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PREFACE ’ o
. Yo Y b 1
Devoted to access, quality and variery, the State of California, ]
«in 1960, 1aid the fodndation for the best educational system in U

" the world. Based on the fundamental’ premise of‘”differentiation

of function," the Master Plan enabled both the public and private .

- -ingtitutions to-progress and expand in an orderly fashion. . - \

Since that time, other factors and forces have altered the educa- . \\;\
. . . tional env1ronment. No longer do we deal just with hiﬁhér education.’
It is now "postsecondary” .education. The independent colieges and

P universities receiue more State support--primarily throug ,ﬁtudent
7 aid funds. Private or "proprietary" schools have been added to the _
constituenty. The role of the federal government in "postdecondary" *

»

. ‘education has expanded: Educational Opportunity Grants for students,

' the state¥plans $or vocational education; the "1202" Commissions, ‘
dedicated to statewidle planding--all are.signals that the FedEral .
government is in the planning, coordination, and support areas to .

p stay. e 3,‘: %‘ . . X
! 3
Inflation, changin life styles, abrupt® ghanges in national policy~-
such as the Viétnam War (both getting iﬁ‘qnd getting out), leveling
off ¢f enrollments, an expgessed disillusion with the product of
our educational system, at times an antiiintellectual stance by - -
persons in leadership positions, a retreat: §fom the drive of the
1960's to integrate quickly, a quickening i ﬁulse to devote more

\ tax dollars to occupationally oriented prog;ans and away from the .
more esoteric liberal grts--all of these have created a new set of .
problams, issues, and questions to be resalved, ; -
From these issues there camaJan increasing deméhd for accountability, v ¢

; _plannhng, and coordination. » ; T

- P -

This Five-Year Plan marks the beginning” of a process more than a

certain assumptions: it states .

s specific priorities. Time,

hip will alter the Plan from - . /
e, the Plan rests solidly on the '
on, It is problem oriented, with -
e major problems that face the

half of the decade of the 7

certain statewide goals; it sugges
circumstances, and changing leader
time to time., At this point in ti
1960 Maste¥ Plan for Higher Educat
N the priorities set in terms of tho
State of California during the las
seventies. .

.' - - !
and criticism from the segments )
is extensive consultation will \ :

and updated yearly. ' !

The Plan has had widespread comme
and constituencies involved, and t
be continued as the Plan is revi

» -

3 R




¢
-

Plaﬁhing and coordination and accountability carry with them the
.o . corollaries of leadership, insight, judgment, and compromise,

This Plan will help-all the people involved in the superb system
known as the California pogtsecopdary education establishment. to ‘

achieve new heights of accomplishment and concern for all our '
citizens. T

A’.'% L
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of higher education--the University of California, the State C lleges,

and the Community Colleges-—-and to a limited extert wit
higher education. ‘Also, the Master Plan was conceived t at
rapid.growth was the most pressing problem facing Calif rnia

\\ education. This Commission!'s planning for postsecondary edu
\ includes new elements: proprietary schools and new patterns Jof adult
. education. Moreover, while therg are sizable enrollment. indreases in .

. \some of the segments, especially in adult education, the grovth. } \ \
S /{ roblem of today is different than what it was in 1960, i - E
' : »

Pos;secondary education in California has recently undérgone several
yeaﬁs of intensive examination by blue ribbon committees of -legis-
lators, and citizens. Acknowledging that .the State's present system
of higﬁgr education has bécome a model to the nation and to the world,
the participants in this reappraisal felt that it could snevertheless. :
be made more effective and availablg. At the sare time, the federal
government Was engaged in an effort to encourage states to move
beyond the ‘concept of k higher education in statewide planning to a
broader concept of postsecondary education, which wéuid embrace all ‘
kinds of education beyond the high school level. Growing out of this.
period of self-renewal in California, this Plan moves in that direc~

u) tion by récognizing and incorporating-more fully the contributions
of California's independent colleges and universities, as well as ’/
those of the private vocationzl schools.

r

The California Postsecondary Education Commissign

TherCalifornia Postsecondary Education Commission wés creafed in
1973 by the Legislature to be the h&gﬁewide agency for planning

The Commission first met in January 1974, and on April 1,

asgumed the authorikg and responsibllities of the Coordinat ﬁg -
Councll for Higher Education, its predecessor. Section 227ﬂ&¢b/rﬂrr

of the Education Code stipulates that the Commission is "ddvisory




. , The Cohﬁiééion is composed bf twenty-three menbers: Twelve =

members represent the general public; Six membgrs represent the
three public systems of higher education, with each governing

. board appointing two represe&;atives, Two members represent the

1ndependent_colleges and universities; The remaining three members
represent, respectively, the Qalifornia Advisory Council on Voca-
tional Education and Technical Training, the Cogncil for Private
Postsecondary Education, and the State Board of Education. )

“ . ot f
Commissioﬁers representing the géneral public serve a six—year
term and are appointed as follows: four by the Governor, .four by/
the Senate Rules Cémmittee,.and four by the Speaker of the Assembly.
Representatives of the independent tgstitutions serve a three-ye T
term and are appeinted by the Governor from a list or lists sub-
mitfed by an association or associations of such institutions. 11
other members serve at the pleasure of their respective appoint?ng

authorities. )

. L . ]

The Commission's responsibilities are specified in: the State's

Education Code.l These- respensibilities incIude the preparation

in Section 22712 (1-3) of the Code:

1 + "

of a five-year state plan for postsecondary education as indi7hted s

)
!

