county area. In 1975, F.T.E. enrollments are projected
to be 62% of high school graduates (See Figure 1)
and in 1980, 68%. The increase in percentage of high
school graduates accounts for an increase of 5,260
F.T.E. students. This means that (if the projections
were correct) while the proportion of eligible high
school graduates will diminish because of the rising
admission standards, the proportion of eligible stu-
dents expected to attend will increase.? Whiie it is
difficult to accurately foresee what will happen, it is
quite possible that the actual numbers will not exceed
these projections and may even be somewhat less.

Sonoma State College is somewhat isolated from the
more populous areas of the Bay Area, and it is not
expected that students who live in Santa Clara for
example should commute to Sonoma to attend college.
Consequently special consideration should be made to
exclude the effect of that campus on enrollments else-
where.

The three State Colleges at Hayward, San Fran-
cisco and San Jose, taken together, will have grown
on the average of about 1,500 F.T.E. per year from
1965 to 1980. If year-round operation reduces the en-
rollment pressure by 10% in 1980 for these three col-
leges, in 1981 or 1982—1,500 F.T.E. students in the
Bay Area would not enroll in a State College. A re-
duction of 15% would delay this by about a year.
Each campus authorized in 1970 or 1971 at previously
mentioned growth rates would absorb this deficit ca-
pacity by 500 to 800 students, per campus.

Table 12 contains a tabulation of the driving time
and mileage to and from selected points within the
Bay Area. Table 13 is a comparison of population and
numbers of high school graduates 1960-1980 for San
Mateo and Contra Costa counties. Needs of both
counties are considered specifically below.

TABLE 12

Mileage and Driving Time To and From Selected Points in
San Francisco Bay Area

Driving
time | Number
From To (minutes)] miles
San Francisco State........ Walnut Creek.._....._.... 50 33
Walnut Creek. ... ........ Hayward. . oo .. 35 28
Hayward. . oo San Mateo_ _ oo oo.oo.. 25 18
Ban Mateo.. ..o aoooo. San Jose State_-.......__. 45 31
Redwood City. .« ... ... San Jose State_ ... _...... 35 22
Redwood City..coceeooo .- San Francisco State_._..__. 35 31

Noter: These mileages were logged between the hours of 10
a.m. and 2 p.m., Wednesday, September 28, 1964.

3This was also borne out in the 1963 Chancellor's report on
the need for new State Colleges.
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TABLE 13
High School Graduates, Contra Costa and San Mateo

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980

Contra Costa

High School Graduates._..| 4,958 7,475 9,200 | 10,150 { 11,100

Population. ... ____.___.. 432,000 | 510,200 | 617,700 | 736,300 ! 864,800

% High School Graduates._ 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.3
S8an Mateo

High School Graduates.._.| 4,036 6,775 7,850 8,350 9,075

Population_ ... ___.____ 447,100 | 553,600 | 652,200 | 756,500 | 866,800

% High School Graduates. .9 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0

Source: State Department of Finance.

San Mateo County. The County of San Mateo
now has a populetivn of over half a million persons.*
The county is ¢xpected to grow to over 866,000 per-
sons by 198C. The 1962-63 rate of change was 4.1%,
slightly higher than the 3.7% for the state as a whole.
About 454 square miles in area, the population den-
sity of the county is now computed at about 1,000
persons per square mile. Four principal cities, San
Mateo, Daly City, Redwood City and South San Fran-
cisco, include somewhat less than half of the popula-
tion in the county.

With its 291,000 acres, it is the third smallest
county in the state. It is bounded on the west by 55
miles of coastline, on the east by 34 miles of bayshore
line, on the north by San Francisco and on the south
by Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties. The major
topographical feature of the county is the range of
mountains running north and south, densely wooded
with redwood and oaks and averaging 1,600 to 2,000
feet in elevation. About 82% of the land in the county
is privately owned. The major portion of public land
is owned by the City and County of San Francisco
for its water system, airport and golf course.

The assessed valuation of property in the county
totals nearly one billion dollars. Per capita income in
1963 was $3,226 as compared to $2,944 for the state
as a whole.> Manufacturing led all industries in num-
bers of persons employed in 1960. The number of em-
ployed civilian residents in all industries in 1960 was
175,099. This amounted to a percent change of 94.2%
over 1950. The percent change in the state over the
same period was only 47.7%.

The San Mateo County Master Plan, 1962 predicts
that the number of San Mateo County residents who
work outside the county will continue to increase, but
the proportion of the total labor force working outside
of the county will diminish as employment opportuni-
ties in the county increases.® Population migration

¢+ San Mateo County Facts and Figures, a pamphlet prepared
by the San Mateo County Development Assn., Inc., Burlingame,
California, 1963.

§ California Statistical Abstract, 1963,

¢San Mateo County Planning Commission, Master Plan, 1962,
October 9, 1962. In 1962, 33% of the workers were employed in
San Francisco, 8% in Santa Clara County.




will take place primarily into the central and south
coastal region in the future.

There are presently two Junicr Colleges: (1) Col-
lege of San Mateo with a full-time enrollment of 3,664
(total enrollment was 11,747) in the fall of 1963, and
(2) Menlo College, a private college in Menlo Park
with a full-time enrollment of 483 students. Money is
available for two additional campuses of the College
of San Mateo. Two private four-year institutions are
in the county, College of Notre Dame in Belmont with
354 full-time students and St. Patrick’s College in
Menlo Park with 251 students.

The number of high school graduates in the spring
of 1964 was 6,500. It is expected that by 1980 there
will be 9,075. The college-going rate, computed by
comparing the number of first-time freshmen from
San Mateo attending all institutions in the state with
the number of high school graduates for that same
year, is 629 per 1,000 high school graduates as com-
pared with the state rate of 559.7 San Mateo sent 344
students to the varicus campuses of the University of
California in the %M of 1963 as first-time freshmen.
Of this number, 136 went to the Berkeley campus, 54
to the Davis campns, 14 to UCLA, 6 to Riverside and
84 to the Santa Barhara campus.

San Francisco State College sccommodated 207
first-time freshmen from San Mateo’s high schools in
the fall of 1963 while San Jose State received 243.
Two oiher State Colleges enrolled more than 10 first-
time freshmen from San Mateo County that year,
California State Polytechnic College at San Luis
Obispo with 41 and Chico State College with 24. A
total of 262 first-time freshmen in the county attended
some private college or university cumpus during the
fall of 1963. Of these 44 attended Stanford Univer-
sity.

Table 12, preceding, shows the travel time from
various points in the Bay Region to the State Colleges
in the area. The San Mateo County Development
Association lists three important factors which will
change the transportation picture in the county and
will probably accelerate the growth of the area. These
are: (1) the completion of the East-West Highway
186, San Bruno to Pacifica, will provide easier cross
county travel, and the final planning for the extension
of 19th Avenue Freeway to the coast will open the
entire South Coast area for development; (2) a co-
ordinated city/county road system will have been
established by 1980, and (3) full planning and adop-
tion of a mass transportation system will link the
county to both the San Franecisco metropolitan area
and also to Santa Clara County-San Jose area.®

7 For a further aralysis of the college going rates in all coun-
ties see Table VIII in Appendix B. ]

8 Henry Bostwick, Jr., San Mateo County Deveicpment Asso-
ciation, Inc. a letter to the Council staff, October 1, 1964.

Contra Costa County. Conira Costa had an esti-
mated population of 468,200 persons in 1963.> The
county is expected to inerease to 864,800 by 1980.
The rate of change from 1962 to 1963 was 4.6%, al-
most one percentage point above the state rate of
change for the same period. The county has 734 square
miles of area with a density of population of over
55( persons per square mile. Three cities lying along
.. San Francisco and San Pablo Bay—Richmond,
El Cerrito and San Pablo—have a combined popula-
tion of over 120,000 people. The larger cities east of
the hills, which divide the county, include Concord
(population 52,500), Antioch (population 19,800),
Walnut Creek (population 13,700), and Martinez,
(population 11,6090).

The following excerpt from the California State
Development Plan Program !¢ summarizes some of the
economic changes over recent years-

Heavy industrial expausion along the north
shore of Contra Costa County ocecurred in the early
1950’s or before, and employment has been stable
during the past five years. Those employing over
1,000 are California and Hawaiian Sugar, Crock-
ett; U.S. Steel, Pittsburg; Shell Oil, Martinez;
and Tidewater Oil, Avon. (U.S. Steel, which
now employs 3,200-3,700, recently acquired land
for expansion to 11,000~14,000 jobs.) Northern
and central Contra Costa County industries in
the 500~1,000 employee bracket are Aerojet-Gen-
eral Nucleonics, San Ramon; Crown Zelierbach,
Antioch; Dow Chemical, Pittsburg; Fibreboard
Paper Products, Antioch; and Union Oil, Rodeo.
Those employing 250-500 persons are Ameri-
can Smelting and Refining, Selby; Johns-Man-
ville, Pittsburg; Shell Chemical, Pittsburg; and
Systron-Donner, Concord. Aerojet and Systron-
Donner are the largest employers ameng several
firms that presage the beginning of a space age
industrial complex in the Concord-Walnut Creek-
San Ramon area, which is readily accessible both
to the University ~t Berkeley and the AEC instal-
lation at Livermore. Beiuiehem Steel Company
recently- bought an 1,800 acre site at Pinole Point
north of Richmond and is expected to build a
steel plant that vrill ereate 4,000 jobs.

The number of employed civilian residents in all
industries in 1960 was 142,569. This amounted to 2
percent change of 46.1% over 1950. Per capita income
for 1963 was $2,245 and the assessed valuation ex-

ceeded $1 billion.
In a letter to the Council staff, the Contra Costa

County Director of Planning stated the following with
respect to future transportation problems and solu-

tions:

% Department of Finance, 0p. cit.

10 Livingston and Blayney, Californic State Department Plan
Pr%gram, Report to the State Office of Planning, November 1963,
p. 8.
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We anticipate that the advent of rapid transit
service to Contra Costa County will intensify
and expand residential and commercial develop-
ment in central Centra Costa. Commute time to
and from major employment areas in the East
Bay and San Francisco is expected to be substan-
tially reduced, thereby enhancing the accessibil-
ity and desirability of residential areas in the
central county.

Completion of the freeway route connecting
Interstote 80 at Cordelia with San Jose and
the South Bay via the Martinez-Benicia Bridge
and central Contra Costa County will enable sub-
stantial volumes of truck and automobile traffic
to bypass the congested East Bay, enroute to Sac-
ramento and poii..s east. This new flow of traffic
is likely to stimulate highway oriented commer-
cial development in the central county. !

Two Junior Colleges—Contra Costa College in San
Pablo and Diablo Valley College in Concord—en-
rolied a total of 4,466 full-time students in 1963. Total
enrollment exceeded 11.000 that year. Two private
institutions of higher education in the county are St.
Mary’s Ccllege in Moraga Valley enrolling 862 full-
time students and Western Baptist College (a Bible
College) in El Cerrito with 155 students. Other Junior
Colleges are being contemplated in the vicinities of
Danville, El Cerrito, Richmond and Antioch.

The number of high school graduates in the spring
of 1964 was 7,300. It is expected that by 1980 there
will be 11,000. The college-going rate, computed in
the same manner as was done for San Mateo County
by comparing the number of first-time freshmen
from Contra Costa attending all institutions in the
state with the number of high school graduates for
that same year, is 580 per 1,000 high school graduates.
(Again, the state rate for 1963 was 559.)

Contra Costa sent 404 students to the various cam-
puses of the University of California in the fall of
1963 as first-time freshmen. Of this number, 222
went to the Berkeley campus, 109 to the Davis
campus, 12 to UCLA, 5 to Riverside and 56 to Santa
Barbara.

The distribution of high school graduates in 1963
to the various State Colleges in the state as first-time
freshmen was as fojlows:

Hayward _______.____ 13 San Diego __ _________ 5
Cal. Poly, K.V. ______ 3 Sonoma — . ___.____ 1
Chico __ ... 67 Cal. Poly., S.LO. _____ 53
Fresno — 36 San Fernando ________ 2
Humboldt ____________ 14 San Fraucisco . _____ 116
Long Beach ——_.._____ 1 San Jose _.______.____ 01
Sacramento _______.__ 22

There were 184 first-time freshmen from Contra Costa
attending private colleges in the state in the fall of
1963.

1 Thomas G. Heaton, Director of Planning, Contra Costa
County, a letter to the Council staff dated October 5, 1964.
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The Los Angeles Area Complex

The Los Angeles Area complex as defined for this
study consists of the counties of Los Angeles, Ven-
tura, San Bernardino, Riverside and Orange. The map
following shows the location of each of the existing
State Colleges with the area ercompassed by a radius
of twenty miles from each campas center. The esti-
mated population for these counties in 1963 was
8,773,900 or about 49.6% of the total population in
California. 2 This proportion is expected to be about
the same in 1980.

Seventy institutions of higher education accommo-
dated 149,936 full-time students during the fall of
1963 within this complex. Table 14 projects the full-
time enrollments of the existing institutions in the
area by segment to the year 1980. The full-time higher
education enrollments in the Los Angeles complex
were 45.6% of the total enrollments of the state, in-
dicating perhaps that the opportunity for higher edu-
cation is greater in the Bay Area than in Los Angeles
or perhaps that the college-going rate among high
school graduates is higher in the former, or that both
factors are operative.

TABLE 14

Full-time Enroliment Projections, Existing Los Angeles Ar~a
Colleges and Universities

1963 1965 1970 1976 1980

Junior Colleges... .. ...... 65,530 | 86,875 | 108,725 | 136,175 | 154,400
State Colleges..._....._._. 25475 | 32,175 | 51,725 | 68,100 | 87,050

University of California
Campuses. ... _..... 24,321 | 31,300 | 40,975 | 47,950 | 58,925

Private institutions____..._. 84,610 | 36,475 { 42,875 | 48,000 { 52,400
140,936 | 186,825 | 244,300 | 300,225 | 852,775

Table 15 shows the projected annual F.T.E. en-
rollments (8 am.—5 p.m.) in the State Colleges of
Los Angeles Area complex to 1980. By that year,
without considering the effect of year-round use of
facilities, Long Beach State College will have just
reached its ceiling enrollment capacity and Los An-
geles State College will have exceeded its ultimate
capacity (16,800 F.T.E.) by about 2,000 F.T.E. Year-
round use of facilities will delay the time when these
two institutions wili reach their maximum enroll-
ments to a date beyoad 1980.

In 1964, F.T.E. enrollments in the State Colleges in
the Los Angeles Area were 27.5% of the high school
graduates in contrast with 55% in the Bay Area.
Projected enrollments anticipate that the percent will
rise to 51% in 1980.

Enrollments in the seven State Colleges of the five-
county Los Angeles Area Complex are expected to

lsle’sBased on & total population computed at 17,675,000 in July
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grow at the rate of somewhat less than 5,000 F.T.E.
per year to 1980. (See Table 15.) Should this rate
continue, deficit capacity will not begin to occur until
approximately 1987.

TABLE 15

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalents, 8 A.M.—-5 P.M., State
Colleges in Los Angeles Area Complex, 196566 to 1980-81

Enroll-
ment
196465 | 1970-71 | 1975-76 | 1980-81%*| Ceiling

Fullerton. - . cvccmccaaaa oo 2,210 6,200 9,570 | 14,772 | 20,000

Kellogg-Voorhis_ ..o ... 4,100 6,310 8,210 | 10,682 | 20,000

Long Beach_oeocncoanaa. . 9,100 | 13,620 | 16,580 { 20,183 | 20,000
+(183)

Los Angeles_____._ .. ___._.. 8,500 | 12,860 | 15,600 | 16,800 | 16,800
1(2,124)

Palos Verdes. . .o oooeaoaceooomenaas 3,600 | 6,530 | 11,845 | 20,000

San Bernardino_ .- - _.____|..__.___ 2,990 5,040 8,406 | 20,000

San Fernando Valley._..__._ 6,390 9,610 | 11,700 | 14,244 | 20,000

30,210 | 55,190 | 73,230 | 99,146 | 136,800

* Extrapolated.
t Eliminated with year-round use.

Table 16 contains a tabulation of the driving time
and mileage to and from selected points within the
Los Angeles complex.

TABLE 16

Mileage and Priving Time To and From Selected Points in
Five County Los Angeles Complex

Glendale-Grifith Park Area. In listing the five
areas which the Master Plan required be studied by
the co-ordinating agency ‘‘before considering the
need for new state colleges in any other areas of the
state . . . ,”” one such area was described as the ‘‘Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area, Griffith Park-
Glendale vicinity.”” Tkat area appears as Area I1II
on the map of Los Angeles County High School Dis-
triets shown following.

In his testimony on September 15, 1964, before the
Counc Vs Committee on Physical Facilities, Louis R.
Nowell, Councilman from the First District, City of
Los Angeles, presented the following growth expecta-
tions for the area:

The present population of this East Valley Study
Area is estimated to be 524,811 witk a projecteG popu-
lation of 595,000 in 1970 and 7G3,000 in 1980.

The population table shown at the bottom of this
page indicates past growth and probable future
growth in the East Valley Area.

Since this area is only a portion of the entire
county of Los Angeles it is difficult to obtain certain
economic data on a comparable basis with other coun-
ties in the state. However, the following appears per-
tinent:

The Monthly Sunsmary of Business Conditions in
Southern Caltfornia stated in its September 1964 pub-
lication that:!3

Los Angeles County, gaining almost 150,000 new
residents, has accounted for nearly 40 percent of
the 14-county area growth in the past year. It is the
focal point of Southern California, and has been

Driving | Number gaining in population through natural increase and
o T ( time of in-migration almost equally. Much of the county’s
m ° minutes)  miles growth is taking place in the outlying areas. At the
Ventura San Fetaando Valley State same time, its high degree of urbanization, and the
------------------ Omaando Valley State | 0 | 5.0 declining availability of land for residential and in-
B o Vel Btate | Gk sy | 20 | 23.0 dustrial purposes, has sparked the population
Glendale-Burbank Ares Los Angeles State College...| 17 | 13.2 growth and economic expansion of adjacent coun-
(Alameda St. and Hwy. ties
99) .
1~s Angeles State College... Cg.l. P9ly st KV ... 22 20.9
Cal Poly at K.V...-......... Rifomside (Main at Hwv- | o1 | 2806 An indication as to where a large part of the growth
Riverside (Main 8t. ct Hwy. | S8an Bernardino State Col- has recently taken place in Los Angeles County is
395) lege (new aite Kendall . . % rt: 14
and Morgan)_____.._.__ 21 16.3 given 1n a recent report:

- 13 Security First Nations' Bank, Research Department, Sep-

NOTE: These mileages were logged between the hours of 10 tember 1, 1964,
am. and 7 p.m. on Monday, October 19, 1964. 14 Pogulation Estimate by Statistical Areas, City of Los An-

geles, Bulletin 1961-3, July 1, 1961,
¥
1950 1960 1964 1970 1980
Los Angeles City (Portion) - o . cien e cceecccccccraceac e cenmeaeen 159,435 262,260 288,600 838,000 424,000
Los Angeles County (Dortion). .. .ot cvene———ae 5,000 8,500 10,100 11,000 12,000
Burbank . e cececamecvereaeat e cmacea———— - 78,577 90,155 95,000 102,000 107,000
Glendale (DOTYON) . . oo oot cceeccccacccaccccencecnae 95,702 119,442 130,511 144,000 165,000
Ol e e e e cmecececcecemcccecccmsecascneccecaeesn 338,714 480,357 524,811 595,000 708,000
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7. Bonita Unified 22. Glendora Unified 37. South Pasadena Unified
8. Burbank Unified 23. Inglewood Unified 38. Temple City Unified
9. Centinela Valley Union 24. La Canada Unified 39. Torrance Unified
10. Charter Oak Unified 25. La Puente Union 40. West Covina Unified
11. Citrus Union 26. Long Beach Unified 41, Whittier Union
12. Cloremont Unified 27. Los Angeles City High 42. Wm. S. Hart Union
13. Compton Union 28. Lynwood Unified 43. Ranchito Unified
14. Covina-Valley Unified 29. Monrovia Unified
15. Culver City Unified 30. Montebello Unified

Prepared by the Office of Institutional Research, Chancellor's Office, California State Colleges Board of Trustees, Inglewood, California, 1963.
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In conformance with the established trend, the
San Fernando Valley accounted for the major por-
tion of the City’s population growth. An estimated
7.000 new residents during the second quarter of
th2 year swelled the Valley population total to 778,-
000 persons.

Higher education opportunities for the Glendale-
Griffith P-rk area are substantially those outlined
previously for the Los Angeles Area complex—71 of
the 97 institutions in the five ecounty Los Angeles
complex are within Los Angeles County alone; of
these several are adjacent or within the San Fernando
Valley area.

Ventura County. The county of Ventura had a
population of 252,600 persons in 1963, with 738,000
expected by 1980. The 1962-63 rate of change was
7.6%, considerably higher than the state average in-
crease of 3.7%. The county encompasses 1851 square
miles and the density of population was 136.5 persons
per square miles in 1963. The cities of Fillmore, Ojai,
Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura and Santa Paula
contribute about half of the population of the county
within their ecity limits. The population is distributed
as follows by planning areas: 18

f————

Population Population Increase

Planning Area April 1060 | April 1964| Number | Percent
Camarillo. oo vammeaano.o 17,270 22,579 5,309 80.7
Conejo-Coastal .. __.__.... 9,041 27,001 17,060 | 171.6
Fillmore-Piru..coceeocoono-o 8,755 9,310 885 6.3
Los Padres. ... .. _..__ 309 324 15 4.9
Moorpark._.. ..o ... 4013 4,805 882 22.0
Ojai. .o 15,288 18,769 3,481 22.8
Oxnard. oo eas 72,277 97,885 25,608 85.4
Santa Pavla. oo 16,905 18,780 1,875 11.1
Biml e 8,110 32,491 24,381 300.6
Venturs. .o 46,270 56,241 9,971 2.8
Total®se e e 199,138 | 288,275 89,137 44.8

(Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 1960 and Ventura County
Planning Department.)

In describing the geographical make up of the
county the study reported the following:

Ventura County involves two roughly equal sec-
tions—a northern area consists of rugged, and in
many parts inaccessible mountain country; and a
southern area of fertile valleys and low plains. The
southern area represents the urban center of the
County. The population of the northern area, be-
cause of the rugged mountain terrain, is limited ; in
the southern section, however, the topography of
the land lends itself to enormous utilization as a
major population center.

¥ Ventura County State College Committee, A Ventura County
State College Operational in 1970, a report submitted to the
Physical Facllities Committee of the Coordinating Council, Sep-

tember 15, 1964.
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One added factor may be of interest. If we draw
a line bisecting the County from east to Santa
Paula to east ¢f Camarillo we now find that ap-
proximately 75% of our pcpulation live west of this
line and more than 40Q miles from the present Sar
Fernardo Valley State College. In 1985, the Ven-
tura County Planning Department estimates that
62% of the population will still live west of this
line.!8

" The assessed valuation for the ~ntire county for the
year 1963-64 was nearly $600,000,000. Per capita in-
come for 1963 was $2,225, somewhat lower than the
average for the state. Over 68,200 persons were em-
ployed in the county in all industries in 1960 with
the greatest numbers in agriculture, trade and gov-
ernment.1?

The one Junior College in the county is Ventura
College with a full-time enrollment of 1,921 students
and a total enrollment of 5,156 and located in the city
of Ventura. Two private four-year institutions in the
county are California Lutheran College in Thousand
Oaks with an enrollment of 537 full-time students,
and St. John's College in Camarillo with a full-time
enrollment in 1963 of 358.

The number of high sehool graduates in the spring
of 1964 was 3,200 and it is expected that by 1980 there
will be 12,750. The college-going rate, computed by
comparing the number of first-time freshmen from
Ventura County attending all institutions in the state
with the number of high school graduates for the same
year is 547 per 1,000 high school graduates, slightly
lower than the State average of 559.

Ventura sent 105 students to the various campuses
of the University of California in the fall of 1963 as
first-time freshmen. Of this number, 21 attended the
Berkeley campus, 6 went to Davis, 26 to UCLA, 2
went to Riverside and 50 attended Santa Barbara.
The distribution of first-time freshmen from Ventura
to the State Colleges is as follows:

Cal. Poly K.V, . ___.__ 6 San Diego ... o _._ 8
Chico — - 4 Sonoma — oo 1
Fresno ————_________ ] Cal. Poly., S LO. ______ 28
Humboldt e 2 San Fernando —woo——._ 10
Long Beach____________ 5 San Franecisco __.______ 2
Los Angeles _____.______ 1 San Jose o ______ 16
Sacrament0 ———————___ 1

Kern County. Kern County had a population of
312,900 persons as of July 1963. The county is ex-
pected to grow to nearly 457,000 by 1980. The 1962-63
rate of change was 2.9% as compared to the state rate
of 3.7%. The area of Kern is 8,152 square miles, the
density of population 38.4 persons per square mile.
The county is the third largest in the state and lies at
the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley, the
Techachapis making up the southern boundary of the

8 Ibid.
17 Ventura County Economic Development Association, Ven-
tura County, California 1964 Factual Analysis, Ventura, 1964,



county. The two largest cities are Bakersfield with
more than 160,000 people and Delanc with a popula-
tion somewhat larger than 11,000.

Four transcontinental highways cross Kern County,
U.S. 99 running north and south through Bakersfield,
U.S. 466 Barstow w-stward to Paso Robles, via Mo-
jave and Bakersfield, U.S. 6 from Lrs At geles through
Rosamond and Mojave to points L .th in the Sierra
Moun:ains, and U.S. 399 from Venvura on the Pacific
Coast through Maricopa and Taft to Greenfield which
lies seven miles south of Bakersfield.

The assessed valuation of the county in 1963-64 was
nearly $800,000,000 and the per capita income, $2,333
which may be compared to $2,944 in the state. Em-
ployment in the county for various categories of in-
dustry in 1961 was: mining, 6,921 persons employed ;
manufacturing, 6.281; construction, 4,338; utilities,
4,061; trade, 16,516; finance, 2,332; service, 2021;
other, 1,940.18

There are no four-year institutions of higher educa-
tion in Kern County. There are two Junior Colleges,
Bakersfield College with a 1963 full-time enrollment
of 2.667 and a total enrollment of 5,631 and Taft Col-
lege in Taft with a 1963 full-time enrollment of 343
and a total enrollment of 567. ''he Off-Campus Center
of Fresno State College located in Bakersfield enrolled
_ 146 full-time students in programs in teacher educa-
tion (total enrollment was 500) in the fall of 1963.

The college-going rate, computed by comparing the
number of first-time freshmen from Kern County
attending all institutions in the state with the number
of high school graduates for that same year, is 535 per
1,000 high school graduates as compared with the state
rate of 559 per 1,000 for 1963.

Kern County sent 73 students as first-time fresh-
men to the various campuses of the University of
California in the fall of 1963. Of these, 24 went to
Berkeley, 8 attended Davis, 9 enrolled at UCLA, 7 at
Riverside and 25 at Santa Barbara.

Distribution of first-time freshmen from Kern
County to the State Colleges during the fall of 1963
was as follows:

Hayward .  ________ 1 Sacramento ___________ 4
Cal. Poly.,, KV.________ 3 San Diege .. . ._____ 8
Chico ____ __ 3 Cal. Poly, S.L.O.._____. 42
Fresmo ... . ________ 12 San Fernando - _ .. ____ 2
Long Beach ___________ 6 San Francisco - _._____ 4
Tos Angeles _ .. __.____ 1 San Jose __ ... ___.___ 14

The preceding sections have reviewed the situation
by selected geographic areas. In canvassing the entire
state, county by county, the only counties with popu-
lous areas lying outside the 20 mile radii of the State
Colleges are Santa Barbara and Monterey Counties.
The projected number of high schecol graduates in
these counties plus the proximity of a University

18 Kern County Board of Trade, An Economic Survey, & report
compiled by the Economic Deveio ment and Research Depart-
ment of the California State Cham
California, 1861. ' )

of Commerce, B».keg'sﬁa.ld,r

campus indicate that neither presently has as pressing
needs for additional State Colleges as have the five
sbove mentioned areas.

Student Mobility

The term ‘‘student mobility’’ as used in the context
of this report is meant to connote the degree to which
students attend colleges outside of the area in which
they normally make their residerce. A difficulty in
measuring student mobili'y lies in the practice of
many students (especially graduate students and
often transfer students) of establishing residence near
the location of the campus they are attending. (Tables
have been prepared to show the distribution of first-
time freshmen from high schools in each county in the
state to the State Colleges and the can puses of the
University for the fall of 1963, see Tables VI and VII
in Appendix B.)

Student mobility is a function of several hard-to-
measure variables. Three prominent ones are: (1) stu-
dents often want to attend a college campus away
from parental and home-town environment; (2) some
colleges have specialized programs which attract stu-
dents on a statewide basis, and (3) the older State
College and University campuses sometimes are Seen
as offering mcre prestige than newer ones.

An examination of the permanent residences of
first-time freshmen shows that the county in which
the college is located contributes the greatest number
of students, as is to be expected. The colleges which
draw the largest proportion of their first-timie fresh-
men from counties other than the county where they
are located are: (1) California Polytechnic College
at San Luis Obispo—about 90% from other counties;
(2) San Francisco—over 70% from other counties,
most of them being from Contra Costa, Alameda and
San Mateo counties, and (3) Chico with over 70%
from other counties. Los Angeles continues to send
many first-time freshmen to nearly all State College
campuses. It is interesting to note, however, that the
four State Colleges within the county of Los Angeles
draw only about 14% of their first-time freshmen
from other counties. (See Table VI, Appendix B)

In the fall of 1963 there were 638 undergraduate
students from the various campuses of the University
of California who transferred to one of the State Col-
leges. In addition to these students, 10,796 students
transferred from the Junior Colleges in the state and
794 from the private colleges in the state. OQut-of-
state transfers totaled 2,174 and transfers within the
segment itself totaled 1,30.1°

Student mobility does not appear to be a function
of unique programs, though a comprehensive study
or the subject has yet to be made. A preliminary
study of the matter was recently made by Robert

19 Department of Finance, Sources of Transfer Undergraduate
Students, Regular and Full-Time, Fall 1963, an unpublished re-
port dated June 9, 1964. L e




Berdabl for the Council. In his report, Dr. Berdahl
stated :

. . . When it comes time to redirect students
to other campuses within the segments, neither
the University at Berkeley nor the State Colleges
at San Francisco or San Jose will experience
major difficulty in marshalling the requisite num-
bers of students from among those unbound by
considerations of specialized curriculums. Prz-
sumably this will later hold true for other cam-
puses when they are faced with overcrowding

problems.2®

If studerts were completely mobile, unused capac-
ity at any State College would be available to any
eligible student in the state. However, every State
College but one draws more first-time freshmen from
the county of its location than from any other county.
Ten out of fifteen State Colleges attract a majority
of their first-time freshmen from the counties where
they are located. Thus, when a State College is close
at hand, most students tend to enroll in it rather
than to attend elsewhere. In this report, students are
considered to be mobile when distances and travel
times to a college are not excessive.

Potential Fall Term Enroliments in Possible
New Locations

Potential fall term enrollments for possible new
State Colleges if located in the areas discussed above
may be estimated. Table 17 shows the potential en-
rollment in 1980 in colleges that might be established
in the five areas, Contra Costa, San Mateo, Ventura,
Kern and Los Angeles in the vicinity of Glendale-
Burbank if opened in 1970. (These potential enroll-
ments were developed by up-dating the California
State Colleges’ Study on Need for Additional State
Colleges data and using the college-going rates and
enrollment drawing areas as defined in that study.?!)

TABLE 17

Fall Term Envoliment Projections for Possible New State
Colleges After an Initial Tan-year Period of Development,

1980-81 *
Full-time fall
term enrallments

College location 1980

tre Copta. v e ceecmcmacremaccmcscmmacccaan 7,700
o oI 3520
Los Angeles (Glendalo-Griffith Park area)......_..... 8,300
San Mateo - oo coeicaomaa o 7,860
Venturd. . ccacecmoemcmcccmmmmemac e e m e 6,910

* This table does not indicate priority of need, nor does it
include the effect of possible new instructions on existing ones.

» Specialized Curriculums and the Diversion and Redirection
of s?%enta, a report prepared for the Council, No. 1010, June

mg%lay 1, 1963. The high school graduates and the college-
oing rates used to compute the potential enrollment can be
'ound in Table III, Appen C and Table VIII, Appendix B.
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Essentially the method used designates the county
where the possible new campus is to be located as the
primary enrollment zone with the college-going rate
derived from the experience at other colleges in the
system. Secondary enrollment zones consist of those
counties contiguous with the primary zone and which
can be expected to contribute students to the new
campus but in much lesser proportion. The state as
a whole is considered a tertiary zone with a still
smaller rate applied.>*

Auny one of the five areas, according to these pro-
jections, could support a new State College meeting
minimum earollments in Table 1. These campuses
could be expected to grow -vith comparatively equal
rapidity with the exception of Kern County, where
there is considerably more isolation as well as fewer
potential enrollments. However, it should be noted
that while today San Mateo County has somewhat
more than 40,000 persons than does Contra Costa
County this lead is expected to drop to 2,000 in 1980
and according to a recent U.S. Department of Com-
merce Study, Contra Costa, in the year 2020 with a
population of 2,120,000 will exceed that of San Mateo
(with an expected population then of 1,750,000) by
370,000 people.?®> The number of high school gradu-
ates in 1980 will be about 2,000 greater in Contra
Costa County than in San Mateo. (See Table 13).

The Effect of New State Colieges on Existing En-
rollments. A new State College in any one of the
five areas studied in this report would reduce the en-
rollments in other institutions, especially those in the
neighboring areas. Using the college-going rates em-
ployed by the Office of the Chancellor of the State
College Board of Trustees and up-dating the basic
data, estimates were made as to the numbers of stu-
dents who would be diverted away from certain of
the existing State Colleges if new campuses were
placed in three metropolitan areas, Contra Costa, San
Mateo and the Glendale-Burbank area. The method
used in determining these estimates can be found by
examining Tables X1, XII, and XIII in Appendix B.

A new State College campus in Contra Costa open-
ing in 1970 could reduce enrollments in 1980 in Hay-
ward by 1,277 students, in San Franecisco by 1,277
students, in San Jose by 599 students and all other
State Colleges by 1,232 students. A new State College
in the Glendale-Burbank area opening in 1970 could
by 1980 reduce the enrollments in the following col-

2 Exceptions to these definitions of primary and secondary
zones had to be made for Ventura and Los Angeles counties,
The listings of counties making up the various zones along with
the expected high school graduates in the zones can be found in
Table IX of Appendix B. The method used in computing the

tential enrollments for possible new campuses presents itself
ﬁ? Table X of the ApPend x B. It should be noted that any new
campus would natura Il)"n tend to reduce enrollments at neighbor-
ing institutions and that this method of computing potential
enrollment does not take into consideration the presence or lack
of other colleges in the area.

8 J.8. Department of Commerce, Future Development of the
San Francisco Bay Area 1960—20%0, a report prepared for the

8. Army Engineer District, San Francisco, December 1959.



leges by the various amounts as stated: California
Polytechnic College (K.V.) 449, Long BReach 449, Los
Angeles 3,143, San Fernando Valley 1,347, Palos
Verdes 898, and all other State Colleges 449.

By projectirg Ventura’s students attending San
Fernando Valley State College to 1980 at the same

A AT W I R Ee I ettt P

rate that the high school graduates are increasing,
about 1,600 students could be expected to be diverted
from that campus by 1980 if a new one were to open
in Ventura in 1970. No estimates were made relative
to the effect a new campus in Kern County would
have on other areas due to its isolation.
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CHAPTER Vil

THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES

The nine ecampnses of the University of California
including the San Francisco Medical Center are
shown in Table 18. Other University facilities include
Hastings College of Law, the Lawrence Radiation
Laboratories at Berkeley and Livermore, the astron-
omy laboratories at Mt. Hamilton and Hat Creek, the
ships and ship-operating base facilities at Point Loma
near San Diego, off-campus University Extension
facilities in San Francisco and Los Angeles, agricul-
tural field stations in 15 different counties plus other
field stations throughout the State.

University Enrollment Patterns

The University 2nrolled 37,717 full-time students
in 1955 and by 1963 steady growth resulted in enroll-
ments exceeding 61,000. Projections to 1980 show that
systemwide there should be over 151,000 full-time stu-
dents taking 12 or more units. A coimnparison of full-
time enroilments in 1955 with the number cf high
school graduates for that year shows that enrollments
were about 41% of high school graduates. The pro-
jections for 1980 show a similar proportion.

A comparison of the University’s share of the total
full-time enrollments in all four segments in the state
shows that about 21% of the students attended the
University in 1955, 18.6% in 1963 and 20% is ex-
pected in 1980. Thus it can be seen that there is a
relative congistency in the relationship between the

state’s total pool of potential students and the num-
bers expected at the University in the coming years.

Table 18 shows the projections of lull-time students
(on a two semester basis) at the nine University
campuses to 1980. 1f the ratio of University students
to all of California’s students holds firm, as is ex-
pocted in these projections, so that no more than the
151,800 full-time students will be attending the Uni-
versity, the distribution of these students in 1980
among the campuses of the University will be as indi-
cated in Table 18.! Both the campuses at Irvine and
at San Diego, according to the projections, will be
approaching their maximum enrollment capacities by
1980.

The Effect of Year-round Operation. University
of California officials developed a tentative projection
of students to 1975-76 on June 10, 1964, based on
four term enrollments rather than the traditional two
terms. Table XIV, Appendix B, includes a summary
of these projections. The assumptions underlying
these estimates contained in the June 10, 1964, mem-
orandum from the President’s office to the chief cam-
pus officers are as follows:

These estimates are based on the same ‘‘status
quo’’ enrollment estimates which underlie the ‘‘Es-

11t should also be noted that the projections in Table 18 are
for two-term years, not for the anticipated four-quarter, year-
round calendar. 7The statistics are presented in this manner first
so that comparisong with previous trends can be made.

TABLE 18

Actval and Projected Full-time Student Fall Yerm Enroliments
University of California, per Year, 1961-1980

(Based on a Two-term Calendar)

8. F. Sants

Year Total Berkeley Davis Loe Angeles | Riversii . Medical Barbara Irvine 8an Diego | Santa Crus
1 123 53,761 23,605 3,441 18,676 1,863 1,885 4041 | .. ___.._. 150
1982 oo 58,005 24,968 4,041 19,087 2,158 1,045 4708 Joereeenen. 200
1983 _ o 64,001 26,632 4,905 21,696 2,625 2,002 5858 o eeceane 283
1064 . e 71,222 27,421 6,444 23,690 3,109 2,120 7879 }_ oo 559
1965. - e 78,025 27,500 7,100 26,250 4,225 2,100 8,650 825 1,125 250
19668, « v ccecraeae 85,825 27,500 8,300 27,500 5,425 2,200 9,875 1,875 2,025 1,126
1967 . o oeeeeeeaee 91,550 27,500 9,275 27,500 6,600 2,275 11,200 2,525 2,775 1,800
1968 e 96,350 27,600 9.850 27,500 7,500 2,350 12,400 3,326 3,300 2,625
1969 .. 100,825 27,500 10,800 27,500 8,100 2,475 12,850 4,175 4,175 3,450
1070. v e eeeaeae 105,150 27,500 11,800 27,500 8,525 2,525 12.950 4,950 5,350 4,050
1971 e e 108.700 27,500 12,400 27.500 9,025 2,550 13,475 5,675 6,100 4,476
1972 e eeeeee 112,675 27,500 13,050 27,500 9,800 2,650 14,125 8,625 6,950 4976
) {7 &: J 116,775 27,500 13,675 27,500 10,000 2,575 14,800 7,525 7,750 5,450
1974. . o oeeeeaae 121,200 27,500 14,478 27,500 10,000 2.675 15,000 8,925 8,070 8,325
) 174 125,300 27,500 15,000 27,500 10,000 2,600 15,000 10,450 10,050 7,200
1980. .o 151,800 27,500 15,000 27,500 10,000 2,650 15,000 21,438 19,178 13,550

NOTE: 1. Source: California State Department of Finance.

2. Bold figures are those just preceding the ceiling enrollments for the institution.
3. Projections assume diversion of lower division students to junior colieges as provided in the Master Plan.
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timates of Two Term Enrollments, April 1964.”’
These Four Term estimates also reflect:

(1) Limitation of total lower division enrollment
on all campuses combined, so that the same
number of students is redirected outside the
System as would have been so redirected under
Two Term Operation in order to achieve a
ratio of lower division to upper division stu-
dents of 46 :54 in 1969 and 40:60 in 1975. (The
April 1964 two term estimates did not achieve
46:54 until 1970.)

(2) Implementation of year-round operation in ac-
cordance with the plan outlined in the Univer-
sity Bulletin in July 1, 1963. In the absence of
definite assurances of sufficient air conditioning
at Davis or Riverside, estimates for these cam-
puses show no summer term enrollments.

(3) A somewhat arbitrary set of assumptions with
respect to the pattern of attendance; these
assumptions were necessary in order to develop
term by term projections under year-round
operation. They may need to be modified as
additional information becomes available.

Projections based on four terms: show that the fall
1975 enrollment for the system is 116,150 instead of
the 125,300 projected for the two terms. In view of
this, Santa Barbara should be delayed in reaching its
ceiling fall term enrollments to 1976, rather than
1973. Similar delays appear likely to occur at the
Irvine and San Diego campuses.

Identifying Area Needs for University Campuses

Taking into account weli defined policies of redi-
rection of students within the University system and
conscientious implementation of such policies, it seems
most reasonable to relate the projected needs for
University services and facilities to the overall Uni-
versity system on a statewide basis.

However, in terms of viewing areas of the state to
estimate potentials for future campuses when such
are needed, it is also desirable to examine these poten-
tials in terms of broad general areas. As indicated
earlier, the Master Plan specified that, in 1965 and
again where applicable in 1970, careful studies be
made by the coordinating agency of the need for nd-
ditional university facilities in the San Joaquin Valley
and the Los Angeles area. Furthermore in a letter of
February 6, 1964, the President of the University has
asked that the San Gabriel-Puente Hills area be ex-
amined and studies also be made of the upper Sacra-
mento Valley area and the north San Francisco Bay
Area in the vicinity of Marin and Sonoma counties.

At its November 10, 1964, meeting, the Coordinat-
ing Council instructed its staff ‘‘to include considera-
tion of an institution in the San Joaquin Valley
offering agricultural extension services and graduate

R L i

work in the health professions and in agriculture and
only offerings related thereto, with the understanding
that the staff also consider related offerings in nearby
institutions.’’ 2

‘While at the present time the University serves the
state as a whole, University campuses enroll first-time
entering freshmen at rates that decline in relation to
geographic remoteness. Accordingly, the state, for
purposes of this study, has been divided into five
broad areas as illustrated in the following map.

Analysis of zonal rates for total areas in terms of
the 1961-63 experience of the campuses at Davis,
Santa Barbara, Riverside, Berkeley and Los Angeles
is presented in Table XV, Appendix B, which shows
declining rates for each campus in terms of the fol-
lowing zones: county of location, contiguous counties,
other area counties, and all other counties of the state.

This area approach furnishes a basis for projecting
enrollment potentials for future University campuses
for the year 1980.

The following sections relate (1) projected enroll-
ments to planned capacities on a statewide basis, (2)
area characteristies, including number of higher edu-
cational institutions, university rates of first-time
entering freshmen as compared to high school grad-
uates, total rates for all iustitutions, the number of
institutions, the 1980 projected high school graduates,
1980 population projections and per capita income,
and (3) enrollment projections for assumed new
campuses as of 1980 utilizing the area approach.®

Projected Fall Term Enrollments and Planned
Capacities

The relation of system-wide projected fall term
enrollments by areas for 1980 to ultimate planned
capacities is as follows:

Planned Capacity
177,500

Projected Fall Term Enrollments
149,150

The figures above exclude the San Francisco Med-
ical Center with a planned capacity of 7,500 and an
estimated enrollment of 2,650 by 1980.

Apply‘ng the factor of a 10% reduction in fall term
enrollment potential to account for year-rourd opera-
tion, the total relationship for the Universitv in 1980

would be:
Projected Fall Term Enrollment
—10%, for Year-round Operation

134,235

Planaed Capacity
177,500

This difference of 43,000 students results from the
above calculation, and is estimated to be an amount
that the established plart expanded to accept 5,000

? See Coordinating Councll for Higher Education, Minutes of
the Meetmf November 10, 1964,

3 It shou d be noted here that each local sub-area seeking the
establishment of a University campus within the flve general
areas cited above has submitted detailed information on its
present and Projer-ted characteristics, ranging from climatic to
socio-economic conditions to the Council and its staff. Since these
data and aspirations have been presented orally and are in
hand, it does not appear neceasary to repeat them in this report.

»-
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dditional stndents p-.o year will accommodate by the
2ar 1984,

However, lead time to deveiop new campuses and
to bring them tc reasomable enroliment potentials
wmist be 2casidered. The projections for the new ca-
puses a¢ Santa Cruz and Trvine indicate that it will
tzke ten years from the date students are first ad-
mitted to achieve the cmrellmentis of 10,450 at Irvine
by 1975, similarly, 1i wiii take 10 years io reach 7,200
at Santa Cruz, according to State Department of
Finanee projections.

y
R

Charactaristics of the Five Areas

Area 3, This area including the upper Sacra-
mento Valley and adjacert northerni counties has a
198G projected population of some 775,009 eomprising
27% of the state’s total projected population. 1961
per capita personal income was $2,295 for the area
and was slightly above that of Area 3, t‘ne iowest of

were 6,063 hlgh school graduates in 1966 or 3 5% of
the state’s total. By 1980 these are projected to be
9,300 or 2.5% of the state’s wtal.

Whkile there is ne uaiversity or priva
mstitution the area, it nnni’pinq two Q

vavas Aaa

and four public Junior Colleges. The Umvers1ty-goinn'
rate of first-time entering freshmen per 1600 area
public high school graduates was 28.2 in 1963, and was
exceeded by all other areas but Area 3. The 1963 rate
for this area to all California colleges and universities
was 470 per 1000 high school graduates.*

Area 2. The northern California metropolitan
area stretches from the Pacific Ocean to the Nevada
border and contains the San Francisco meiropoiitan
complex and that of Sacramento. The area’s 1980
projected population is 9.1 million or 32.4% of the
state’s total as compared with 31.1% in 1963. 1961
per capita personal income was $2,783, slightly in
excess of the state average. High school graduates for
the area numbered 53,000 i 1963 and are projected
to 114,000 by 1980 or 30.8% of the state’s total. There
are three general University campuses in the area and
the Medical Center at San Francisco, five State Col-
leges, the California Maritime Academy, twenty
Junior Colleges and 56 private colleges and universi-
ties. The area’s University-going rate for frst-time
entering freshmen per 1,000 public high school gradu-
ates was 54.4 in 1963 exceeded orly in Area 4. A
similar rate for this area to sll public and private
colleges and universities in California was 584.4.

Arez. 3. Counties of the southern San Joaquin
Valley and adjoining counties to the east are included
in this area. The 1980 population projectio= is 1,879,-
000, very close to Area 5, and represents 6.7% of the

¢ The statewlde callege—goln% rate for all institutions was 5569
per 1,000 first-time freshmen for 1963

R T MRS Vo7 A 4G srSdb oh? sebtimics i b nsond =

T e

state’s 1980 projected population. Per capita personal
income of $2,264 in 1961 was the lowest of the five
areas. There were 14,643 public high school graduates
in the area in 1963 and the figure projected in 1980
is 22,400, or 6.7% of the state’s total, also comnarable
to projections for Area 5.

There is no university cam-us in the area; it does
contain two State Colleges, nine public Junior Col-
leges and five private institutions. The University-go-
ing rate of first-time ertering freshmen was 18.3 per
1000 high school graduates in 1963, the lowest of the
five areas. A similar area rate to all California collegi-
ate institutions was 582.7.

Area 4. This area contains the S.nta Barbara
and greater Los Angeles metropolitan complex. Half
of California’s population resides in the area. 1980
projections show 14.5 million persons or some 51.4%
of the total state populatior in the area. 1961 per
capita income of $2,833 exceeded the state’s average.

In 1963 public high school graduates numbered 86,-
000 and are projected to be 204,000 by 1980, 54.7% of
the s.ate’s total. Four University campuses are lo-
cated in the area and there are eight State Colleges
and some 64 independent institutions. The 1963 Uni-
vercity-going rate of first-time entering {rechmen per
1000 public high school graduates was 55.7, the high-
est of any arsa. A similar rate to all California ccl-
legiate institutions was 532.4.

Area 6. The San Diego-Imperial area had a 1963
population of 1,245,000 which is projected by 1980 to
be 1,900,000, or 5.8%9 of the state’s population. It is
the most compact of the areas, containing 8500 square
miles as compared with Area 1—41,000, Area 2—22,-
500, Area 3—44,000, and Area 4—40,000. 1961 per
capita personal income was $2,498 for this area.

There were 12,500 public high school graduates in
1962 and 22,500 are projected by 1980, some 6% of
the total for the state. The new general University
campus at San Diego is projected to grow to 10,000
students by 1975. The area also contains a State Col-
lege, six publ.. Junior Colleges and nine independent
institutions. While the U .iversity-going rate of 30.6
for first-time ertering freshmen ner 1000 high school
graduates is low, this will undoubtedly increase with
development of the new campus. A similar rate to all
California coliegiate institutions is high—651.7 per
100G high school graduates.

Enrollment Potentials for Assume ! New
University Campuses
As indicated above, detailed studies b re been made

of Areas 1-4 to estimate an enrollment potential.® The
zonal rates applied are contained in Table XV, Ap-

saArea § is exciudad in that a new general University campus
has been recently estatlished therein.
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pendix B, and factors relating to the distribr‘ion of
students are listed in Table XVI, Appendix B. As in
the case of development of enrollment potentials for
the State Colleges, rates and factors are based on the
recent experience of existing campuses. Tables XVII
through XX, Aprendix B, give the details of each
projection. All estimates are based upon the State De-
partment of Finance projections and enrollment re-
ports.

The University campus whose conditions most
closely resemble those of potential campuses in the
South San Joaquin Valley and North Sacramento
Valley is at Davis, located in the Central Valley with
climatic and topographical conditions generally com-
parable to those of Areas 1 and 3.

Also an established campus that would most closely
resemble a campus in the North San Francisco Bay
Area is at Santa Barbara. While the attractiveness of
locations are not precisely comparable this well may
be overcome by the fact that many major University
campuses will have reached their maximums by 1980
or before and a vigorous program of redirection will
tend to overcome these limitations.
~ With these reservations in mind, projections have
been based on the following:

1. A new campus will begin admitting students in
1970 and potentials are estimated for 1980, a ten-
year peried.

2. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
freshmen and student distribution in the North
Sacramento Valley and in the San Joaquin Val-
ley will be comparable to those at Davi .

3. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
freshmen and student distribution of a campus
in tne North San Francisco Bay Area will be
generally comparable to those of Santa Barbara
except the rate of attendance irom outside the
area 1s adjusted downward because the recent
Santa Barbara experierce appears atypical.
With this adjustment a more conservative esti-
mate results.
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4. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
freshmen at a second campus in the Los Argeles
area will generally resemble those for UCLA and
combined will produce the same proportion of
first-time enic:ing freshmen students at UCLA
as prevailed from 1961-63 and the remainder
allocated to a new campus. Also, the Santa Bar-
para pattern of distribution of students will

apply.

1989 potential enrollments for a possible new Uni-
versity campus in the South San Joaquin Valley
(Area 3) range from 5,075 to 6,600 depending upon
the county of location. A new campus in this area will
require that 51% to 66% of the total enrollment po-
tential must come from outside the Valiey area.

For the North Sacramento Valley, Area 1, the 1980
potential enrollment at a new University campus
would anproach 4,300 to 4,400 students, short of the
minimum for & new University campus. These num-
bers could not be realized unless 80% of the students
come from outside Area 1.

A possible new University campus in Los Angeles
County has an estimated potential enrollment of some
9,800 by 1980. “his compares with the overall projec-
tion of 10,450 for Irvine by 1975 and some 10,000 for
San Diego. Some 12% of the potential is estimated to
come from outside Area 4.

For a possible new campus in the North San Fran-
cisco Bay Area the fall term enrollment potential by
1980 is 7,750 students, about 35% of whom would
come from outside areas. This estimace may be also
compared with a 1975 estimated fall term enrollment
for Santa Cruz of 7,200 by 1975.

While undoubtedly opening up new educational
opportunities for commuting stadents, in largest part
these potentials, if developed, will result in a slowing
down of growth rates projected for the University
campuses that have not reached their maximums and
will result in a redistribution within the University
system.




CHAPTER VIl

FINDINGS CN THE NEED FOR NEW INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The Council or November 10, 1964, outlined five
general policy guidelines to be followed by the staff
in its preparation of its final draft on the report on
the need for additional centers of public higher edu-
cation. They were:

1. The Council should recommend additional cen-
ters to meet the need of the State of California
as & whole for additional student places, based
(a) upoun estimates of the number of high school
graduates and of the increasing portion of them
who will attend college, (b) upon the existing
or planned places in existing institutions, (c)
upon the statutory differentiation of functions,
and (d) upon comparable costs per student.

2. Added campuses may be needed because of the
isolation of specific areas in the state.

3. Aside from these areas of isolation, additional
campuses should be located in the areas of heav-
iest need to serve the largest number of students.

4. Each segment should be permittc] an adequate
lead time to develop any recommended cam-
puses.

5. Where the Council finds there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of sites in
advance of authorization to start a campus may
be justified in carefully restricted circumstances,
28 foond by the Council, such as where land
may not subsequently be available without ex-
cessive cost or where there may be special oppor-
tunity to obtain the land.!

With the above guidelines in mind, following are
tre findings apparent from the data reviewed in the
conduet of this study and as presented in the fore-
going chapters.

The Needs of the State as a Whcle

Enrollment projections show that a greater propor-
tion of high school graduates will be attending col-
leges and universities in California in 1980 than is
presently the case. Higher education enrollments will
increase at such a rate that by 1980 there will have
to be accommodated more than twice the present
number of collegiate students. While private institu-
tions are presently planning to receive a larger pro-
portion of the total pool of high school graduates

1 OCHRB, Minutes of the Meeting, November 10, 1964.

than anticipated at the time of the Master Plan for
Higher Education, the proportion of the total num-
ber of students in private education as compared to
public supported institutions will continve to decline
frem today’s 18% to some 13% in 1980. Therefore
much of the burden of providing for the increasing
number of students will fall to the State supported
systems of higher education—tbe Junior Colleges,
the California State Colleges and the University of
California. How well is the State of California pre-
pared to meet the need for collegiate student spaces
in 1980¢ ]

Junior College districting has increased markedly
since the time of the Master Plan survey. Today
most potential students are witkin & Junior College
district and a substantial portiocn of these students
will find a Junior College campus within commuting
distance of their homes. While long-range planning
for Junior Colleges must continue to go forward in
an intensive manner, it appears that sufficient Junior
College opportunities will exist in 1980 close at hand
to nearly every student in the State.

Planned ceilhng enrollment capacity for ~xisting
University of California campuses now totals 185,000
students. Full-time, fall term enrollments expected for
the University system in 1980 are estimated at 151,-
800. When considering this total in relationship to
plant capacities, it can be reduced some 10% to 15%
because of year-round operation of facilities. Projec-
tions show that students will not exceed the capacity
of the University until sometime after 1980, possibly
not until after 1985.

Ceiling enrollment capacity of existing State Col-
leges totals 293,800 full-time equivalent students. By
1980 there are expected to be 184,298 F.T.E. in the
system. Again this figure, when considered in con-
junction with plant capacities, can be reduced by
10% to 15% in the fall term of 1980 due to year-
round operations. However, other factors must be
considered in assessing actual statewide needs area
by area, especially for new State Colleges. A large
portion of the potential physical plant capacity for
the State Colleges lies in campuses remote from the
two larger metropolitan areas of the State. Further-
more, in some areas of the State no four-year higher
educational opportunities exist or in some instances
conditions are such that great difficulty faces the stu-
dent in his attempt to attend college either due to

43




M.

commuting time or the fact of ceiling enrollments will
be reached soon in existing institutions in his region.

Lead Time

Lead time has traditionally meant the interval be-
tween the date when a Statc College or University
campus is established or authorized by the Legisla-
ture and the date it receives its first students. In this
study the minimum lead time considered to be de-
sirable is not less than six years. Perhaps more mean-
ingful is ‘‘total lead time’’. This term has been used
herein to connote the time between the authorization
date of a new State College or University campus and
the date when the campus begins to accomnmoedate ad-
ditional students annually at an appreciable rate.
Desirable ‘‘total lead time’’ for the University is
considered to be fifteen years. After that time 8 Uni-
versity campus should be at a state of development
to take an additional 1,000 students each year. ‘‘Total
lead time’’ {or the State Colleges s considered to be
ten years. After that period of time a new State Col-
rege should be taking additional students at tbe rate
of 500 to 800 studa.ts per year.

Student Mobility

The term ‘‘student mobility’’ means the degree to
which students attend a State College or a campus of
the University located in an area other than the coun-
ties which they declare to be their places of residence.
In areas where the Statc supported institutions, es-
pecially State Colleges, are reach’ .g capacity enroll-
ments the in-migration of students from other areas
becomes of significant importance. Greater system-
wide control of student mobility appears to be neces-
sary for both four-year public segments if students
are tc be assured of being allowed to attend campuses
vithin their own regions.

Effect of Year-Round Operations

Year-round operation of facilities does not reduce
the number of students attending institutions of
higher education, but it does spread the number
throughout a full year so that, in any one given term,
there should be less students at an institution with
a four-quarter calendar (with equal or near-equal
enrollments each term) than there would have been
under the traditional two-term calendar. In this study
it has seemed appropriate to apply a 10% reduction
in the 1975 fall enrollment projection—which has
been based on the two-term calendar—to properly
reflect the initial impaect of year-round operation.
This 10% figure shouid increase by 1980 to approxi-
mately 15%. In addition, application of the year-
round operation factor delays the date when a cam-
pus is expected to reach its eciling enrollment by
approximacely three years.
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The Isolation Factor

If campuses of the University of California are to
be located strategically throughout the State, geo-
graphic isolation of students is a less important cri-
terion than is the degree of ttudent mobility. As
Table VII in the Appendix shows, first-time freshmen
entering tne University in 1963 were distributed
widely among the counties of the state. College-going
rates, however, are highest in the county of location
and contiguous counties as can be seen in Table XV
of Appendix B.

The State Colleges are regicnally criented. For this
reason, students living beyond a 40 minute drive to a
State College for purposes of this study have been
considered to be isolated from State College opportu-
nities. The maps and tables in this repsst have de-
picted the degree of geographical isolatica of por-
tions of the State without, of eourse, tekiug into con-
sideration the factor of those campuser eaching ceil-
ing enrollments. Such data have pointed out substan
tial numbers of students currently unserved by Stat:
Colleges and other four-year institutions.

An Assessment of the Need for New State
Celleges and University Campuses

The planned capacity of existing State Colleges
and University campuses can accommodate expected
enrollments for the two segments to 1980 and beyond
if complete mobility of students is assumed. If stu-
dents can be directed to institutions where plant
capacity exists—assuming necessary residence hous-
ing, capital outlay requirements met, and transporta-
tion not a factor—then there clearly would be no
deficit capacity in either of the two segments before
1980 or beyond. This does not mean, however, that
pew campuses should not be underway by that time,
nor does it take into aceount the fact that some stu-
dents residing in certain areas within the State are
isolated, to a degree greater than others, from the
opportunity to attend a four-year irstitution of
higher education.

State Colleges. State Colleges are now adequately
serving vhe populous areas of the State except for
Kern County and portions of Ventura and Contra
Costa Counties. State Colleges within the Bay Area
and the Los Angeles Area complex can accommo-
date expected enrollments from their regions to 1589
and beyond, assuming complete mobility of students
within the areas and year-rcund operaticn of facili-
ties as now planned.

However, it cannot be assumed that complete sta-
dent movility is possible within regions as large as
the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Area complex.
For example, students living in Santa Clara County
should not be expected te commute to Sonoma State
College. Consiering the ‘‘total lead time’’ re-




quired, projections show that two new State Col-
leges must be established in the Bay Area -con after
1970, one in the San Mateo-Santa Clara County area
and one in Contra Costa County.

The potential capacities of the several recently es-
teblished institutions in the Los Angeles Area com-
plex indicate that the date when students to be en-
rolled will exceed capacity will occur somewhat later
than that in the Bay Area. The rate of growth of this
deficit capacity, when it does occur—approximately
1987—will be, however, of great proportions. A sub-
stantial segment of Ventura County is now isolated
from State Coilege facilities and the enrollment po-
tential estimated for a possible new State College in
Ventura County shows that enrollment growth would
reet the minimum standard considered desirable and
wculd later grow to substantial size. It appears that
a new campus authorized for Ventura County soon
afeer 1970 vould, by giving additional educational
op ortunity to students not now being served, be
more advantageous to the State of California than if
a new State College were located in any other section
of the Los Angeles Area complex.

As can be noted by examination of the map in the
text of this report, the Glendale-Burbank area is
served by several existing State Colleges. The need for
additional State Colleges in the Los Angeles area
should again be studied £or reporting to the Legisla-
ture in 1970. Specifically, the needs in the western
portion of Riverside County, all of Orange County,
and the southeastern part of Los Angeles County
should be carefully serutinized.

A great number of students would benefit from the
addition of a new State College in Kern County since
there are no four-year collegiate institutions in this
area. College-going students from this area will econ-
tinue to be isolated until a new campus is opened.
Since a new State College in Kern County would
draw sufficienit numbers of students from the sur-
rounding area to meet the minimum enrollments re-
quired, it appears that a delay in authorizing a State
College in this area would vnnecessarily deprive stu-
dents of college opportunities.

University of California. A new University of
California campus in any one of the three areas: San
Joaquin Valley, Los Angeles Area, or the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area, would grow rapidly encugh to mect
the minimum desirable enrollment criterion within a
seven to ten year period from the date of opening.
A campus in the North Sacramento Valley would
not grow fast enough to reach the 5000 minimum
within a ten year period. Furthermore, it should be
noted that a new campus in the San Joaquin Valley
would require the University system to redirect stu-
dents to the new Valley campus from other areas
to the extent of from 51% to 66% of the total en-
rollment. In the Los Angeles Area about 12% of the

students would need to come from other areas; in the
San Francisco Bay Area, the percentage would be
about 35%.

In the light of enrollment predictions, it is appar-
ent that a new University campus should be author-
ized somewhere in the State in 1972 or soon there-
after. Two distinet and disparate eriteria can be used
in deciding upon a ger~ral Joeation for this campus.
If the criterion is that of strategic geographic dis-
persion of campuses throughout the State, the San
Joaquin Valley could be selected. If guidelines
adopted by the Council on November 10, 1964, and
stated previously in this chapter become the criterion,
the next campus should be located in the Los Angeles
Area and in the Bay Area in that order. The need
for advance acquisition of a site in the Bay Area
should be studied by 1970. However, under carefully
restricted circumstances, the University could request
the Council to undertake an earlier study.

in the interim there should be extensive study
made concerning the need for specialized programs
such as graduate agriculture, graduate health science
programs and perhaps otber professional programs
in the San Joaquin Valley. Present offerings of the
California State Colleges in this area should not be
duplicated, however.

Recommendations

It is recommended that:

(1) The Council advise the Legislature that it
should authorize in 1965 a California State College
in Kern County.

(2) The Council on November 24, 1964, adopted
the following policy:

Where the Council finds there is a definite
ultimate need for a campus, acquisition of sites
in advance of authorization to start a campus
may be justified in carefully restricted circum-
stances, as found by the Council, such as “vhere
land may not subsequently be available with-
out excessive cost or where there may be special
opportunity to obtain the land.

In conjunction with the above stated policy,
current data show that:

(a) A definite ultimate need exists for new
California State Colleges to serve students in
the following areas, listed alphabetically: Con-
tra Costa County, the 8an Mateo County-Santa
Clara County area, and in Ventura County in a
location to serve students from both the cities
of Ventura and Oxnard as well as from cities in
northern Los Angeles County. It appears at this
time that authorization for the establishment of
one of these three campuses may be recom-
mended by the Coordinating Council to the
Legislature prior to 1969 and the second and
third campuses in 1069 or thereafter.
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(b) A “definite ultimate need” exists for a
University campus in the Los Angeles area (the
counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernar-
dino, Riverside and Orange) and for one in the
8an Francisco Bay Metropolitan Area (the
counties of 8an Francisco, Marin, Solano, So-
nomsa, Napa, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa
Clara and 8an Mateo). It appears at this time
authorization for the establishment of one of
these campuses may be recommended by the
Coordinating Council to the Legislature in 1969
and recommendation for the second campus
approximately in 1975.

{3) The Council further advise the ILegislature
that sites for institutions of public higher education
should be acquired in advance of legislative author-
ization of the institutions through use of the fol-
lowing procedures:

(a) Advance acquisition of sites for a State
College located in Contra Costa County, for a
State College located to serve students from
San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties, and for
a State Coliege located to serve students from
Ventura County and Los Angeles County will
be justified in each instance where the Trustees
of the California State Colleges present evi-
dence, and the Council finds that “carefully re-
stricted circumstances” warrant it, “such as
where land may not subsequently be available
without excessive cost or where there may be

—— - B Aot oot it s oeen et st st

special opportuniiy to obtain the land, and upon
such findings the Council will recommend ap-
propriations for the acquisition of such sites.
(b) Advance acquisition of sites for a Univer-
sity of California campus in either the Los
Angeles or San Francisco Bay Area wounld be
justified when the Regents of the University
present evidence and the Council finds that
“carefully restricted circumstances” warrant it,
“such as where land may not subsequently be
available without excessive cost or where there
may be special opportunity to obtain the land”,
and npon such findings the Council will recom-
m_id appropriations for the acquisition of such
gites,

(4) And the Council further advise the Legisla-
ture not later than 1969 and each five years there-
after until all needs have been met, it wili conduct
a statewide survey of the then existing mneeds for
additional centers of public higher education and
the need for advanced acquisition of sites.

{6) And the Council further advise the Legisla-
ture to expedite the inclusion of all areas of the
State within Junior College districts.

(6) In the light of the request of the University
of California, the Council indicate that it will con-
sider a staff report on the need for specialized pro-
grams such as graduate agricnlture and graduate
health science programs in the 8an Joaquin Valley
at its December 15 meeting or at such subsequent
meeting as the data may be availabie.
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APPENDIX A

A REVIEW OF STUDIES ON THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL CENTERS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

The Liaison Committee of the Regents of the Uni-
versity of California and the State Board of Educa-
tion ¢cndneted a number of studies dealing with the
needs for additional certers of public higher educa-
tion in California from the year of its creation, 1945,
to the tirae of the transfer of its fupetions to the
Coordinating Counecil in 1960.

The following pages presznt a brief summary of the

major studies condueted by the Liaison Committee and
its Joint Staff as they are pertinent to this report.

I. Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Douglass, and
George D. Strayer, A Report of a Survey of the
Needs of Califormia in Higher Education. Univer-
sity of California Press, Berkeley, 1948.

The Strayer Report, authorized by the Legislature
in 1947 and completed in 1948, made recommenda-
tions concerning new campuses and the expansion of
existing ones. These recommendations, approved by
the State Board and the Regents, resulted, in part, in
the establishment of the following facilities and pro-
grams:

1. Sacramento State College and Los Angeles State
College (Established by the 1947 Legislature
prior to completion of the Repsrt)

2. Coliege of Veterinary Medicine, U.C. at Davis
(Classes began in 1948)

3. Long Beach State College (Established by the
1949 Legislature)

4. Medical School at UCLA (First classes held in
September, 1951)

5. Engineering School of UCLA

6. University of California at Riverside (Opened
in 1953)

II. T. C. Holy and H. H. Semans, Report on Prupo-
sal for the Establishment of ¢ School of Mzimes,
Kern County, California.

H. H. Semans, T. C. Holy, Eeport of the Jeint
Staff on the Proposal for a Four-Year State Col-
lege wn the Modesto Area. January, 1953. (Mimeo-

graphed)
H. H. Semans and T. C. Holy, Report on the Need

for a College of Agriculture in Imperial County,
Calsfornia. February, 195,. (Mimeographed)

The Liaison Committee of the Regents and the
State Board of Eduecation reccmmmended, and both
boards approved, that & proposed School of Mines in
Kern Ceunty not be established beecause of the lack of
need. The Legislature, concurring with this recom-
mendation, did not autkorize the establishment of thi:
school.

The wiaison Committee also recommended and the
governing boards approved, that no four-year State
College be established in the Modesto area until fur-
ther increase of enrollment potential developed. (The
College—Stanislaus—was not established until 1957.)
The 1955 study of agricultural school requirements
recommended, because of the relatively small need, a
new college should not be established in Imperial
County. The Legislature took no action on proposed
legislation to establish such a college.

III. T. R. MeConnell, T. C. Holy and H. H. Semans,
A Restudy of the Needs for California in Higher
Education, California State Department of Edu-
cation, Sacrament*o, 1955.

In 1953 the Legislature authorized a major study
of higher education’s needs under the general direc-
tion of the Joinv Staff of the Liaison Committee. The
result was the most eomprehensive study of the needs
of higher education in California made up to that
time.

The major recommendations of the Kestudy con-
cerning additional higher education centers and as
approved by the two governing boards, included:

1. No new State Colleges or campuses of the Uni-
versity be established before 1965. A review of
such needs, however, be undertaken in 1960.

2. The ceiling enrollments established by the
Strayer Report be rescinded. (These were 6,000
for State Colleges and 20,000 each for the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley and Los An-
gales campuses.)

3. Active encouragement be given by all appro-
priate agencies to establish needed junior col-
leges.

4. Both the University and State Colleges reduce
the proporticn of their enrollments in lower divi-
sions.
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Approximate areas for Junior College expansion
were only suggested. These areas were:

Los Angeles County: Arecadia-Monrovia-Alhambra-
Kl Monte

Alameda County: Berkeley-Albany-Emeryville a:.d
Hayward-San Leandro-Alameda City

San Diego County : Grossmont-Sweetwater

Southern San Mateo County

Santa Clara County: Los Gatos-Palo Alto-Mour+ain
View-Sunnyvale

Riverside County:
Springs

Colusa-Glenn-Butte Counties

Sania Cruz County : Santa Cruz-Watsonville

Merced-Madera Counties

Siskiyou-Modoe Counties

Lake-Mendocino Counties

Banning - Beaumont - Palm

IV. H. H. Semans, T. C. Holy, et al., 4 Study of the
Need for Additional Cexters of Public Higrer
Education in Califernia. California State Depart-
ment of Education, Sacramento, 1957.

This report, made primarily because of the large
numbers of bills intreduced in the 1955 Legislature to
establish new State Colleges, developed a set of prin-
ciples relating to the establishment of State College
and University campuses. These principles shown
below, were reaffirmed by the State Board of Educa-
tion and the Regents in joint session on April 15, 1959.

PRINCIPLES

1. The expansion of existing institutions and the
establishment oi new ones should depend on the
optimum use of the state’s resources for higher
education in relation to the greatest relative need
both geographically and functionally.

2. Differentiation of functions so far as possible of
the three segments of public higher education,
namely the Junior Colleges, the State Colleges
and tke University of California, s smperative
if unnecessary and wasteful duplication is to be
aveided.

3. The assumption that adequate Junior College
facilities will be provided through local tnitiative
and state assistance prior to the establishment of
additioral State College or Univarsity eampuses
is basic to the State College and University en-
rollmesit estimates in this report.

4. The financing of new publicly supported institu-
tions should be such that it interferes in no way
with the needs, including necessary improvement
or expansion of exisiing ones.

5. In order that a possible new institution may
serve the greatest number of eligible students,

it should be place? near the center of the popu-
lation served by if.

6. r. tension of publicly supported institutions to
t- 2 degree that the continued operation of pri-
vate ones long in existence and seemingly serv-
‘ng the community well is jeopardized. 75 not in
the public interest.

The need for new State College campuses was de-
scribed by compiling a list of areas in priority order

according to enrcllment potential :
Projected FTE,

Priority Area 1970-11
1 Alsmeda __________ . . 13,600
2 San Bernardino-Riverside _._____.__ 11,500
3 Contra Costa County_______________ 6,800
4 Kern County ____ ______ _________... 4,200
3 Stanislaus _____ .. ____ . __ 3,800
6 Monterey-Santa Cruz - _________ 3,800
7 Sonoma-Marin . ______________ 3,800
8 Napa-Solano . ______ . ____ 3,100
9 Tulare 2,100
10 Shasta _______ o 1,400

11 Mendocino-Lake . ___ 1.300
12 Imperial County ____ . ___________ 800
13 Amador 600

The 1957 Legislature appropriated $4,300,000 for
site acquisitions for four new State Colleges, three of
which appear in the above list. The four colleges
established were: Alameda County State College,
Stanislans State College, Sonoma State College and
Orange State Coilege. The Joint Staff concluded that
those campuses currently in existence or planned
would probably accommodate enrollments in the Los
Angeles area through 1965.

This report included a similar priority list on the
need for new campuses of the Uriversity of Califor-
nia. That list showed projected full-time enrollment
in 1965 and 1970 as follows:

Projected
Full-time

Approzimate Popu-  Enrolimente
wation Center 1965 1970
Southeast Los Angeles 12,800 17,500

County and Orange
County

Santa Clara Valley 8,300 11,900

General
Designation of
Area in the State

Southern Calirornia
Metro. Center
Section

South Central Califor-
nia Coast Section

South Cross Section San Diego 4500 6,100

San Joaguin Valley Madera 4,500 5,000
Se~tion

Worth Cross Section Redding 1400 1,700

At the Qectober 1957 meeting of the Regents, ap-
proval was given for the establishment of the new
campuses to serve the first three areas listed in the
above tabulation—Southeast Los Angeles and Orange
County, Santa Clara Valley and San Diego. At this
sarne meeting the Regents took the action, ‘. . . that
further study be given to the establishment of a
campus in the San Joaquin Valley.’’

Concerning the need for additional public Junior
Colleges, the repovt lists 53 high school districts which
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ought to he 170’uged in new Junior Coliege distriets.
Since that time many of these high school dis:viets
nave been ircorporated in either existing or new
Junior College districts.

V. Arthur D. Browne, and Thomas C. Holy, 4 Study
for the Need of an Additional State College in the
North Bay Area and of the Feasibility of Consols-
dating the California Maritime Academ*: with a
State College, prepared for the Liaison Committee
of the California State Board of Education and
the Regents of the University of California, No-
vember, 1958.

In April, 1958, Senate Resolution No. 33 requested
a study of the need for a State College in the four-
county area of Solano, Napa, So:oma and Marin in
addition to Sonoma State College previously author-
ized.

It was also requested that a study be made as to
whether it would be feasible to consolidate a State
College with the California Maritime Academy in
Vallejo.

Assuming that the one College already authorized
(Sonoma State College) in the North Bay Area would
be planned for the San Rafael-Petaluma area, the
Joint Staff recommended and the two governing
boards spproved that:

(1) Consideration for a second college in this area
be deferred until at least 1965.

(2) A State College not be consolidated with the
California Maritime Academy since the Acad-
emy was not organized as an institution with
the same broad cbjective of ‘‘intellectual and
other preparation for typieal civilian life and
economic activity such as characterized the
State Colleges’’.

VI. T. C. Holy and Arthur D. Browne, 4 Study of
the Needs for Additional Centers of Higher Edu-
cation in Sar Mateo, Monterey, San Benito and
Santa Cruz Counties. Prepared by the Joint Staff
of the California State Board of Education and
the Regents of the University of California, De-
cember, 1958.

In June 1957 the Assembly approved House Reso-
lution No. 202 directing the Liaison Committee to re-
study the data in the Additsonal Centers Study in
light of the special needs of San Mateo, Monterey,
San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties.

The report, published in December, 1958, updated
information used in the previous study, summarized
responses from Junior College officials in the area
with regard to its higher eduzation needs, and added
some specific information on the educational cfferings
by the State Colleges and the University of California
in the four-county area. It also included a study of

L0

the ecommuting time from the surrounding areas to
San Francisco State College aud to San Jose Siate
Coilege in order to determine the effect of the estab-
lishment of additional centers cn these schools. The
study shewed that from the population ecenters
(Atherton, Belmont, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City,
Hillsdale, Menlo Park, Milibrae, Redwood City, San
Bruno, Sar Carlos, San Mateo, South San Francisco
and Woodside) commuting time to San Francisco
State College seldom exce:.ded 45 minutes, and, with
the exeeption of Millbrae, Hillsdale, Woodside and
South San Francisco, all were within 60 minutes of
San Jose State College. Five were within 40 minutes
commuting time.

The 1958 Study concluded, with the governing
boards approving: ‘. .. it would be premature to
recommend any specific action toward the establish-
ment of State College facilities in San Mateo until
Junior College facilities are provided in southern San
Mateo County and until the University of California
has established its new campus (Santa Cruz area)
and the impact of these actions on State College en-
rollments can be determined.’’

Sinece that report, Junior Colieges in this four-
county area have been developed and now include
Cabrillo at Aptos, Foothill in Los Altos, Hartnell in
Salinas, Monterey Peninsula at Monterey, San Mateo
in San Mateo, San Jose City in San Jose and San
Benito (just reorganized and including the Gilroy
and Los Banos areas) to be located in the vicinity of
Hollister.

VII. Arthur D. Browne and T. C. Holy, A Study of
the Need for Additional State Colleges tn Los
Angeles County, Prepared by the Joint Staff of
the California State Board of Education and the
Regents of the University of California, Decem-
ber, 1958.

A special study of Los Angeles County, published
in Decercber 1958, with respect to its need for addi-
tional State Colleges was initiated by the passage of
" _ase Resolution #282 in 1957. This study delineated
coilege enrollment areus in the following manner:

College
Enrollment

Area Subarsa State College

12A Northivest Los Angeles County San Fernando Valley
State College

12B Central Los Angeles County  Los Angeles State
College of Applied
Arts and Sciences

12C Southern Los Angeles County ILong Beach State
College

12D Eastern Los Angeles County  Kellogg-Voorhis

Campus

California State
Polytechnic Colle e

12E Orange County Orangs County State
College
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Enroliments were projected to 1970 for each seg-
ment of public higher education. These projections,
made by the Department of Finance, explained the
“‘area of origin and grade-progression’’ of students.
The resulting forecast enrollment for the four State
Colleges in Los Angeles County was 81,800 full-time
equivalent students by 1970. The distribution was
estimated as follows:

College Estimated PTE, 1970
San Fernando Valley _____ . 18,200
Los Angeles State College_ - ____ 28,200
Long Beach State College__ - __ 24,000
Kellogy-Voorhis Campus, Cal Poly__________ 11,400

The Joint Staff assumed, that while it might be
possible for the four colleges to expand their campuses
to accommodate the above enrollments, it would more
than likely be necessary to edd new campuses before
1970 in order to relieve Los Angeles State College.
Relief for San Fernando Valley State College and
Long Beach State College would probably be needed
soon after 1970.

The report also indiceted a possible need for a State
College in the western part of the county between
Harbor Freeway and the Pacific Ocean and, ulti-
mately, one in Antelope Valley. The Report recom-
mended and the governing boards approved that
action be deferred to provide opportunity to appraise
the probable impact of certain pending actions such
as the admission of freshmen students to Los Angeles
State College, the establishment of Orange State Col-
lege, and further development of private colleges and
of public Junior Colleges in the county.

VIII. A Master Plan for Higher Education in Cali-
formia, 1960—1975, Prepared by the Master Plan
Team for the Liaison Committee of the Regents
of the University of California and the State
Board of Education, Sacramento, 1960.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 approved
by the 1959 Legislature, requested the Liaison Com-
mittee ‘‘. . . to prepare a Master Plan for the devel-
opment, expansion and integration of the facilities,
curriculum, and standards of higher education, in
junior colleges, state colleges, the University of Cak:-
fornia, and other institutions of higher cducation of
the State, to meet the needs of the State during the
next 10 years and thereafter . . .”” and to transmit
that plan, ‘. . . to the Legislature at its 1360 regular

gession within three days of the convening thereof
2

The Master Plan included specific provisioms for
the establishment of new State Colleges in the ~icinity
of Los Angeles International Airport and the San
Bernardino-Riverside vicinity to begin operation by
1965. It further recommended completion without
delay of new University campuses in the areas of San
Diego-La Jolla, Southeast Los Angeles-Orange Coun-

ties. and the South Central Coastal area (Santa Clara,
San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Munterey
Counties). In addition, the Master Plan provided that:

(a) State Colleges

““In 1965 and agaia in 1970, if applicable, and
before considering the need for new atate col-
leges in any other areas of the state, careful
studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of
the following State Economic Areas to determine
the actual need for new State Colleges that
zxists at the time each study is made:

State Economic
Area

F Los Angeles-LLong Beach Metropolitan Arez,
Griffith Park-Glendale vicinity

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area,
vicinity of Redweod City

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area,
Contra Costa County

Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, Kern County
South. Coastal Area, Ventura County’’

R b P

(b) Umiversity of Califorma
“In 1965 ard agsip where applicable in 1970,
anu before considering the need for new Univer-
sity facilities in any other areas of the State,
careful studie. be mad: by the ec-ordinating
agency of the need for addit:onal Universit, fe-
cilities in the San Joaquin Vallev and she I.aos
Angeles area. In the latter erca specizl coiricer.
a’ion should be given as to how the difference be-
tween the 1975 estimates of pow.ntial Uviccrsity
enrollment of 5%,550 auu the 27.500 mevimnm
for the University of C2liforzia, Tus Angeies
campus (some 25000 studznis) can best be s¢-
commodated. Such consideration shouid ineinds
the foliowing:

a. To what extent will thiz difference ba esred
for by the new Sonthess: Los Angeles-Orange
County campus, 208 to what exient souid thase
potential studentz ke Aiveried to the La Joiis,
Riverside, and Sanita Barhare campuses !

b. Wiil there be ¢ need for the esisbiishment of
branch instellations in specialized fieldy of
study from exisiing cawpuses iz this ares sim-
ilar to that incloded in Recommendation 7H9'7 4

IX. Lloyd N. Morris i1, Tharies 8. Casassa, Francis
J. Flynn, and T Stanley Warburton, Iastifu-
tional Capaciiics end Aize Needs of Celiformie
Public Higher Education 1360-1975, Distrbuted
by University of California, Berkeley, February,
1961,

1 Recommendsation Th, p. 314, of the pastzr Plan Hepnri re-
lated to the Berkeley asgmpua aad Droposed ostablishment of
branch Insts!lations from existing campages In spectlalizzd flelds
of study ‘“such a8 insicuction in Stience af Livermseie”.
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This report, prepared for the Liaison Committes
and for the Master Plan Survey Team, considered the
entire state with regard to possible need for nev 2en-
ters of publie higher education by 1975.

Some techniques were modifed from previous
studies. Estimates on potential enrollment in possible
new State Colleges were based upon zones of primary
enroliment potential, or ecom: ting zones surround-
ing the possible sites. By using this technique it was
possible to project future number and geographic
concentration of public high school graduates. The
study used the method of ‘“State Economic Areas’’
(SEA) based on studies of the Department of Fi-
anance and iucluding the two categories, ‘‘metropoli-
tan’’ and ‘‘vonmetropolitan’’ areas.

Estimates of enrollment potential for the various
areas (other than the Los Angeles area) are sum-

marized below:

Enrollment
New State College Areas Location 1970 1975
San Bernardino-Riverside Colton 9,200 12,800
San Mateo County Redwood City 8,000 10,000
Contra Costa County Walnut Creek 4,600 4,200
Kern County Bakersfield 3,100 3,100
Monterey Bay Area 2,400 2,900
Ventura County Ventura-Oxnard 2,800 2,800
Sarn Joaquin County Stockton 2,300 2,200
Napa-Solano Area Napa 2,100 2,100

T Comnadrtes esiinated that if new State Col-
leges n the Ingievood ~nd Glendale areas were estab-
lish=g, the 1575 envoilmeni potential at Lios Angeles
State (Coitege and Long Beach State College would
be decreased from 28,50C to 15,900 and from 24,85C
1o 18,600 respe :vely. Hnrollments of other State
Coller=s in the Los Angeles area would also be sub-
stantially reduced.

The Master Plan Technical Committes recom-
mended that the following range of full-tine enroll-
ments be observed for existing institutions, for those
authorized but not yet estebiished, and for those later

established : 2

Type of institution Minimum? Optimum N azimum

Junior Colleges ________________ 0 3,500 6,000 *
State Colleges
In D-nsely Populated Areas
in Metropolitan Centers. ____ 5,000 10,000 20,000
Outside Metropolitan Centers__ 3,000 8,000 12,000
University of California ______ 5000 12,500 27,500

170 be attained withi: seven % ten years after students are first admitted.
3 In densely populatad areas i metropolitun centers this maximum could be larger.
3 This minimum figers assumes eraduate work in basie disciplines and oze or more

nrofessional sehwol.,

. hnis recomm:endaticn was subsequently approved by both
the State Roard 2f Rducation and the Regents of the University
of California,
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-
TABLE |
Relation of Concepts of Siudent Enrellments to Maximum and Minimun: Enroliment Range:
Minii:. am Maximum
Caiifornia Publhi: Junior Colleges
Full T.e Students (F IS o e et e et cmemmemmmesmeemanen e e———————— 900 5,000~ 7,500
Resident A+..35° Dailv Attendance (RADA) oo o e 1,000 7,250-10,800
Full-time aquivalont s>udents (FTE) _ e eccccccceccmcn. sceceereeeeeveee————— 990 6,850-10,200
- California Siate Colleges
: In denswiy populated areas in metrapolitan centers
Fulltime students (B8 ) oo o e et e m e mmmcm—mm e — s —— e emmm— e m— e —eemem—eem——m—————— 5,000 17,500-20,000
Fulltime equivalent students 8 am~5 pm (FTE 8-8) . . o oo ccaciccccccecccccmmcacccmanee—a—n- 5,400 19,000~21,000 -
Fulltime equivalent students (T i) oo oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e m e e ——————— 6,000 21,0060-23,500
Outaide such areas
Fulltime students (F S oo e i cecacrcccceecccceccemcceacecceecemececeseeeemnecees—neeeecmeeee-anas 3,000 9,500-12,000
Fulltime equivalent students 8 am—-5 pm (FTE 8-8) . . e e accceccom————————e—————- 3,200 10,200-12,000
Fulltime equiva'ent giudents (FTE) oo .o e ccccenccmccccaccacmrceoce. cecceccmeeecacenancea—ae 3,500 11,200-14,000
. Uniersity of California campuses
Fulltime students (BT 8) | oo ot o oo o e e e e e cacmc e e memccmn smemm e e e vmemmece————————— 5,000 26,000-27,500
Fulltime equivalent students 8 am-5 pm (FTE 8-8) L e e ccrc e e e cccc e~ ————————- 4,850 24,250-26,650
: Fulltime equiva’ent students (F T E) . oo ccrecamccccmccmeciccccmcnemmecccccenaeccemoee —ee= 5,050 25,300-27,800

SOURCE : Junior College Relationships as estimated by the Coordinating Courncil Staff. Relationship for the Califocrnia State Colleges
and the University of California based on estimates furnished by the respective segments.
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TABLE il

Total Populatios of California Counties, 1960 With Prelixinary Projncticas to 198G

Estimated Projected

Area and County July 1, 1860 July 1, 1985 July 1, 1970 July 1, 1975 July 1, 1980
TRE AT AT R e caccmecccccocomcceacaca- 15.863,000 18,335,000 21,734,000 24,830,000 28,137,000
AlMmeda. o oo e m—————e 912,600 1,010,000 1,120,100 1,237,600 1,363,400
Alpine. . e re————— 400 500 500 500 500
AMBMOL. e et cateccmncccccmeccnmcca——- 10,000 11,300 12,300 13,400 14,500
Butte_ .. e iiceccrccac—a——- 83,200 104,200 117,000 128,100 139,060
Calaveras. « . o e e c——————a 10,400 11,700 12,300 12,900 13,600
Colush . oo e oo e et e eme————a- - 12,200 12,800 13,500 14,300 15,100
Contra Costa . - - - oo oo oo e e ———amaa 413,200 510,200 617,700 736,300 864,800
Del Norte. o ccoeiieciccmcicccciccaecaas 17,800 18,900 20,100 21,300 22,600
El Dorado. oo ceoo oo ccccceccccccieacan 20,900 42,500 55,700 69,900 85,000
Freeno. . .. etcceccadcccaccceaans 368,500 422,500 480,900 544,500 613,500
e Y 17,400 20,000 21,000 22,100 23,200
Humboldt. . o crccaccaas 104,900 113,400 121,200 130,800 140,300
Tmperinl e cmcccmccanee 73,000 81,100 86,700 94,200 103,000
) 03 U 11,700 11,7CC 11,900 12,100 12,400
Kerp e mmmmmmeme e 204,900 326,700 366,200 409,400 456,900
Kings o ————————— 50,500 68,600 78,700 86.800 95,700
3 7 T I IPIRIION 13,900 16,100 17,500 19,000 20,500
Lamsen . . aaaaa- 13,600 13,900 14,200 14,600 14,900
Los Angeles_ ______ .- 6,071,900 6,866,000 7,630,800 8,430,200 9,241,500
Madera. - i cec——————- 40,700 42,500 45,500 48,400 51,500
Marin_ . cctcccm———aa- 148,800 196,100 246,800 302,100 365,100
Mariposs .« e ccm——————— 5,100 5,000 5,.00 5,200 5.300
Mendoeino. o a o oo e ecaeae 51,000 50,300 53,000 55,900 59,000
Moercad_ oo aeea 20,900 100,600 111,600 116,200 123,600
Modoe. o e 8,300 7,900 7,700 7,600 7.500
Mono. . o ecccccceem————a- 2,566 2,700 2,800 2,900 3,000
Monterey. ... iccee e mec———an 195,300 230,900 276,800 331.000 396,600
Nabp® . e ceccmere e 66,400 77,000 88,200 100,900 115,600
Nevada_ oo ciccct eaas 21,200 23,700 25,100 26,600 28,200
OTADge. - - oo oo oo ee————————— ¢ 19,600 1,113,200 1,473,800 1,815,700 44,400
PIMCOr. e e cceee 57,600 73,400 $0,300 110,600 34,200
Plumas. o ic———es 11,600 11,700 12,300 12,00 3 500
Riverside_ . .. 311,700 410,900 £06,200 610,000 722 00G
Sacramento. . o meccaan 510,300 644,900 773,200 915,500 1,073,000
San Benito. ... ecmcemaaan 15,500 18,700 18,000 19,600 21,400
San Bernardino_ .. eas 509,000 613,800 722,700 841,000 069,400
San Diego-- - oo o e eccem—eeaa 1,049,000 1,252,700 1,407,700 1,593,000 1,800,100
8an Franciso0. .- oo cceoccm o acccmcccceaccaean 741,500 745,000 748,600 780,500 752,800
San Joaquin . ..o ciceceen el 251.700 279,700 310,400 343,400 379,400
Ban Luis Obispo. . ... L 81,900 105,100 127,900 152,400 178,600
Ban Mateo . .o iceeaeea 449,100 563,600 652,200 756,500 866,900
Santa Barbars_____ .. ..... 173,600 264,400 334,800 410,300 491,300
SBanta Clara_ - 658,700 906,100 1,154,300 1,421,100 1,708,000
Banta Crus. - oo e cccician. 85,100 104,600 124,500 144,800 165,600
Bhaata . . e cme——ee—aees 60,400 76,900 92,600 109,400 127,400
2T ¢ ¢ SO 2,200 2,100 2,100 2,100 2,100
Biskiyou. . o oo a e iciccmaans 33,000 35,100 36,900 38,300 40,800
BolMn0. o oo 137,100 159,500 186,400 217.800 254,200
Bonoma - oo 148,800 177,600 214,500 259,500 318,700
Stanislaus. _ .o caea 158,300 175,700 195.000 216,100 239,200
Butter . ame————a-. - 33,700 38,5060 42,600 47,000 51,700
Tehama. . eeaeeo 25,500 30,100 34,400 89,100 44,100
PPy e o e o e e e et e een 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,700 9,700
TulAre . oo, 169,400 182,7G0 198,700 216,800 237,000
Tuolumne. - e eeeaes 14,500 16,000 17,200 18,400 19,600
Ventura. . ..o eeecccacccecaean 203,100 297,800 419,600 562,300 788,300
D ) L 66.400 87,800 111,400 137.100 165,100
D 4 1 T I 35,106 45,600 4,600 63,200 72,600

SOURCE: California State Department of Finance.
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TABLE it

Provisional Projections of Public School Twelfth Grade Grrduates
By County Thru Scheol Year Inding June 1980

Revised June 1964

Year
Ending June Alameda Amador Butte Calaveras Colusa Contra Costa] Del Norte | El Dorado Fresto Glenn
1960 . e e eeeeee 8,155 129 966 103 179 4,958 162 200 3,902 236
1961 .o 8,471 100 1,070 113 141 5,255 185 312 4,358 273
1982 e e 9,149 134 1,150 131 146 5,471 157 316 4,344 239
1903 . ... oo 9,417 137 1,118 115 148 5,710 168 ~38 4,203 232
1984 . o 11,900 150 I 1,325 150 175 7,300 175 450 4,925 250
1965 . e eeeeee 12,200 150 1,425 175 175 7,475 200 475 8,278 a5
1966 e mceeae 13,500 150 1,450 175 175 3,000 200 525 5,675 300
1967 - e 13,800 175 1,450 175 200 8,275 200 375 5,800 325
1968. ... 13,350 175 1,475 159 175 8,375 200 55 5,000 325
1969, . e 13,600 175 1,550 150 175 8,775 200 600 5,000 350
1970 e e 14,400 175 1,850 150 200 9,200 200 625 8,125 350
) L' 7 S, 14,625 175 1,675 175 200 9,275 200 875 8,250 375
1972 o eeeane 15,475 175 1,800 150 200 9,500 225 700 8,250 3756
1978 e eeeeeeeeae 15,575 150 1,800 150 200 9,600 225 875 6,100 375
b 3L J 16,050 150 1,990 150 200 1C,000 225 700 8,225 350
1975 e 16,425 150 1,925 150 200 160 250 875 8,250 325
1976, ot eeeeeeen 16,500 175 2,000 150 200 10,400 250 700 6,350 325
L 7 (R 16,600 175 2,000 150 200 10,675 250 700 6,475 350
b LY £ - S 16,775 175 2,025 150 200 10,975 275 725 8,650 350
1979 oo eeecveaee 16,850 200 2,050 150 200 11,025 275 725 6,650 350
1980 .o 17,000 200 2,100 150 200 11,100 275 750 6,675 356
= i |
Year
Ending June Humboldt | Imperiat Inyo Kern Kings Lake Lassen Los Angeles | Madera | Marin
1960 . . ceaeee 1,185 649 144 3,313 618 138 173 57,222 353 1,269
1961 ... 1,054 673 127 3,303 480 166 161 60,307 400 1,460
— 1962 ... ... 1,179 739 15¢ 5,447 678 169 151 61,025 429 1,557
1983 oo ee 1,193 739 155 3,467 686 155 190 62,457 437 1,711
1964 . oo 1,300 850 200 4,050 750 200 250 73,500 475 2,250
1965. oo 1,450 900 200 4,225 825 250 275 79,300 475 2,375
1966 .o oo 1,450 1,950 225 4,425 850 250 275 83,500 475 2,575
1987 e e 1,450 1,050 250 4,400 925 225 275 84,700 475 2,600
’ 1998, . . 1,400 1,000 200 4,620 950 225 250 85,575 450 2,650
1969 ... 1,375 1,075 250 4,500 1,000 225 275 88.950 475 2,926
1970 oo 1,476 1,150 250 4,700 1,050 250 275 92,700 475 3,100
1971 . eaeeee 1,475 1,250 250 4,800 1,076 275 300 95,400 475 3,250
1972 e 1,450 1,275 225 4,850 1,100 250 300 98,900 500 8,625
1978 e 1,600 1,250 225 4,950 1,125 275 300 99,175 475 8,575
1974 . e 1,550 1,375 225 5,026 1,150 275 300 104,000 450 8,700
1978 v eeeaaae . 1,525 1,326 228 4,975 1,175 275 300 108,000 450 8,750
1976 e 1,500 1,300 25 4,975 1,178 25 300 107,500 475 8,800
|7 o S 1,525 1,326 225 4,975 1,175 278 300 109,100 475 5,850
1978 e cmeeee 1,525 1,325 225 5,025 1,200 75 800 110,000 475 3,900
1979 e 1,525 1,826 225 5,050 1,200 275 300 111,200 475 3,950
1980, ..o 1,525 1,328 225 5,050 1,200 275 300 112,250 475 4,000
. 3 —L
SOURCE: California State Department of Firance.
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Provisional Projections of Publi~ School fwalfth Grade Graduates

TABLE H11—Continved

By County Thru School Year Ending June 1980

Revised Junc 1964

" e e

- -

A RSN e e Y

T " o

i Mo

Year
Fnding Jtne Maripoas | Mendoci 10 Merced Modoe Mono Monterey Naps Nevada Orange Placer
1960 - e aa e 45 623 1,002 70 20 1,482 632 264 6,045 64y
1961 ¢ e e 45 607 1,100 86 22 1,623 708 263 7,343 8§22
{1+ 1: 7. S 38 €64 1,174 80 22 1,663 77 232 7,852 809
1963 - oomcmee e 48 627 1,172 75 15 1,708 763 241 9,094 926
1964 occceee e 50 650 1,350 75 25 2,050 850 300 12,300 1,000
1965, o e e e 50 775 1,525 100 25 2,278 975 350 14,350 1,100
1966 - ccecem e ae 50 775 1,650 75 25 2,525 1,050 300 10,300 1,225
1067 - - e eeeee e 50 750 1,725 75 25 2,525 950 325 17,675 1,300
1968 - e e 50 750 1,675 75 25 2,625 1,050 325 19,050 1,300
1969.. oo 50 725 1,725 75 25 2,725 1,050 300 21,200 1,350
1970 . v ceeemeeameee 50 675 1,900 75 25 2,775 1,100 325 23,325 1,475
1971 - e e 50 725 1,950 75 25 2,925 1,150 325 25,850 1,525
1073 o ecemeaeaem 50 625 2,050 75 25 3,125 1,150 300 28,025 1,875
(L & J 50 6350 2,050 75 25 3,175 1,200 325 29,600 1,725
(1Y Z S 50 650 2,250 50 25 3,250 1,250 325 33,750 1,775
b [ /- T 50 625 2,350 &0 25 3,475 1,300 325 36,400 1,850
1976 e meee 50 625 2,425 50 25 3,475 1,35¢ 325 38,500 1,875
1077 - e 50 625 2,475 50 25 3,500 1,400 325 40,625 1,900
1978 e 50 625 2,500 50 25 3,550 1,450 325 42,375 1,925
1979 e 50 625 2,525 50 25 3,575 1,475 325 44,100 1,975
19080, c oo maee 50 625 2,550 50 25 4,000 1,600 325 45,325 2,000
Year Sau San San San San Sar: Luis San
Ending June Plumas Riverside | Sacramento Benito Bernardino Di~go Trancisco Joaquin Obispo Mateo

1960, - ccccceccmm e 164 2,789 5,322 171 5,262 9,266 4,216 2,629 730 4,036
1961 ccoooccce —ee-- 168 3,161 5,864 164 5,579 10,234 4,269 2,691 848 1,556
b 111 7 J 162 3,573 6,209 152 5,813 11,520 4,311 2,900 911 4,664
1963 - oo 169 3,282 6,681 188 5,941 11,746 4,329 2,888 891 5,001
1964 oo ooooccman 200 4,200 8,400 175 7,100 14,150 5,050 3,325 1,100 6,500
1965, < oo 200 4,700 9,250 200 7,950 15,125 5,225 3,475 1,175 8,775
1966 - oo 225 5,050 9,950 228 8,225 15,225 5,625 3,550 1,200 7,000
1987 o= 250 5,275 10,250 225 8,725 15,250 5,925 3,600 1,250 7,350
1988 e cecceee e 250 5,550 10,400 200 8,800 15,250 5,750 3,550 1,225 7.350
1969 - cccccceeaen 275 5,825 10,700 225 9,425 15,500 5,600 3,650 1,275 7,400
1970 cccceccceeee 225 6,125 10,800 250 9,700 16,000 5,600 3,700 1,400 7,850
197 e 225 6,325 11,700 250 10,250 17,000 5,400 3,675 1,475 7,800
1972 o eeeeeet 200 6,650 12,150 250 10,625 17,500 5,400 3,790 1,475 8,125
1978 - e 200 6,925 12,275 250 11,075 17,750 5,375 3,700 1,550 8,025
1974 .. 225 7,450 12,975 250 11,625 18,400 5,325 3,725 1,550 8,200
1975 e eeaee 225 8,100 13,300 250 12,300 19,000 5,275 3,750 - 1,675 8,350
1976 - coceecee e 225 8,300 13,600 250 12,700 19,600 5,275 3,750 1,800 8,550
1977 oo eeeeeeee 225 8,550 13,800 250 13,225 20,200 5,250 3,750 1,625 8,775
1978 e 225 8,825 14,025 250 13,750 20,750 5,250 3,775 1,675 8,900
1979 - e ceeeeeee oo 225 8,900 14,275 250 14,050 21,000 5,260 3,775 1,725 9,000
1980. oo eeeeeee. 225 8,950 14,500 250 14,300 21,175 5,260 3,800 1,750 9,075
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+ ABLE Ilil--Con%inved

Provisior.al Projections of Public Schooi Twelfth Grade Graduvates

Revised June 1954

B8y County Thru School Year Ending June 1980

— oy

Yeas Santa Santa Santa
Ending June Rerbara Clars Crus Shasta Sierra Siskiyou Solano Sonoma Stanislavs Sutter
1960 .. ceomeeeee 1,347 5,706 794 750 39 452 1,487 1,856 406
1961 .o e 1,731 €,696 956 774 46 429 1,632 2,101 433
— 1962 _ _ oo 1,759 7,563 938 722 37 444 1,630 2,118 440
1963 _ _ e _... 2,197 7,951 1,001 741 34 431 , 1,710 2,195 411
1964 .o e 2,600 10,200 1,250 900 50 500 2,050 2,350 475
1965 e ceecee o 2,800 11,325 1,375 1,000 50 600 . 2,325 2,575 £25
1966. _ . o eeeceean 3,150 12,125 1,400 1,050 A 500 2,500 2,576 550
. 1967 - oo e 3.350 13,250 1,525 1,150 50 600 2,500 2,600 @00
. 1968 - e 3,575 13,600 1,575 1,125 50 625 2,600 2,675 625
1989 . il coooceeae 4,000 14,975 1,850 1,150 50 650 2,725 2,650 625
= 1970 . cceeeoo 4,500 16,325 1,675 1,250 50 650 2,400 2,950 2,750 650
1971 e 5,000 17,650 1,675 1,300 50 625 2,550 3,075 2,775 700
1972 e ieeeeeee 5,256 19,375 1,725 1,300 50 850 2,600 3,125 2,950 725
— 1973 e 5,600 20,400 1,750 1,350 50 600 2,700 3,250 2,875 700
1974 . e 6,275 22,000 1,875 1,375 50 825 2,800 3,375 3,000 875
N 1975 - e e ceeeeee - 3,900 £3,725 1,450 1,425 50 850 2,950 3,550 2,975 650
b U i (i T 7,250 24,950 2,025 1,475 50 600 3,075 3,750 3,000 650
) 1T ¢ 7,600 26,150 2,100 1,500 50 625 3,175 3,875 3,025 850
1978. e e 8,025 27,175 2,300 1,500 50 6825 3,275 4,050 3,100 650
1979 e 8,275 27,925 2,400 1,525 50 850 3,300 4,125 3,100 650
1980 ... cooeeeoo- 8,500 28,500 2,500 1,525 56 650 3,350 4,175 3,150 650
Year
Eading June Tehama Trinity Tulare Tuolumne Ventura Yolo Yuba Total
¥ 1960 oo oo 357 23 1,808 175 1,815 622 258 148,871
1961 . . 349 82 1,907 179 2,101 683 283 160,486
1962 . . . 376 100 1,946 191 2,245 875 309 167,244%
1963 . e 359 77 1,931 198 2,358 51 307 172,750%*

1964 . e 400 100 2,025 200 3,200 050 350 209,125

1985 o cccecee - 400 100 £,275 250 3,700 1,050 400 226,600

1966 ccceee e 425 100 2,375 275 4,250 1,075 425 240,625

1967 < - e 425 100 2,375 250 4,575 1,075 400 247,800

1968 . .. e 450 100 2,250 250 4,575 1,175 400 250,870

1969 . e, 450 100 2,300 275 5,150 1,225 400 262,050

1970 e e 475 100 2,370 275 5,575 1,275 400 275,425

Ut 4 S 475 100 2,400 276 6,000 1,250 425 287,200

1972 e 475 100 2,375 276 6,600 1,400 489 269,825

1978 e e 425 100 2,326 276 7,025 1,400 475 305,000

1974. . _... R - 475 100 2,376 3¢ 8,000 1,400 5256 322,425

1978 ceieeecee e 500 100 2,425 325 8,750 1,500 600 334,100

. 1976 < e - 500 100 2,400 350 9,500 1,600 750 343,050

1977 e 500 100 2,400 350 10,350 1,650 6850 352,176

1978 e 500 100 2,400 350 11,300 1.675 875 361,100

1979 e e 500 100 2,400 350 12,076 1725 6875 367,000

1980 _ .- _.. 500 100 2,400 250 12,760 1,750 700 372,750

* Figures include 3 graduates from Alpine County.
Q
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TABLE v
e ]
Projection of Full-time Students California independent Institutions of Higher Education,
By County of Locution, 19651980
Total Enrollment Lower Division Upper Division ' Graduate and Professional
i
All Institutions
1965 e ceee cmeecccceetccccnccencceane 68,500 31,750 2,79% 13,050
117 S 81,800 87,175 27,675 17,050
1 S 91,100 40,875 30,825 19,400
1980 o e e eeas 99,100 43,°%0 33 525 21,¢25
; Alameda County
- 1985 e ccacca-- 3600 1,450 850 700
1970 o eeee—aannas 3,525 1,650 1,000 875
1975 e m e cmemcecccecncnanaaa 3,800 1,750 1,100 959
1080 e e e dcccece————- 4,050 1.850 1,200 1,000
Contra Costa County
1885 . o e e e cacect e ma- 1,200 725 450 25
1070 e ce e et rcccccaaa 1,600 875 626 12
1975 e ccccmmee——aa 1,700 925 650 125
108 oo e et cecc———————- 1,775 950 875 150
Fresno County
L S 325 200 125
1970 - e e e ececccacaaas 475 250 225
1078 e 550 275 75
1080, e eerccccceccccmaan 57¢ 300 278
Inyo County
1965, e cecceec——————- 25 25
1970, e eeecceecacecae 25 25
1975, e mee e ccccccccaaa- 25 25
1080, e e e caaeas 25 25
Los Angeles County
1965 e m e ccce———— 30,000 13,500 12,000 4,500
1970. e e ceeccccacama 34,625 15,300 12,800 6,625
1975 e caee e n e cccccccmem e 38,500 17,000 14,000 7,500
T . 41,750 18,250 15,000 . 8,500
Marin County
1965 o e ccccccccicace cmmaan 825 225 200 400
1970 o e e e e ceeeee 975 275 225 475
1075 e ceaen 1,100 300 250 550
1980, oo ccccccnmmee te———— 1,200 325 275 600
Monterey County
1985 - e e e e e e e e eemmmmee 75 50 25
1970 o e cceececncmccecaaoen 150 100 50
18765 e e an 200 125 75
1980, e meciccccceee 250 150 100
Napa County
1965. .o e ccre e ccdcccmcccccccccaeen 1,450 1,000 400 50
1970, c e cecceccccemc— - 1,750 1,176 525 50
1975 . e e ———————— 1,800 1,200 550 50
1980 o oo oo emmman 1,800 1,200 550 50
Orange County
T S 1,275 800 400 75
l 970 ----------------------------------------- ’ l ’ 575 l 'm 475 lm
1978 e eecccccemcccccccaae 1,750 1,100 525 125
1980, . e e 1,950 1,200 600 150
Riverside County
1086 e cccccicceccm—caa- 1,400 950 - 400 50
(1 1,700, 1,150 475 75
1978 oo e 1,650 1,300 550 100
3080 e ccccc————- 2,150 i 1,400 6256 ! 125
San Bernardino © ‘unty T
1065 . e ececcccccccccccecnes 2,750 975 750 1,025
1970 e ec————an 3,475 1,200 1,075 1,200
1978 e eccccicccccamaane 3,878 1,350 1,225 1,300
1880 oo ccccceam—a- 4,200 1,475 1,325 1,400
San Diego County
1908 o e ecccrcceccmmmaaan 2,875 1,775 900 200
1870 o e eee———— 3,800 2,200 1,100 500
1078 e e ccccccccccmcmme—aaan 4,675 2,500 1,450 725
1980, oo oo e e 5,250 2,850 1,600 1,000
San Francisco County
T S, 5,250 2,225 1,650 1,375
1L 2,650 2,800 2,128 1,728
L2 TN 7,450 3,100 2,400 1,950
1080 oo oo e 8,175 3,425 2,625 2,126
N p—— e e
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TABLE IV—Continved
Proje:tion of F-li-time Students California Independent [nstitutions of Higher Education,
By County of Locaticn, 19651980
Total Enrollment Lower Division Upper D:vision Graduats and Professional
2,625 1,200 825 600
3,100 1,450 9758 675
3,450 1,600 1,100 750
3,775 1,760 1,200 825
1,225 800 00 128
1,475 900 425 150
1,600 950 475 178 .
1,750 1,025 525 200 -
550 300 250
700 350 328 28
800 400 375 25
800 400 375 25
12,175 4,750 3,675 3,750
- 14,200 5,425 4,425 4,350
15,450 5,750 4,900 4,800
18,775 8,075 5,450 5,250
425 300 128 -
1970.......... ceemmsncccnmncee ceccmmomncrceen 800 350 150
1978, e e ceacormcnccsmcenn cerancecas 500 350 150
1980 . .. e cmcccmaccccccccccccacmae soee %00 350 150
Ventura County
1068. .. e nnrccccmnceee remmee mmee 1,050 550 350 150
1970, cmmem- ccemmmeaccmmccananemo~ 1,500 800 525 175
1078 . eeeeeeaem mecomeaae. cmmee 1,925 1,000 725 200
1680 ... ceecemmeee Commememcoccona coreoe 2,350 1,200 926 225
SOURCH: California State Department of Finance.
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TABLE V
Reported and Projacted Junior College Full-time Enroliments of Existing Institutions
1861--19%0
- T
Fresno
Fall Alameda Contra Costa | and Madera Imperial Kern Lassen Los Angeles Marin
£ ) S 3761 3969 3365 502 2006 148 46010 955
1962« - oo el 4206 4220 2533 570 2903 177 47171 1185
1968 _ e eeeeeeee 4739 4184 3396 606 3010 214 47548 1398
1965 o e meeeeeeee 6700 5550 4275 775 3790 300 60275 2075
1966, . e eeceeeaee 7550 6400 4625 900 3875 300 83450 2275
1967 - e 7875 6650 24750 800 3850 300 64375 2325
G S 7750 6775 4875 875 3950 276 65025 2315
1880 o eoaas 8025 7150 4875 9,0 3850 300 57600 2625
1970 e e 8650 7550 5050 1025 4125 300 70450 2800
1971 o eeeeeeae 8850 7650 5150 1150 4200 325 72500 2950
1972 e cmeeeeee 09450 7850 5150 1175 4250 825 75175 3225
1873 . o e 9575 7925 5025 1175 4328 325 75375 3300
1874 oo eeeae 9950 8250 5125 1300 4400 325 79050 3425
1975 . e 10275 8375 5150 1250 4350 325 $0550 3500
1976 . o ccceeae 10400 8575 5250 1250 4350 325 81700 35650
) (7 o 10550 8800 5350 1275 4350 325 82025 3626
1978 oo e e 10725 8050 5475 1300 4400 325 83600 3675
1979 o e 10875 9100 5475 1300 4425 325 84500 3750
1980 . oo 11050 9150 5500 1325 4228 825 85300 3800
1}
(Los Rios Dis.) San
Fall Merced Monterey Napa Orange Placer Riverside Sacramento Bernardino
[ ) - 1799 576 7706 982 2166 3404 3939
1L 7 - 1880 697 8683 950 2844 3950 4168
L - 299 2140 899 9111 1066 2488 - 4748 4482
19685 . e 575 2875 1175 13625 1200 3725 7575 6200
1966 .. ... emm - 700 | . . 3200 1275 | . -- 15150 1300 4050 8275 6600
1967 o oo 775 3225 1175 14250 1350 4225 8625 6975
1988, o e 800 3350 1325 17325 | 1325 4400 - 8300 7050
1969 e ceeeee 875 3475 1325 18075 1376 4850 9000 7550
1070« o e eeemeee 1000 3550 1400 20875 1475 4900 9159 7750
)L+ 7 b DU 1050 3725 1475 23000 1525 5050 9850 8200
1972 e eeeeeeee 1150 3975 1475 21800 1675 5325 10275 8500
)11 ¢ J 1200 4050 1525 26050 1725 5550 10375 8850
1874 o o eeeeee 1325 4150 1600 29525 1775 5950 10950 9300
1975 e 1400 4425 1650 31850 1850 8475 11250 9850
1976 e eeeeeeeeeee 1475 4425 1725 33700 1875 6650 11525 10150
1977 o eeeeeem 1525 4475 1775 35550 1800 6850 11700 10575
1978 . e eeceeeee 1575 4525 1850 37525 1925 7050 11900 11000
1978 e 1625 4550 1875 38600 1975 7125 12100 11250
1980 oo 1650 5100 1925 39650 2000 7100 12200 11450
Fall S8an Diego San Francisco | San Joaquin San Mateo | Santa Barbara| Santa Clara Santa Crus Shasta
1961 . o eceeens 4864 4658 2093 2045 1232 3982 698 974
1982 o eeeeeene 5603 4960 2222 3147 1331 4317 1052 1007
1963, o eee—aaa 6257 5073 2422 3664 1775 5662 1179 1182
1985 . o o eececceaeoan 8625 6175 2950 5225 2400 8500 1725 1650
1986 o ecmeeceees 8975 6675 3050 5525 2750 9325 1775 1750
1987 e eceeeeeee 9150 7050 3125 5875 2950 10475 1975 1950 _
1968 . o e eaeee 9300 6875 3125 5950 3175 11025 2075 1925
1969, oo e 9600 6600 3250 6075 3300 12425 2175 1975
1070 o oo 10075 6625 3325 6525 4050 13875 2225 2150
{7 6 DU 10875 6525 3350 6550 4500 15350 2250 2250
1972 oo ceeceeeea 11375 6550 3400 6900 4725 17250 2325 2250
1978 e e, 11550 6550 3425 6900 5050 18350 2375 2225
1974 e 11950 6525 3450 7125 5650 20025 2525 2375 —
)11 £ T 12350 6500 3475 7300 6200 21825 2625 2450
)17 (T 12750 6525 3475 7475 6525 23075 2725 2550
'Y & 13125 6525 3475 7675 6850 24200 2825 2600
1078 o o eeeeeem 13500 6550 3500 7800 7225 25125 3100 2600
1979 o e oo 13650 6575 3500 7875 7450 25825 22:0 2625 .
1980 - oo ccaeeee- 13775 6575 3525 7950 7650 26375 3375 2625 '
-
60 -
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Reported and Projected Junior College Full-time Enroliments of Existing Institutions

TABLE V--Continued

1961-1980
Fall Siskiyou Salano Sonoma Stanislaus Tulare Ventura Yubs Total
196) e tecemaaena- 21% 748 1674 1750 2000 1536 1075 112636
1062 e cececeaaaan 235 707 1734 2312 2413 1654 1264 121283
1963 . . e caeeaes 276 1091 1753 2220 1776 192 1393 125221
| 0 DI 450 1550 2275 2575 2150 3050 1850 172150
1966 . o e eeeeccceeaa 47% 1625 2450 2575 2250 3525 1950 184500
1967 e eeeee 5C0 1600 2425 2600 2250 3825 1975 191350
1968 . o eeeeo- 575 1625 2500 2575 2225 3850 2050 195125
1969 e eeciceaae 6256 1622 2625 2650 2175 4350 2125 204625
1970 el 650 1825 2825 2750 2225 4750 2275 216200
197 e e eeeeceeeeeam 650 1950 2625 2775 2275 5100 2376 226350
1972 e e 675 2000 2059 2050 2250 5606 2550 237525
1973 . e 628 2100 3050 2875 2200 5975 2600 242300
1974 e eeeeeeeea 875 22560 3150 3000 2250 6800 2725 256875
1978 e e emeeceee 725 2275 3300 2975 2300 7450 2825 267100
1976 - o e e e 6875 2375 3475 3000 2275 8075 2975 274875
S 1 i SN 725 2450 3575 3025 2275 8800 2975 282650
b Lo £ - SIS 75 2550 3760 3100 22785 24800 3025 200325
1979 v eeececccrecce- 775 2550 3825 3100 2275 10275 3050 205450
1980 . c e e ca- 775 2600 3860 3150 2275 10850 3100 300450
SOURCE: fitate Departmen’. of Finance.
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TABLE VI
Californic State Collegas First-iime Freshmen by County cf Graduation—Fall 1963
i
1963 All Cal Cal San
HS. | Cam- Poy Poly Hum- | Long Los | Tuller- | Sacen- | San San Fran- San
County Grads | puses |Hayward] ¢ (8LO) | Chico | Fresno | boldt | Beach | Angeles| tos | mento | Diego | Sonoms [Fernando] cisco | Jose

Alameds ... . ..._. 9417 | 1253 836 1 {1 58 12 18 4 ) N PO, 8 2 2 2 238 34
P \T: TSR PN SRR P NV FURI ORISR IO R NUUISUIIN FURUUI SO ORIV NSO MPRIRI MU I P
Amador......ooo.o..... 137 ) |, 3 PO 1 2 1 H D R IO S S ) PO -SOUN P 1 1
Butte e 1118 <3 N I I, 3 278 2 ) U [N SN N 3 1 3 I, 8 8
Calaverw............. 115 15 ... I D, 1 3 1 ) U PN S F [ 2 DR PRI 1 2
Columa. ..o oooeeoeeee 148 17 foee oo 2 4 3 ) U8 RN TN N F: 7% [N B 2 2
Coatra Costa.. ... ... . 5710 424 3 3 53 87 36 14 ) U PSSO F 23 5 1 2 116 91
Dd Norte.occaee-..-.. 168 . J I I, ) N DU AR ) U 3 P R S [ 3% FOCI SNSRI NP [, )
K Donndo............ 338 ..+ 1 N S, 4 b R S SO ) N T, 12 Joeece e e 1 3 5
) ) Y T 4203 T44 V... 2 19 1 687 2 1 [ 3 2 b 3 PR 3 5 16
Qleon. ... .c.caeenone- 233 40 e 1 1 k8 D ISR B S FUPR ) U PRSI FUUIIPRIIN PRI 1 4
HumbelMdt . 1198 289 oo feccaaaa 5 8 4 254 1 Jocaccacfeccecann - 3 PR S R, 6 8
Imperial. ............. 739 18 ... 3 3 1 1 b2 RSN PRSI S PR [ T PN NI 2
Inyo....eeeaaeeen 158 b2 S, S 13 {oeeenen- PN L3 PR PR I, ) U S ) N 2
. TN 3467 100 1 3 42 3 12 |ooea . [} b O T 4 8 |-ceceaa- 2 4 14
) T 6868 . 2 R I, [} 2 b1 I (N SN N A, 3 ) NN PO, 1 1 2
Lake. ... oeeanaen-. 156 E"i 2 S S 1 5 1 1 1 ) U PO, ) W FORN SO S, 3 L]
Leasam....ueceae...-. 190 D § U O FSII F, |2 PR, ) U PRI SO SNSRI FURUIION ORI FUIPN NI S 1
Lne Angeles........... 63457 4783 3 483 214 16 4 33 1345 942 47 1 182 {oeeeae 1113 % 205
Maders.....cc.aee-.-. 437 .Y R SO 14 1 [ 20 [N SR PN SRR SUNPUSUI RN NP NI voan 1 5
Marin._ ...caueeane-.a-. 1711 ) ) N P, 1 2 3 [ 3 PO S, 1 2 1 ' 3 TR 67 2
Mariposs. ceceeeuenne-n 43 9 b2 IO ) N R [ 3 PO ) - SUSIN SURSIY NS, AVIPIIP [P NP F 1
Mundocino....eeeu---. 627 .1, 2% D F, il 17 3 13 2 ) N P 7 1 14 .. ... 7 9
Meroed....ceeeananee. 1172 116 |-ceeene- 2 23 5 53 % ) NN P, 1 2 [ 3 PRI P 9 12
Modoe. ...caaeen.- van 7 8 |oeaae e imeen 1 5 1 ? Jeeev ceefencccaectecncccacfoccacaan RPN SR [ SO,
Mono. .. ccaeecaeanne. 15 ) N PN A, ) U RN IR FUNURN NSO PRI AU S U SN AV, NP MO
Monterey. ...oeu-... 1708 ' 2 T O, 22 2 [ 3 PR ) N PR .. 3 alar cceman 1 8 17
Nape. oo eiccaaanen 763 ) U SR I, 1 L 15 [, [ 3 PRI NUI W [ 3 T 3 PO, 4 2
Nevada.oooooacaanena. 241 8 e ' 3 PR R ) N PO SN SRS 3 [T ORI A 1 1
Orange. ...uceueecn-.. 9094 047 |- 50 49 3 ] 4 253 4 {7 3 PR ) U PO, 3 4 46
Placer. .oeeaencannen 920 43 |- coleeeeann- 7 [ 3 PO 2 - . 21 b 2 (RO PR 1 4
Plumss. . ...aeuene-.-. 169 . | I DR NN 1 ) § N PO b3 PSR IR PP, ' 1 O SR 1 2 1
Riverside. . ............ 3282 159 foeeeenae kv ] 21 4 5 2 i ] 5 3 1 03 |eee. .ocecrances 3 8
Sacramento.. .. ....... 6681 588 {-caenn.- 1 25 30 5 (.35 TR IS NN 47 'S A PO, 17 2
San Benito............. 186 " 3 OO b 3 SR T TR A N - 1 celocenc Jecemanen 1 1
San Bamnardino.......-. 8941 264 ). aee... 95 28 2 17 3 22 5 2 3 40 |oeeuoeae 4 13 32
San Diego_.—eoeoooaeoo 11746 1767 1 15 ” 2 3 12 16 1 : 7 P, 1628 3 5 11 40
San Francisco........--. 4329 431 | ecaaaen 9 8 2 3 N 2 |eeecnan- 2 . 75 P SO 357 45
San Joaquin............ 2888 bt 1 N R 19 10 13 1 41 1 . - 18 27
San Luis Obispo....... 891 pU. [ N TR IR 119 |eecanao. 13 ' i IO 1 1 4 . 3 P, 1 4 9
San Mateo. ..oueoaeae. 5061 852 2 7 41 24 9 3 - 35 [ SO [} [ 3 PO, 1 207 243
Santa Barbers......... 2107 h b2, 3 4 61 5 [} 2 [} ) N S 2 L. I T 2 9 19
Santa Clars. .......... 7051 ] 1204 1 1 7 32 5 9 5 13 1 2 37| un
Sents Crus...ccaeeee.. 1001 18 {oeeca) e iaaaa 3 ) B SR A, ) U PRI SN N, 0 - 2 11
Shasta..o.euceaacannne 741 L I OO O, 8 19 1 5 1 |eceeece]eeccnaa- 1 (1 ) PO SR 8 3
Sierra. .. oeaeaaneea-. M 3 leecacann 1 1 welovsccoec]|ecnnancelcccnnccclecenncea]ecncanae 1 . e|eccacace]fecccccne
Siskiyod. ...ceeeean-- 431 a8 ——- 2 19 jooauae-. 2 - . [ 3 ORI AR N 2 [ ]
Solano. . ..ee.ceecann-. 1587 7 i SR S 15 19 2 1 b 7 PO S 4 1 [ 31 PO 9 15
Sonoms. ..ccaeencanane 1710 97 14 7 [} 3 1 Jeccmcac]encanans 7 1 82 |oaee-n.- 11 18
Stanislacs. ... ..o.-.. 2193 .3 N O SO [} 4 7 7]1.. - [ PO PPN FUNI 1 12
Sutter. . ..oeecnceannn. 411 3 2 8 2 1 N . 2 1 eceeece]emeeccac]ean anan 7
Tehama _....ccaueenn. 359 52 43 1 1 - 2 - B IO ]
Trnity. coeeeiceannn . K ) § N PRI IN NN [ PO ' 3 U A, 2 - ) N PO
TUlare.ceeancnacacean- 1931 43 Joe. el 1 14 1 18 foceecacafeceancan b 3 O, 2 ) N P N, 2 2
Tuolumpe. ....ceoe... 108 18 |eccenca]eenanans 1 1 4 ) N OSSN S, 7 2 2
Venturs. ....ceeeeen.. 2358 88 Joeeoeaat [} 28 4 [} 2 [ ) B PO 1 [ ] 1 10 32 16
b (- [ T 751 07 leeccancc]enscnann 9 9 5 67 ) N P R, 3 3
Yoba.ooueaaeacaaeans 307 ) L J) PO . 1 3 1 Jeccenecefceaceeceecenceccfucccance 2 4 4

Total..caeee.-.-.. 173747 | 18465 580 391 1103 792 1076 47 1699 978 123 88 2050 71 1158 1300 2885
Out-of-State ———- -} (@) (41) | (au4) (33 () (20) (90) @n 149 (30) | (108) @) (61) | (120) | (170)
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TABLE Vi)
University of Californle
First-time Freshmen by County of High School Graduation—Foll 1763
1063
County H.S. Grade | All Campuses BerLeley Davis Los Angeles Riverside Sants Barbara
o941~ 586 413 97 12 7 57
137 7 4 3
1116 35 8 19 8
115 6 1 4 1
148 8 1 6 1
8710 404 222 109 12 5 56
166 3 V- 1 2
338 11 5 4 2
Freano. e eeeccea- 4203 83 46 12 9 1 18
Glenn. . ... ceemcecceccccccamman————— 232 9 8 4
Humboldt. o v oo 1198 16 9 5 1 1
Imperial. . ... o eeeceae 739 18 4 - 6 8 5
InY0. e e cen——————- i55 8 - 1 1 1 5
L T 3467 73 x4 8 9 7 25
King®. . e ccccmcccccmccemno oo Py 17 4 4 2 1 6
Take. o ———————— 155 9 1 3 5
Lassen. . oo e eecccc———— 190 6 4 2
ws Angeles. . oo ... 62457 3701 775 71 2024 204 627
437 16 10 - 3 )
1711 165 26 3 4 32
48 - -- -
627 P14 15 7 1 4
1172 47 22 12 2 1 10
75 2 - 2
15 2 - 1 1
Monterey . oo e ccceemocecaae. 1708 89 32 11 1 1 %
NODP® . o e cc—ecae 763 28 15 11 1 1
Nevada . .o cceccceceecccac——n 241 9 4 5
Orange. - oo ceca e 9004 336 65 4 116 61 90
Placer. e eccc——c————- 926 26 (] 17 3
Plumas.. - o oo m e ccca—e 169 8 2 5 1
Riverside .o oo e 3282 192 20 19 20 104 x
Sacramento.... ..o e oo 8681 286 97 187 8 1 23
San Benlto. oo cvoceme e cmeem——ee e 186 3 - 1 2
San Bernardino. . ... e oo 5941 235 51 8 60 72 “
Ban Diego. oo e oo —oeane 11748 365 112 16 71 65 9%
San Franci®00. ... cooceeccecococccmc e aaa 4329 252 174 46 1 4 ”
Ban Joaquin. ... oo ecineacaeans 2888 95 52 39 4
San Luis Obi#po._.. . ool 881 30 9 6 . 12
Ban Mateo. - cuueoeceennemceaccmeccem e 5081 344 186 54 14 6 84
Santa Barbars. . ... 2107 198 21 5 11 ] 188
Banta Clara._________ ..., 7951 876 195 45 24 6 108
Banta Crus. ..o ceeccc————— 1001 32 18 3 1 10
Bhaste . e eceecccaececnaacae 741 17 8 7 2
127 ¢ 84 1 - 1
Biakiyou. .o cceccanen 431 17 5 11 1
BolAPo. .o e ccccreceee e 1567 59 20 33 4 2
BODOMA . — e oeeececcmcecccoccecaecccaen 1710 63 30 24 8 2 4
Stanislems. . eeeeeeas 2193 33 4 14 8 2 3
Buttere oo m————eae 411 13 2 9 2
Tehama .o oo ma— e eaee 350 7 2 5
TR e e et oo cea e e—me 77 3 3 -
Tulare. oo e e 1931 22 10 1 4 7
TuolUmDe. ..o v e cee e mee e 198 9 8 4
Venturs. .o ceeaae 2358 105 21 [} 26 2 80
Y010, e oo amen e 751 67 17 46 2 1 1
D 4 T SR 807 11 .- 30 1
Total. . ecreccceceemceneman- 8378 2835 1028 2461 567 1653
63
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TABLE viii

Rates per 1,000 Public High School Graduates in 1963 Attending California Higher
Educational Institutions as First-time Freshmen, Fall, 1963

fl n A T R G Aty At - g v o ik A A I R T S T Vi - g ey

P+
U.C. C.8.C. J.C.'s Pri-ate Institutions Total
1963 H.8, |__ _ _
Grads
Area (Pub) No. Rate No Rate No Rata No. Kate No. = Rate
— _

. Alameds _ - —eunooo 2 9417 586 62 1253 133 <079 274 376 40 4794 509
Alpine. ... _.o..... 2 - . - - - - - - . - -
Smedor.ooooeno- 2 137 7 51 15 109 29 212 1 7 32 380

h Butte.. ... 1 111€ 35 31 231 207 261 234 16 14 53 487
Calaveras__._..-.- 2 115 6 52 15 130 30 261 1 9 h2 452
Colusa.o...._—_ 2 148 8 54 17 115 71 480 6 41 102 689
Contra Costs - - ... 2 5710 404 71 424 74 2299 405 184 32 4311 580
Del Norte. .cccnuna 1 166 3 18 28 157 18 108 4 24 51 307
£l Doradre oo ..o 2 338 11 32 20 89 103 305 9 27 153 453
Freoivecccocaoooo 3 4203 85 20 744 177 2146 511 147 35 3123 743
Glenn._. ... 1 232 9 39 40 172 44 190 7 30 100 431
Humboldt. ... ... 1 1198 16 13 289 241 118 99 22 18 445 371
Imperial .._.._____ 5 73¢ 18 24 18 24 318 430 23 31 377 510
IDYO oo comemmeann 3 155 8 52 24 155 47 303 7 45 86 5655
Kemn. oo 3 3467 73 21 100 29 1567 452 117 34 1807 535
Kings. .. .co_.. 3 686 17 25 36 52 18b 271 20 29 259 377
Take . ... _...- .. 2 155 9 58 30 194 73 471 3 19 115 742
Lassen.....o..--_. 1 190 6 32 11 58 98 516 — 115 805
Los Acgeles_....._. 4 62457 3701 59 4783 77 21593 346 3302 53 33379 534
Madera . -cccacae-- 3 437 16 37 57 130 160 366 12 28 U5 561
Marin. ... 2 1711 165 v6 140 82 739 432 123 72 1167 682
Mariposa.-..ceoo--. 3 48 - - 9 188 22 458 1 21 32 667
Mendocino. e ca---- 1 627 Prd 43 8¢ 135 160 255 11 18 283 451
Merced_ .o .._.. 3 1172 47 40 116 99 434 370 33 23 630 538
Modoe. - coaeeeo 1 75 2 27 3 107 13 173 - 23 307
Monnocooiceacaee 3 15 2 133 1 67 3 200 1 67 7 467
Monterey.---c.---. 2 1708 69 40 59 35 839 491 69 40 1036 608
Napa.ooecceaaa. 2 763 28 37 21 28 491 644 42 55 582 763
Nevads . - ece ceeeee 1 241 9 37 8 3 16 66 5 21 38 158
Orange.............. 4 0094 336 37 30 71 3780 416 361 40 4507 496
Placer. oo o—.. 2 92¢ 26 24 43 46 467 504 15 16 551 595

- Plumas._.......... 1 169 8 47 20 118 71 420 4 24 103 609
Riverside.......... 4 3282 192 58 159 48 1353 412 149 45 1853 657
Sacramento... .. ... 2 6681 286 43 588 88 2199 329 155 23 3222 483
San Benito_._...... 3 186 3 16 9 48 17 91 2 10 31 167
8an Bernardino. ... 4 5941 235 40 264 44 2377 400 232 39 3108 523
San Diego....__.._. 5 11741 362 31 1767 150 5109 435 521 44 7760 661
San Francisco.._... 2 4329 252 58 431 100 1991 460 384 89 3058 708
8an Joaquin........ 2 2888 95 33 130 45 1121 388 170 59 1516 525
San Luis Obispo.... 4 891 30 34 159 178 197 221 24 27 410 460
S8an Mateo........ 2 5061 344 68 552 109 2024 400 262 52 3182 629
Santa Barbara__._. 4 2107 198 94 123 58 865 411 132 63 1313 825
Sante Clara._....... 2 7951 378 47 1204 163 2809 353 288 33 4767 600
Santa Crus___..... 2 1001 32 32 18 18 806 805 73 73 829 920
Shasta._ ... -...... 1 741 17 23 46 62 413 557 8 8 475 641
Sierrd. e ceoo oo 1 34 1 29 3 88 5 147 -- 9 265
Siskiyou. ... _._. i 431 17 39 35 81 192 446 10 23 264 589
Solano. - 2 1567 59 k2] 92 59 850 542 32 20 1033 659
Sonoma . ecceen.. 2 1710 63 37 97 &7 726 425 96 56 982 574
Stanialaus. _..._... 3 2193 35 16 51 23 847 386 80 37 1013 462
Sutter. ... 2 411 13 32 23 56 212 516 8 20 256 623
Tehama. . ......... 1 359 7 19 52 145 97 270 6 17 162 451
Trinity. e eeeeees 1 77 3 39 11 143 29 377 - 43 568

............ 3 1931 22 11 43 22 1093 566 46 24 1204 623
Tuolumne. _..__.._ 3 198 9 45 18 91 59 208 9 46 95 480
Venturé..._co.... 4 2358 105 44 88 37 959 407 137 58 1289 547
D () 2 751 67 89 97 129 80 107 i4 18 322 429
Yuba. o ceecameaas 1 307 11 36 15 40 171 557 9 29 206 671

(Not distributed by [county) i 1185
10TAL....... 172750 8573 49.6 15465 90 66561 385 7767 45 96571 559
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TABLE IX

Summary of Public High School Graduvates by Primary and Secendary Enrol'ment
Zones of Possible New State Colleges, 1970-71 to 1980

Los Angeles
Cont=a (Glendate- San
Year Custa Kern Griffith Park) ' Mateo Ventura
- Primary Zone
! 1970-71. e - 9,275 4,800 7 432 7 800 8,000
ot T b S 9,500 4,850 7,704 8,125 6,670
bt £ T 9,600 4,950 7,726 8,025 7,025
Y. o (: TR 10,000 5,025 8,102 8,200 . 8,000
7478 e . 10,150 4,975 8,257 8,350 -~ 8750
T5-T6. e eeeeeee 10,400 4,975 8,374 8,550 9,500
(i o o R 10,675 4,975 8,499 8,775 10,350
ki G € - T, . 10,975 5,025 8,569 8,900 11,300
T80 e 11,025 5,050 8,662 9,000 12,076
—_— 79-80... ... 11,109 5,050 8™ 9,075 12,75
Secondary Zone
1970-71. . 29,500 3,475 51,933 39,350 5,000
8 S 30,700 3,475 53,841 41,975 5,260
N T2-73 e eeceaeam 30,925 3,450 53,991 43,100 5,600
' 7374 e 31,700 3,522 56,618 45,250 6,275
(1 T, 32,150 3,600 57,706 47,376 6,900
Y (i o | T 32,400 3,575 58,523 48,750 7,250
—_ Y (i o ff (I 32,625 3,675 59,394 50,100 7,600
Y i o £ - T 32,975 3,600 59,884 51,500 8,025
78716 ... e 33,125 2,600 60,537 52,425 8,276
79-80. e 33,400 3,600 61,109 53,250 8,500

Secondury Zones are as follows:
1. Contra Costa—Alameuua, Marin, San Francisco, San Joaquin, and Solano.

2. Kern—Kings and Tulare.
3. Los fingeles—Zones 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 of Los Angeles County. See Map, page 50, Los Angeles County Enrollment Zone.

4. San Mateo—Alameda, San francisco, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz.
5. Ventura—Santa Barbai-a.

NoTr: The Jefinition of primary and secondary zones were developed by the Office of Institutional Research of the California State
Colleges. Projections of High School Graduates were developed by the California Dcpartment of Finance.

TABLE X

Summary of Levels of Factors Selected for Enroliment Projections for Possible New State Colleges After an Initial Ten-year Period of
Development, With Projected Enrollments for 1980-81

Contra Los Angeles S.n
Factors Costa Kern (Glendale) Mateo Ventura
1. First-time freshmen as percent of prior high school graduates:
From Primary 2omel. . .o ecr e cceccccmecceccemeceecceemeeeseecamema——— 8.5 12.8 8.5 8.5 8.5
From secondary zomne. .. . . oo e emccmmme e e mc—cmec————————— 1.3 2.3 1.3 1.3 2.3
2, First-time freshmen from primary and secondary zones as a percent of the first-time from
CaOrIA. o oo e e e e e et e e tcmceeeeeemeceeeeeeeeeemeemmeereeo—————— 95.0 95.0 85.0 95.0 95.0
3. First-time freshmen from California as a percent of total first-time_. ... .ccoooooo_. 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0
4, Undergraduate transfers as a percent of first-time freshmen?.___ . __________.._._._.. 91.8 83.1 91.8 91.8 91.8
5. "0ld” as a percent of prior yesr total undezgraduate enrollment._ ... oo _.... 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7
6. Graduate enrollment as a percent of total undergracuate enrollment. _ .. _.._._._._._._. 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4
7. Ratio of annual FTE to total fall enrollment . - .. . cocmoome e e eeccccca———an 0.9 - 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
‘ 8. Projected Enrollment (1980-91)
a. Total first-time._ . oo ccmccccmccccecaccce—c————- 1,530 810 1,700 1,620 1,420
b. Undzrgraduate transfers. oo e o e ecm———————— 1,400 670 1,560 1,490 1,300
0. Total fall undergraduates._ . - .. v cecc———en 7,240 3,590 7,800 7,390 6,400
d. Total graduate enrollment _____ e ecciicccaaoanao 450 230 500 470 420
e. Total annual FTE . . e e e ccmcccccm;————————en 6,930 3,440 7,470 7,070 6,220
f. Total full-time enrollment . - - - oo oo o e mcos mmemane 7,700 3,820 8,300 7,860 6,910
- 17t i3 assumed that 85% of the State College enroliment from a county would enroll in a State Colicse lccated in that county. An

assumed rate for Kern County for 1975 to all State Colleges is 15%, of which 85% or 12.8% would enroll at a State College in

that county. A rate of 8.6%, or 8b% of 10, was used for the other areas.
2It weg9 assumed that undergraduate transfers would be 83.1% of total first-time freshmen for Kern County. The other areas have

an #ss. 'ed rate of 91.89%.
Nore: The above projections were computed from rates developed by the Office of Institutional Research of the California State

Colleges.
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TABLE XI

Estimated Effect of @ New State College in Conira Coste Covnty on Petential Enroliments
From Caatra Costa County 1o Existing State Colleges

(Full-time)
Existicg State Colleges
Estimated Enroll. Possible Other
Potentisl Contrs Costa Btate
Year Diversion State College Hsyward San Francicco San Joso Calloges Totals
Statuz Quo
1062 | From Contra Costa Co.} -} e ceeeaae 268 853 555 639 2315
Peroent...ovoueccaccmo)omecomacciaaaann 11.6 26.8 24.0 7.6 100.0
1980 | From Contra Costa Cop ..} . ccccreoancaaen 1,665 1,885 832 1,388 5,850
Paroent. oo eceneccce e ceceaaacenas 30.0 30.0 15.0 25.0 100.0
Amsume New S.C.3
1080 | From Contra Coste Co.___ 46,605 388 388 233 186 7,770
Percent_ ... ... . ... 85.0 8.0 5.0 3.9 2.0 100.0
1980 | Diversion yrom Existing
State College Potentials. |- - - .. occoeaoa-. 1,277 1,277 599 1,282 4,388

1:fhe 2,316 students from Contra Costs County attending all State Colleges in 2711 1962 were 42.3% of the 5,471 public high school
graduates of 1961-vz for Contra Costa.

8 Assume 60% cf projected 11,100 public high school graduates for 1979-80 attend all State Colleges. The increase from 42.3% to
60% due primarily to development ¢f California State College at Ha¥ward.

$ Assume 707, of projected 11,100 high school graduates will aitend all State Colleges, if one is established in Contrs Costa, with 86%
attending the local new State éollege. Actual data for 1962, for the state, indicates total state college enrollments of 75.0% of prior
f'earfr public high school graduates. Of this proportion, from §5—90% attended state colleges in their own county, {f available and enroll~

esnmen.

nquditlonal students from other countins would attend a new Contra Costa State College, perhapa 10% of a projected total enrollment
of 7,700 full-time students.

Notm: The tables ara based on factors developed by the staff of the State Colleges Trustees.

TABLE Xil
Estimaled iffc:t of a New State College in Los Angeies County op Potential Enroliments
At Existing State Colleges
(Full-time)
Existing State Colleges
Fossible !
Estimated Enrall. Glendale San Other
Potential State Cal Poly Long Lor Fernando South Siate
Year Diversion College (K-V) Beach Argeles Valley Bay Colleges Totals
Status Quo
1062 | From Los Angeles County?. .. .. . .. ...... 1,840 5,088 6,669 4308 | ..__._ ... 3,676 21,676
Peroent. .o oo o] e 8.8 23.6 80.9 19.9 |, 17.0 100.90
1080 | From Los Angeles County?. ... . _ . | ceceee._... 4,939 §,980 11,225 8,990 8,082 2,604 44,900
Peroent. .o oo e aceaee 11.0 2.0 25.0 20.0 18.0 6.0 100.0
Assume New S C,
1080 | From Los Acgeles County............ 36,735 4,490 8,531 8,082 7,688 7,184 2,248 44,900
Pearoent. oo eeeeecencacanan 18.6 10.0 19.0 18.0 17.0 16.0 5.0 100.0
1980 | Diversion from Existing State College
Potentials. ..o oo eraaaeas 419 49 3,143 1,347 808 49 6,738

1The 21,676 full-time atudents from Los Angeles County attending all state colleges in fall 1962 were 35.4 per cent of the $1,035
public high school graduates of 1961-62 for Los Angeles County.

3 Assume 40% of projected 112,260 public high school graduates for 1979-80 attend all state collegea. The increase from 36.4% to
40% is due to development of South Bay State College.

$ Additional studeats from other countles would attend a new state college in Los An-eles County, perhaps 6% of a projected total
enrollment of 8,300 full-time students.

Nors: The ta.bles‘ are based on factors developed by the staff of the State Colleges Trustees.
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TABLE Xifl
Extimates 2ffect of a Ner Stute College in San Mateo County on Potential Enrollments
At Existing 3tate Colleges
(Fulltime)
Existing State Colleges
Estimated Enroll, Possible
Potential San Mateo San San All Other
Year Divezsion 8.C. Francisco Jose Hayward State Colleges Tot als
Status Quo
1962 | From San Mateo Co.lu oo |emcmeommmnecocmnns , 1,723 1,437 9 335 3,504
Porvent. oo e ccccaana- 49.2 41.0 0.2 9.6 100.0
17,50 | Jrom Ban Mateo Co.t . _|c-occmaaann o 3,131 2,654 681 340 6,806
Por 0ent. o cccacoem oo icmmee e 46.0 39.0 10.0 5.0 100.0
Assume Now S.C.3
1980 | From San Mateo Co.. ... 43,785 340 340 204 137 6,806
Pearcent. e 85.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 100.0
- 1980 | Diversion from Existing
State Crllege Potentials._|. - ccoveeccn. ... | 2,701 2,314 477 203 5,785

- 1 The 3,504 students from San Mateo County attending all State Co.leges in fall 1962 were 76% of the 4,664 1961-62 public High
- School maduates of San Mateo Cou
2 Assume 76% of projected 9, 075 publ!c High School graduates for 1979-80 attena all State Colleges.
8 Assume 86% of all San Mateo County State College enrollees will attend local State Colleﬁe if established.
of‘ Asd%ltflgﬁazi;tutgfnés ftx:m other countles would attend 2 new San Mateo State College, perhaps 16% of a projected total enrollment
vy -time studen

Note: The tables are based on factors developed by the staff of the State College Trusteos.
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TABLE XIV
T/ Univarsity of California~Estimates of Four-term Enroliments, June 1964
Ban Santa
Totald Berkeley Davis Los Angeles | Riverside Francisco Barbara Irvine 8an Diego | Santa Crus
- Actual
1961 Fall .- cceneae 53,761 23,605 3,441 18,676 1,963 1,885 4,041 -- 150 -
19062 Fall o oecneea- 358,005 24,968 4,041 19,987 2,158 1,945 4,708 - 200 -
1963 Fall o cnoa-o 64,001 26,632 4,905 21,696 2,625 2,002 5,858 - 283 -
Projected
1965 Fall .- 78,025 27,500 7,100 26,250 4,225 2,100 8,650 825 1,125 250
1966 Fall .o cc--- 85,775 27,500 8,300 27,50 5,400 2,200 9,875 1,875 2,000 1,125
1087 Winter. .- ----- 81,625 25.925 8,100 26,575 5,000 2,125 9,275 1,725 1,850 1,050
1967 Spring. - - ------ 81,625 25,925 8,100 26,575 5,000 2,125 9,275 1,725 1,850 1,050
1967 Summer- - «c--- 13,875 13,675
1967 Fall ... --- 89,575 27,500 9,050 27,500 5,875 2,275 10,650 2.325 2,775 1,625
1968 Winter.. - c---- 85,225 25,725 8,850 26,8650 5,475 2,200 10,100 2,150 2,675 1,500
1968 Spring. - .-~ ---- 83,700 24,200 8,850 26,650 5,475 2,200 10,100 2,150 2,575 1,500
1968 Summer._ . .- --- 32,250 13,950 13,475 4,825
1968 Fall_ . __-_-. - 92,775 27,500 9,575 M.,500 8,575 2,350 11,225 2,826 3,100 2,125
1939 Winter__ - .-.-- 85,975 24,475 9,400 25,500 6,125 2,275 10,725 2,625 2,875 1,975
1969 Spring_. o ae---- 84,200 24,150 9,400 24,475 6,125 2,275 10,200 2,625 2,875 1,975
——— 1969 Summer....--- 32,250 13,575 13,750 4,925
1969 Fall_._._._.___. 95,725 27,500 10,125 27,500 6,975 2,475 11,400 2,350 3,700 2,700
1970 Winter._ - ----- 87,975 25,250 9,950 24,525 6,475 2,375 10,325 3,100 3,475 2,500
1970 Spring._ . - ce--- 87,525 24,900 9,950 24,525 6,475 2,375 10,325 3,100 3,475 2,500
1970 Summer. .- --.- 32,200 13,950 13,550 4,700
1970 Fall . ... oo 97,775 27,500 10,700 27,500 7,125 2,625 11,175 3,850 4,600 2,900
1971 Winter_ .. .--.- 90,975 25,225 10,525 25,225 6,625 2,425 10,450 8,575 4,225 2,700
1971 Spring. - -~~~ 80,825 24,500 10,525 24,900 6,625 2,425 10 350 8,575 4,225 2,700
1971 Summer. . - --.. 32,650 13,975 13,775 4,900
1071 Fall ... _.__._. 100,400 27,500 11,150 27,500 7,625 2,550 11,250 4,450 5,125 3,250
1972 Winter_ ..o _ 93,450 25,225 10,975 25,125 7,125 2,450 10,575 4,150 4,800 3,025
1972 Spring... .- .c-w- 92,250 24,500 10,975 24,625 7,125 2,450 10,525 4,150 4,800 3,025
1872 Summer. .- ---- 35,825 14,025 13,925 5,250 2,800
1972 Fall .. oo 104,775 27,500 11,800 27,500 8,250 2,575 12,000 5,375 5,800 3,875
1973 Winter.. ... .- 97,600 25,225 11,700 25,100 7,725 2,475 11,275 5,000 5,450 8,625
1973 Spring_ .- - ----- 96,000 24,500 11,700 24,625 7,725 2,475 11,200 5,006 5,150 3,625
1973 Sumnver. - ...-- 39,550 14,050 13,975 5,575 2,775 3,225
1973 Fall . ... _- 109,075 27,500 12,625 27,500 8,900 2,576 12,650 6,275 6,625 4,525
1974 Winter.. ... 101,475 25,225 12,425 25,100 8,325 2,475 11,875 5,975 5,850 4,225
1974 Spring_ ... .._- 99,800 24,500 12,425 24,625 8,325 2,475 11,800 5,623 5,800 4,225
1974 Summer....--- 40,675 14,100 13,975 5,926 3,275 3,400
1974 Fall_ . ______.._. 112,975 27,500 13,225 27,500 9,500 2,676 13,325 7,228 7,075 5,050
1975 Winter__ ... 105,075 25,225 13,050 25,100 8,900 2,500 12,500 6,650 8,525 4,725
. 1975 Spring. . - ceew- 103,550 24,500 13,050 24,625 8,900 2,500 12,400 6,475 6,375 4,725
1975 Summes. . .- - 43,950 14,075 13,975 8,225 3,650 3,700 2,425
1975 ¥all ... .o 116,150 27,500 13,775 27,500 10,000 2,600 13,925 8,075 7,426 5,350
1976 Winter_ . . ..__.- 108,300 26,225 13,625 25,100 9,400 -« 2,500 13,025 7,500 8,825 5,100
1976 Spring.....-.--. 106,375 24,500 13,625 24,625 9,400 2,500 12,925 7375 8,700 4,726

Source : University of California, Office of Analytical Studies,
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TABLE XV TABLE XVi
Zonal Rotes First-time Entering Freshmen per 1,000 Public General Pelations of First-time Entering Freshmen,
High School Gradvates, 1961, * 962, 1963, University of Undergraduate and Gradvate Students 1961,
Californic ~Davis, Santa Barbera, Riverside, 1962, 1963, University of California—Davis,
Berkeley, Los Angeles santa Barbara, Riverside, Berkeley,
T Los Angeles
Year
Year
Campur and Zone 1961 1962 1963 _
, Studentc 961 1962 1963
_  Davis
) County of location._ ... ... _......._. 68.8 71.1 61.2 Davis
Contiguous Counties._ . ....____.._____ 17.9 24.4 22.5 First-Time Freshmen. ..o oo _oc__.. 163 879 1028
Other Area Counties. ... _......... 9.7 9.1 11.6 % of Total Undergraduates._...__..... 30.9%| 28.3%| 27.8%
All Other Counties____________.___.__. 2.0 21 2.2 Tctal Undergraduatee. . ... ........_.. {591 3108 3713
Santa Barbara Gm:ugu:l Students________.________._ 850 933 1192
naer UAleS. o c e e cee e e . . .
County of loeation___________________ 71.0 74.5 73.6 %o graduates 82.8% %0.0% 82.1%
Contiguous Counties. ... ... 15.6 19.6 19.1 Santa Barbara
Other Area Counties. .. ... ... .... 7.8 9.5 9.9 First-Time Freshmen.__.__.__..____... n27 1410 1652
All Other Counties... - oo 4.5 5.7 7.4 % of Total Undergradustes. ... 29.3% 31.6% 29.9%
L Total Undergraduates. .. ... 3851 4456 5522
Rléemt:; { locatio 9.7 46 31.7 Graduate Sttt}dgnu ................... 190 250 338
ounty o ) ¢ W . . .
Contionous Coustien. - 771" A 2 i3 % of Total Undergraduates_.._____._. 4.9% 5.6% 8.1%
Other Area Counties_______________._ 1.3 .8 1.5 Riverside
All Other Counties...... ... ..._... 1.4 .8 1.3 First-Time Freshmen_.. _._.._....... 526 458 567
% of Total Undergraduates_________ .. 29.6% 26.2% 27.3%
Berkeley Total Undergraduates_...._......__... 1773 1806 2075
gou:it; of l°é:ﬁ°§ ------------------- ?;-2 ;42.2 g-g Graduate Students... .. ______.__.__.__ 180 352 550
ontiguous Counties_ ________.___.___ 37. . . f Total Undergraduates. - ......._. 10. 19. .
O Contioa T 0.0 79 Y070 % of Total Undergraduates 0.7% 9.5% 28.6%
All Other Counties.. ... _.__.__.____. 10.9 11.4 10.7 Berkeley
First-Time Freshmen...._..._.____.__.. 2002 2870 286¢
Los Angeles % of Total Undergraduates_..._...... 18.4% 17.3% 16.3%
County of location. .o ooooeoooonn... 28.5 28.9 31.0 Total Undergraduates. ... ........... 15750 16596 17547
gtoll:h!xg:: ggun:lm ----------------- ;3 gtls 1;1 Graduate Stll}dents-;:i ................ 7855 8372 9085
er unties. ... coecneaaane . . . of To nder uates. ...ocooeee- 49.9 50.4 51.8
All Other Counties_ ... _._______ 1.9 2.0 2.3 % tal & % % %
Loa Angeles
First-Time Freshmen.._.__........... 2030 2098 2461
% of Total Undergraduates___ ______. 16.2% 15.9% 17.4%
Total Undergraduates. ..._..._.__...__ 12501 13170 14139
Graduate Students._ - ... ... __..____ 8175 6817 7557
% of Total Undergraduates.__. .______ 49.4% 51.8% 53.4%,
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TABLE XVII

1930 Potential Enroliment of Fiyst-time Entering rreshmen
Assuming a New Unlversity Campus in the South
san Joaquia Valley

ok, Lottt tppg do s BN S o e i

TABLE XVHI

1980 Potential Enroliment of First-time Intering Freshmen
Assuriing a New University Campus in North
Sacramento Velley

1980 HIGH S8CHOOL GRADUATES 1980 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
RELATED TO COUNTIES RELATED TO COUNTIES
Entrants Entrants
per! 1000 Iper 1000
High High Schoal
Schecl ZONE SHASTA | TEHAMA | Graduates
ZONE MADERA| FRESNO | TULARE ;| KERN | Graduates
County of Looation. ......._____ 1,625 500 68.8
County of Location. 475 6,675 2,400 3,050 68.8 Contiguous Counties_.--wcucoee-- 1,826 4,925 22.5
Contiguous Counties 9,650 7,100 13,150 3,825 22.5 Other Area Counties_..__.__..._.. 5,950 3,875 9.7
QOther Area Counties 12,275 8,625 6,850 | 13,525 9.7 All Cther Counties. .. occoceooo.o 363,450 363,450 2.1
All Other Counties_.| 359,350 350,350 350 350 | 350,350 2.1
. FIRST-TIME
FIRST-TIME ENTERING FRESHMEN ENTERING FRESHMEN
RELATED TO COUNTTES RELATED TO COUNTIES
ZONE MADERA| FRESNO | TULARE | KERN ZONE SHASTA TEHAMA
County of Location_____.__._ 33 459 165 347 County of LocAtion. cee oo coancacaocne 106 34
Contiguous Counties___.._._ 217 160 206 86 Contiguous Counties. . __ oo ... 41 111
Other Area Counties_..._._.. 119 84 66 131 Other Area Counties. .. . . _...._.. 58 88
All Other Counties__.___..._ 736 736 736 736 All Other Counties. ... oo cemeacae 763 768
Total o e ceeeem 1105 1439 1263 1300 Total . e eceecrecccnenme— 067 946

1980 Potential Enroliment Assuming a New University Campus
In the South San Joaquin Valley

1980 Potential Enroliments Assuming a New University Campus
In the North 3acramento Valley

1880 POTENTIAL ENROLLMENTS
RELATED TO COUNTIES

STUDENTS? MADERA| FRESNO | TULARE | KERN
First-time Entering Freshmen 1105 1439 1263 1300
Total Undergraduates.___-_. 5904 50C5 4463 4594
Total Graduate Btudents__... 1171 1525 1339 1378
Total Potential . .. ____._.._ 5075 6610 5802 5972
Percent from Qutside Area._ . _ 66.69% 61.1% 58.3% 66.6%

1 Rates are comparable area by area with rates of the Davis
Campus 1961-63.

s Rates are comparable with the Davis pattern of distribution
of students, 1961-63, 1.e. first-time entering freshmen 28.3% un-
dergraduates, and graduate students 30% of undergraduate.
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1980 POTENTIAL
ENROLLMENTS
RELATED TO COUNTIES

STUDENTS? SHASTA TEHAMA
First-time entering Freshmen._ ... < ccccca- 967 946
Total Undergraduates ... cccoacmnen 3416 8342
Total Graduates._ _ - cee oo eccccaana 1025 1003
Total Potential _ .. ..o occcmcccaaaa 4441 4345
Percent from Outside Area___ .. . ___.c... 78.9% 80.7%

1 Rates are comparable area by area for rates of the Davis

Campus 1961-63.

2 Factors are comparable to the Davis pattern of distribution
of students 1961-63, i.e. first-time entering freshmen 28.3% ol
undergraduates and graduate students 30% of undergraduates.




kz‘_r“ -y - ) ' _L,_,u;‘v&ﬂgq:w&w“.@ . “!-i_!g .-

Tt - D e e am - - e

TABLE XIX TABLE XX
1980 Poiential Enrollcent of Firsi-time Entering Freshmen . 1980 Potential Enroliments of First-time Entering Freshmen
Assuming & Now University Campus, Los Angeles County Assuming o Now University Campus In North
= $un Francisco Bay Area
ENTRANTS
- 1980 'PER 1000 1980 HIGH S8CHOOL
. HIGH HIGH FIRST-TIME GRADUATES
SCHOOL 8CHOOL | ENTERING RELATED TO COUNTIES FIRST-TIME
ZONE GRADUATES|GRADUATES| FRESHMEN ENTERING
FRESHMEN
Eutrants RELATED TO
County of Looation........ 112,259 28.9 17372 Iper 1000 COUNTIES
Contiguous Counties. ... ... 72,375 8.1 586 High
Other Area Counties__.._._ 19,200 6.6 127 Behool
All Other Counties......... 168,925 2.0 338 ZONE® MARIN| B0ONOMA | Gradustes  MARIN|SONOMA
Total...oe e eecacecane 2788
County of Locstion...| 4,000 4,175 73.6 204 307
Contiguous Counties..| 9,425 5,775 19.6 185 gg
. les. . , 77 . 2
1930 Potentiul Earolimant Assuming a New University e A oS- | oo | 208000 | o6 o 7
Campus, Los Angeles County
Total. e e 2215 2188
STUDENTS? POTENTIAL
ENROLLMENTS
1980 Potential Enroliments Assuming a New University Sampus
. b Area
First-time Entering Freahmen-o.rrooooooo oo 2788 In the North San Francisco Bay
Total Undergraduates. . ..o eooma e anns 9324
Total Graduate Studenta. . cce o oo ccvocom e caecas 559 1980 POTENTIAL
Total Potential. . .. ..o cececaceccane 0883 ENROLLMENTS
Perocent ivom Qutaice Ares..cocevoe..o acceeimrocane 12.1% RELATED TO COUNTIES
1 Rate: are ccmparable area by area with rates of U.C.L.
1961 pa y A. STUDENTS! MARIN SONOMA
s Bf b deined from the el o peduont by 547 Gt
e celitage of first-time entering fresamen to to eshmen
at U.CL.A. 1961-63 and a plyixg this percent (44%) to 3,426 time Entering Freshmen. ............. 2215 2189
freshmen projected for 1980 at U.C.L.A. Tntal undergraduates... .. ccceeeomvonceea--. 7408 7821
3 Pac‘ors aro comparable with the Santa Barbara pattern of Total Graduates . oo ceono. e oe————onn 444 439
di=*: soution, l.e. first-time entering freshmen of students 1961- Total Potential e eeomceee o ememeeeas 7852 7760
327;?32?& :st. undergraduates ard graduate students, 6% of un- Percent from outside ares. ... ... ... 34.99% 35.49%
1Rates are comparable with the Santa Barbara campus
1961-63 using a more conservailve rate of 3 Bfr 1,000 high
school graduates from ou’side the area because the Santa Bare
bara pattern appears atypical in this respect.
2 Factors are comparable with the Santa Barbara pattern of
distribution of studints 1961-63 l.e,, first-time entering freshmen
29.9% of undergraduates and gruéu'zte students 6% of under-
graduates.
TABLE XXi
Actual and Projected Full-time Student Enroliments, California State Colleges
For Each Year, 1960-1980
(Based on a Two-trrm Calendar)
==
Campus 1960 1061 1062 1983 1004% | 1965 lovoo 1067 1968 1060 1870 1971 1973 1973 1074 1978 1090
2703 2889 3163 3308 4110 3980 4250 4578 4878 5150 5350 55850 8800 85978 6200 6378 7250
4% 4446 4885 5811 6060 5978 €150 6325 6525 6700 0800 6500 7035 7150 250 788 7800
187 3 810 1359 2490 2725 3600 4625 5428 6050 6500 6978 7625 8300 8978 9050 | 13450
1558 1631 1787 1963 2290 2178 2325 478 2625 2728 2835 2028 2875 3078 3160 38228 3650
1921 2410 2063 3316 3820 3850 4250 4050 4978 5278 5525 5800 6100 6900 6728 7050 9435
833 0144 6817 7878 9250 0475 | 10225 | 11078 | 119000 | 12600 | 13175 | 13075 | 14975} 14835 | 15435 | 15978 | 0038
5753 8714 7800 7681 8180 9050 9800 | 10475 | 11200 | 11875 | 12450 | 12050 | 13500 | 14050 | 14000 | 15028 | 17978
v Palos Verdes. oo oeaeeeo)ecacmaac)oaeonns - 400 77 1350 2128 2800 3300 3800 4335 4850 5480 6000 9025
Secrannemto. . . ........ 3181 3421 3807 4290 4960 4925 5325 5850 6378 6750 7028 7278 7638 8000 8400 8675 | 10700
Sen Bernardine. ..o o]eovceeefoaaneae N S aee 278 600 1050 1700 2325 s 3135 8500 3000 4350 4028 6500
San Diego..ceeeeeee--. 6839 T4 8784 9310 | 10400 | 10575 | 11025 | 11800 | 12425 | 128785 ] 13276 | 13000 | 13975 | 14400 | 14825 | 15850 | 18778
San Fernando Valley...| 3783 3761 4528 5284 6830 6528 6900 7825 80850 8500 8878 9200 0550 | 10000 | 10375 | 10735 | 13850
8an Francisoo....e.... 6831 7876 8408 0647 OM0 | 11275 | 123175 12850 | 13450 | 13778 ¢ 13975 | 14100 | 14350 | 14400 | 14550 | 14678 | 15700
Ban Jose.............. 10330 | 11200 | 12049 | 13367 | 14030 | 13850 | 14050 § 14300 | 14650 | 14950 | 15250 | 15500 | 18775 | 16050 | 14350 | 16635 | 10473
San Luis Obispo....... - 4318 4873 5078 5837 0000 6300 6650 7100 4718 T 8025 8275 8700 9100 w7 9000 | 12178
Sonoms.. - - n 189 a7 8§10 780 1050 1400 1675 1925 3135 2350 2028 2050 a7 3580 $400
Stanielaws............. 119 130 180 157 180 828 500 728 1000 1500 100 1900 2200 un 2738 2078 3028
Orange....ceneoeeee--. t 143 616 814 1316 2140 2600 b y( ] 4100 4850 $128 5625 6150 8728 7350 800 8700 | 12380
Total............. 86300 | 63080 | 71367 | 80021 | 91300 | 95000 | 103025 | 112250 | 131100 | 128475 | 134475 | 140050 | 146550 | 153280 | 160000 | 166325 | 205380
NOTE: 1. Source, California State Department of Finance.
2. ons assume diversion of lower divislon students to junior colleges as provided in the Master Plan. R
* Preliminary. . ., -
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APPENDIX C

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION BY COUNTY OF LOCATION

County Insitution

ALAMEDA
Public: California State College at Hayward

Chabot College

Oakland City College

University of Califcrnia, Berkeley

Private: Armstrong College
Berkeley Baptist Divinity
California Concordia College
Church Divinity School of the Pacifie
College of the Holy Names
Heald’s Business College
Highland School of Nursing
Kaiser Foundation School of Nursing
Mills College
Pacific Lutheran Theological Seminary
Providence College of Nursing
Queen of the Holy Rosary College
St. Albert’s College
St. Margaret’s House
Starr King School for the Miristry
Samuel Merritt Hospital School of Nursing

BUTIR
Public: Chico State College

CCNTRA COSTA
Public: Contre Costa College
Diablo Valley College

Private: St. Mary’s College
Western Baptist College

FRESNO
Public: Coalinga College

Fresno City College

Fresno State College

Reedley Collere

Private: Mennonite Brethren Biblical Seminary
Pacific College
West Coast Bible College

HUMB0LDT
Zublic: Humboldt State College

IMPERIAL
Public: Imperial Valley College
San Diego State College, off campus center of El
Centro
INYO
Private: Deep Springs College

KBRN
Public: Bakersfield College

Fresno State College, off campus center at Bakers-
field

Taf’ College

LASSEN
Public: Lasasen College

LOS ANGBELES
Public: Antelope Valley College
California State Polytechaic College, Pomona
Cerritos College
Citrus College
QCompton College
East Los Angeles College

Nots: All schools of nursing have been listed under the *“Pri-

te' category.
vasgurce :gSt?{e Department of Finance.

7

County

PRIy T T ATy,

Institution

LOS ANGELES—Continued

Puolic:

Private:

El Camino College

Glendale College

Long Beach City College

Long Beach State College

Los Angeles City College

Los Angeles Harbor College

Los Angeles Metropolitan College

Los Angeles Pierce College _
Los Angeles State College )
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College

Lo< Angeles Valley College

Mt. San Antonio College

Pasadena City College

Rio Hondo Junior College

Santa Monica City College

San Fernando Valley State College

University of California, Los Angeles

Arlington College

Art Center Schooul

Azusa College

Bible Institute of Los Angeles

California Baptist Theological Seminary

California College of Commerce

California College of Medicine

California Hospital School of Nursing

California Institute of Technology

California Institute of the Arts

Church Divinity School of the Pacific

Claremont Meu’s College

Claremont Graduate School

Electronic Technical Institute

Fuller Theological Seminary

Glendale Sanitarium and Hospital School for
Nursing

Harvey Mudd College

Hebrew Union College, Jewish Institute of Religion

Hollywood Presbyteriun Hospital School of Nursing

Immaculate Heart College

LaVerne CTollege

Los Angeles College of Chiropractic

Los Angeles College of Optometrﬁ

Los Angeles County Genera! Hospital School of
Nursing

Los Angeles Pacific College

Loyola University of Los Angeles

Marymount College

Mount St. Mary’s College

Murphy 3usiness College .

Northrup Institute of Technology =

Occidental College

Ot Art Inatitute

Pacific Christian College

Pacific Coast Iniversity College of Law

Pacfic Oaks College

Pasaden® Ceilege

Pasadena Playhonse College of Theatre Arta

Pepperdine College

Pomona College

Queen of Angels School of Nursing

Sawyer School of Business

Scripps College

Southern California Sehool of Theology

Southwestern University '

St. Vincent’s College of Nursing x
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF MGHER
EDUCATION BY COUNTY OF LOCATION—C .atioued

Couniy Institulion

LOS ANGELES—Continued
Private: University of Judaiam
University of Southeru California
Whittier College
MARIN
Public: College of Marin

Private: Dominican College of San Rafrel

Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary

San Francisco Theological Seminary

MERCED
Public: Merced College

MONTEREY
Public: Hariuell College
Monterey Peninsula College

Private: Monterey Institute of Foreign Studics

NAPA
Public: Napa Junior College

Private: Pacific Urion College

ORANCE
Public: Fullerton Junior College
Orange Coast College
Orange State College
Santa Ana College

Private: Chapman College
Southern California College
St. Joseph Collcge of Orange

PLACER
Public: Sierra College

RIVERSIDE
Public: College of the Desert
Mt. San Jacinto College
Palo Verde College
Riverside City College
University of California, Riverside

Private: La Sierra College
Our Lady of Riverside Seminary
Riversiae Business College

SACRAMENTO
Public: American River Junior College
Sacram:znto City College
Sacramento State College

Private: Heald’s Business College
Heald Engineering College

SAN BERNARDINO
Public: Barstow Junior College
Chaffey College
San Rernardino Valley Coliege
Victor Valley College

Private: Loma Linda Wniversity
Skadron Coilege of Business
University of Redlands
Upland College

SAN DIEGO
Public: Grossmont College

Oceanside-Carlsbad College
Palomar College
San Diego City College
San Diego State College
Southwestern College
University of California, San Diego

Private: California Western University
Electronic Technical Institute
Immaculate Heart Seminary
Merey Hospital School of Narsing
Paradise Valley School of Nursing

County Tustitution

SAN DIEGO-—Continued
Private : San Diego College fur Viomen
San Luis Rey College
St. Francis Seminar;
Universit™ of San Lriego, Col'ege for Men

SAN FRANCISZO
Public: City College of San rancisco
Hastings College of Law
San Francisco State College
University of California, San Franclsco Medical
Center

Private; California Podiatry College .
Cogswell Polytechnical College
Golden Gate College
Grace Ball Secretarial School
Heald’s Business College
Heald Engineering College
Mary’s Help Hospital School of Nursing
Music and Arts Institute of San Francisco
San Francisco Art Institute
San Francisco College ror Women
San Fiancisco Conservative Baptiot Theological
Seminary
San Francisco Conservatory of Music
Simpson Bible . ollege
St. Francis Memorial Hospital School of Nursing
St. Joseph College of Nursing
St. Luke’s Hospital, School of Nursing
University of San Francisco
Zweezgman Schocl for Medical Secretaries

SAN JOAQUIN
Public: San Joaquin Delta College
Private: San Joaguin Genersl Hospital School of Nursing
University of the Pacific

SAN LUIS OBISPO
Public: California State Poiytechnic College

SAN MATEO
Public: College of San Mateo

Private: College of Notre Dame
Menlo College
St. Patrick’s College

SANTA BARBARA
Public: (Allan) Hancock College
Santa Barbara City College
University of California, Santa Barbara

Private: Knapp College of Nursing
Old Mission Theological Seminary
Santa Barbara Business College
Westmont College

SANTA CLARA

Public: Foothill College
Gavilan College
San Joge City College
San Jose State College

Private: Alma College
O’Connor Hospital School of Nursing
San Jose Hospital School of Nursing
Santa Clara County Hospital
St. Joseph's College
Stanford University
University of Santa Clara

SANTA CRUZ
Public: Cabrillo College

Private : Bethany Bible College

SHASTA
Public: Shasta College
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION 3Y COUNTY Oi . LOCATION—Continued

County Institution

SISKIYOU
Public: College of the Siskiyous

SOLANO
Public: :. California Maritime Academy
Vallejo Junior College
SONOMA
Public: Santa Rosa Junior College
Sonoma State College

STANISLAUS
Public: Modesto Junior College
Stanislaus State College

Private: Valley Commercizl College

County Institution

TULARE
Public: College of the Sequoias
Porterville College

VENTURA
Public: Ventwma College
Private: California Lutherun College
8t. John’s College

YOLO
Public: University of California, Davis

YUBA
Public: Yuba College
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AREAS REPRESENTED AT THE MEETINGS OQF THE COMMITTEE ON
PHYSICAL FACILITIES, SEPTEMBER 15-16, 1964
CAMPUS
REQUESTED
g
ucC 8C
~ x x 1. Xern County: Bakersfield, Delano, Wasco, Edwards Air Force Base
) x 2. Bast San Fernando Valley: Sunland, Tujunga, Burbank, Glendale
x 3. Rivemide: Corona
x 4 Ventura County
x 5. North Sacramentp Valley: Red Bluff, Mt. Shasta, Redding
x 6. Lings County: Hanford
x 7. Fresno
x 8. San Mateo
x 9. Central Valley: Los Banos
x x 10. Tulsse Couamty
x 11. Madesa County
x 12. Comtes Costa County
PARTICIPANTS AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL FACILITIES
SEPTEMBER 15 AND 16, 1964—1L0S ANGELES AND SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO MIEETING, SAPTEMBES 16
, = = % ==
A," Name Organisstion or Area Remarly
1. Senator Virgil O’Bullivan. . ..ccpangrasmnene~---] Legislature. .. ....... memepemepmeampecacparancs UC in N. Sacto Valley
2. H. Richard Maguire. ....... wnmenoonamronsmn=-] Red Bluff Cof Coccn.... Ayepmomanamaena remen——— UC in N, 8acto Vatley
3. Senator Robert D. Williams. « ccavc ccvaaaccae. - Legialature.. . e oeccecaccececncccc e ncaenran UC in Kings Co.
4, Jameg Ross. . oL canseopeoravmara-] HBOFOId. o oo o cmcacccccmccacccaan repeceeancran UC in Kings Co.
8. Senator Hugh Burns. ........ womromsenraonmane| IOEIOIMUPO .  cvyercecmarrennaraparcroccacape---.] UC in Fresno Co.
6. MiloRowell______...__..... powenspanraracne] FTOANO__ . .._.. errermarrpepepapapacmas-car-=-] UC in Presno Co.
7. Loon F. Peters. «ccaccnceccencccrncnancacacans ] Frean0. o« ceeeeeccacccmcmanc—mem————- UC in Frearo Co.
: S Soat MeCormdek . el 1 Mayor, Fresno___ ... _._..._ dmedemaeenman <« JC in Fresro Co.
. 9. H. K. HuNter. ceccnceccnccacvccancacacccanana Chief Adm. Ofcr., Freano.....c.cccvccacccencacann- UC in Sresno Co.
10. Senator Richard Dolwig_ ... . e oo Legialature .« e cccaaccae e ceccccceccanan 8C in S8an Matec Co.
11. Assemblyman Car] Britachgi.. ... .. ._.._.. Legislature. - - - ccoaa e eaceacccacaas 8C in San Mateo Co.
12. Assemblyman Leo J. Ryan. oo ococcmaaan .. Legislature . . ccocecvm o cccccccecncacccmcaaean 8C in San Mateo Co.
13. Jemes Tarmiav. oo ccencccccccncacmconccananna 8an Mateo Co..cccanncccnncnaccrceccacaccceranaa 8C in San Mateo Co.
14, Wallace Benson. . oo oo cccrccccncacaan- Mayor, Belmont. v« -avcaccacaacocccacancacccacas 8C in San Mateo Co.
15. Harry Bostwick, JPicececccrcccncccccmaanaccacs Ban Mateo Co..ceenncencccncccccccccannrananan 8C in San Mateo Co.
16. Oliver Germino, Chairman.. .« coccaae o . Central Valley Comrit. e e ecccccccacccccaccccaaax UC in Merced Co.
17. Senator Walter Btiern. . cc oo cccccaccccaaaanns Legislature . oo cicecccaceeccnacnan 8C or UC in Kemn
18 Geoge Gelman. .o ccccnccccccccanaa Kern Co.ocemace o cccaccccccccccccacvacanocan 8C or UC in Kern
19. Col. Ray Vandiver... .. ccccoocccacmccccaanes Chief of Staff, Edwards A.F. Base. .. cccoca ... 8C or UC in Kern
20, Arnold A. Hoffman . .o ccecmnccccccccaca- Mt.Bhasta CoA C. e cecccccacccnas UC or 8C in Siskiyou
21, Daniel 8. Carlton. .o oo cecocccmccaccccaae Redding C of C. e oo ccccccccccccccccccaaa UC or 8C in Shasta
22, Don Hillman .ol camcamaaas Tulare Bd. of BUPV.ccccccccccccccraanan earecenn- UC or £2 in Tularc
23, L.C. Thompeon.--ccccnsemoramamomcccaaaaa. Chairman, Bd. of Bupgeeceoceeeareeaccamccnnnnnes UC in Maders Co.
24, Senator George Miller. ___ oo . ... Tegislature. . ..o ceenccann.. ceereccsane «--| 8BC in Contra Costa
85, Assemblyman Jerome Waldie. - _cccecoanaa .. Legislature. . . cvoceccocaccanrcrcacccacaan «e=~] 8C in Contra Costa
75
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PARTICIPANTS AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL FACILITIES
SEPTFEMBER 15 AND 16, 15¢4—LOS ANGELES AND SAN FRANCISCO—Continued

L(/S ANGELES MEITING, SEPTEMBSK 13

et WW'“M‘WE‘.M

Name Orgacization or Area Remarks
1. Benator Walter Btiert.. —cevveeeveonccncaacann Legislature . . oo e cm—eee 8C or UC in Kern
2, Assemblyman Jack T. Casey__ .. oo oooena_.. Legislature . oo oo oo ieececceccanaae 8C or UC in Kern
3. Assemblyman John C. Williamson _ . caucee. .. Legialature. .o ieceneaceinecceaan 8C or UC in Kern
4. Theron L. McCuen, Superintendent... ..cuo.... Kerr. Co. HB. Dist e ceeceicneecceccccaccaccaas UC or 8C in Eern
5. Edward Bimonsen, Preaident. . .. ..oocacane__. Kern Co. J.C. Disbece e e oo eeeecccccenecceane UC or 8C in Eern
6. Harry E. Blair, Superintendent. ... __.._.__.___. Korn Co. Bd. of Ed.. ..o ceceeaeicceanen 8C in Kern
7. Gene Wiener_ ... eecicceccnaaaa May.r, Bakersfield - - cococmoccmcceac e 8C in Kemn
8., Jesso Stockton. oo oo o ieeececacaceaoo Former Co. Supt. Rchools. ... .o oeeccncccans 8C in Kern
9. Wallroe E. Schaeffer .. covceeecancecomanns Wasco News 8C in Kern
10. Leroy Jackson.....ooococacce coeccacaacacaa Momber, Korn Co. Bd.of Ed.. e v oo ceoeeece e 8C in Kern
11, Clifford Loader. .- o cccomacem e eccacccmane Mayor, Delano. - - coeoce i ececccecaaeas 8C in Delano
12. Frank Dyer . oo eieeccncaccceean Supt. of S8chools, repr. Delano Cof C...ccaeceeee... 8C in D-'-2.,
13. Assemblyman Tom Waite. . cecuvveoavacmannan Legislature... . oo ceeecinccecccecccccconcnnan 8C in E. 8an Fernando
14, Stephen Newton. ..o ocoeeciccecncncncecacaes Sunland-Tujungs C A Coeao o cccececccccceaee 8C in E, San Fernando
15. Louis Nowell. o oo cerecmceccccennanan L.A. City Councilman. «eeceeenrcerencccnccanaas 8C in E. S8an Fernando
16. Bruce Whitaker. ... ccacccacccaaca.] Burbank e vcccpaee 8C in E, 8an Ferrando
17. Paul Burkhard. . ..o . e icecccccceacacaas Bun Valley Cof Cooe v cceccccccccnanccnan 8C in E. 8an Fanando
18. Assemblyman Howard Thelin.. ... ... oco..._.. Legialature. . . o oeeeneeccceccccccnennccencee 8C in E. 8an Fernardo
19, Dallas Williams... . .o e ciccccncaaanen Mayor, Burbank. ... oo eeccai e £C in E. 8an Fernando
20. Benjamin Cook. ... ceceeenencceccccmecan nae- Presidont, Burbank Cof C. .« caeeevcoencenecanne. 8C in E. San Fernando
21. Richard R. Rogan. ... oo cumoaaanaal No. L.A. Citisens Comm. for 8.C.._ . ccceeee_ ... 8C in E. 8an Fernando
22. J. Btanley Warburton. - . oo ccccccccccaeea . Assoc. Bupt. L.A. 8chool®. - cecaeoeencncccccacnas Need for State support for JC
28, Benaon. ... cacenccecccccccccnce. Assos. ot Ind. Colleges._ .o ccocer o ceeeceneaes Neod for new private
24, John Btallings. . . ..o oeeecacccecnccceaaee Superintendent, Corons Behools. ..o cccaaanan. 8C in Riverside
28. Robert Anderson. ...c.cceencencecccncaccncuaaes Adm. Ofer., Ri-erside Co.ccceeeceecceccccnccnaa. 8C in Riverside-
26. James Bennett. ..o o ceeacnene. Aut.Supt.ofSchooh ............................ 8C in Riverside
27. Ronald Brill. . e ceeevccnceccnccanncccnne Mgr.,, Corona C of C.ccueeecceeeccccaccccccanae 8C in Riverside .
28, Bznator R. J. Lagomarsino. . . oo vacaaaaaa. Legialature. .. o oo cciccccceae 8C in Ventura
29. Assemblyman Burt Henson.....ccone..... weena| Loglature. . oo ececaancae.. 8C in Ventura
30. Mrs. Milton Teague . .. cvncecann.. recamcnacen Chai*man, Ventura Comm. for 8C. . ccevcuceaae.--. 8C in Ventura
31. Norman Nicholeon.......vccaeeuee. ceemSencene Meomber, Ventura Comm. for BC. ..o ccooooo.... 8C in Vertura -
s
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