(1} It shall require the governing boarxds of the
segments of public pestsecondary education to develop
and submit to the commission institutionél-and systemp—
widé long-range plans in a form determined.by the
commission after consultation with the segments.

It shall prepare a five-year state plan for
postée‘ dary education which shall integrate the plan~
ning efforts of the’ public segments and other pertinent
plans. The commission shall seek to resolve conflicts
or incopsisteneies ameng segmental plans in conaplta-
tion with the gegments, If such cénsultations ate., .
unsuccessful the commission shall report’ the unre lved |
issues to the Legislature with recommendations for
resqlution. o s

" In' developing such plan,- theocommission shall ot

. consider at least the following factors: (a) the need
for and location of mew facilities, (b) the range and
kinds of programs apprepriate to each institution or’
system,,(c) the- budgetary priorities of the institu-
. tions and systems of postsecondary education, (d) the
impact of various types and levels of student- charges
on students and on postsecondary educational programs

‘

- :
1. Chapegr 5.5, Sections 22710-22716' .
[ . . . ii .
PO | -\ ' |
U’ ' - lh .




. Assemﬁiy Bill 7701 which created Eg; Commission‘ amended “the

' e -
LY . %“, . ) . , PN . {
/// . ; o - , )
. and institutions, (e) appropriate leyels of state- .o .ot
¢ funded student financial aid, (f) access and admis- - I8 S
. sions of students to postsecondary education, (g)* . e y
. the educational programs and resources of private e e

postsecondary institutions, and (h) the provisions -
of this division differentiating the functions of *
the public 'systems of higher” education.g

-(3) It shall update the.state plan annually.

e *

P

In addition to the Commission's responsibility, Assembly Bill 3011 ,
(1973-74 Regular Session) added to the Education Code, Section
22500,2: . .
- It is hereby declared to be the intent of the
Legislature that the fixed master plan approach in-
the development of .public postsecondary education
be replaced by a contlnuous planﬂing‘process which

P

r

includes: . .
s (a) A legislatﬁve study.of Callfornia postsec— . .
ondary education at: 10-year intervals to reevaludte *

the planning process.and provide guidelines regarding
goals, societal needs and general missions of publfb ;
higher education,and jits components,

. (b) Continuous ‘planning by a state cofirission
< "including a five-year plan which is to be updated . . . .

‘. . annually. . \ . . .. R R v
M * ~ k- + @ 1 t” &
- +

The Commission's Legaey From the 1960 Master Plan

The- Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960 incorporabed a number' of o f L
the most significant recommendations contained in A Master Plan for
. Higher Education in California 1960-1975. Other recommendations .
' that were not enscted into sta@hte were adopted as policy. and
implemented by the governing boards of the public segments.
Y . N . “
Although amended several times during the ensuing 15 yeaxs, the o
Donahoe Act today retains. its wost significant .feature: the . }
. differentiation of functions among the three public’ segments of L. N
- higher education. In 1974 the Legislature reaffirmed this feature ' '

in Assembly Bill 3011, which placed into the ‘Education Code, ‘ ' .
Sections 22550, 22606, and 22651, the specific functions of the ) '
s three public segments., - . ] . H

Donahoe Act. This legislation repealed those sections which had . )
established the Coordinating Council for Higher Education added .~ . s
sections creating the Postsecondary Education Commission in its qb »
: 1. Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973 . ’ T‘A‘
. e 11t - : . .
B " B ‘.‘-‘& . . -




- ' -
place, and amended other sections to make the Commission the desig-
nated State agency to administer certain federal programs. The
balance of the Donahoe Act remains unchahged in the Education
CGde.- - .~

‘. . :

Postsecondary Education: Befinition and Scope ' .

Postsecondary education is defined as formal instruction

and associated educational services offered by educational

institutions or components thereof which serve primarily

persons who have completed or terminated their secondary .
education lor are beyond the ‘age of compulsory school ‘
attendance "

The use of the term postsecondary as defined above broadens the

scope Of gtatewide planning and coordination beyond that previously

conducted in the name of highergeducation. Some of the new rela- *
tionships created by this expandeth definition will need attentionm.

There are, for example, 4 number of educational programs for

igdividuals 18 years or older which in Californiz historically

have been administered by the secondary schools. This State Plan

for Postsecondary Education addresses some of‘the issues growing

out o the overlapping programs and services provided for zdults '

by secondary and poifsecondary ingtitutions.

i

Postsecondary education institutions in California fall into three
classes: pPublic institutions, independent'bolleges and uniyeréities,
and private vocational schools. California's public institutions

of higher education represent varying degrees of State support and %
contro¥, The University of California, which consists of nine 1
campuses, is a constitutivnal entity, governed by a Board of Regents.”
The .California State University and Colleges is a statutory entity
govérned by a Board of Trustees, and consists of nineteen campuses.
The California Maritime Academy is a statu:ory enti:y, governq@ by

an independent Board of Governors.

&

The California Community Colleges which number 103 are oparated

»

1. Arnicle I, Section 9 of the State Constitution reads in part:
"The University-of California shall constitute a public trusg
to be administered by the existing c&rporation koown as #h

" Regents of the University of Californ!a,, with full ppwer f
organization and government, subject only to such legislative
control as may be necessary to ingure compliamce with the
terms of the endowments of the university and the security
of its funds.” T

-

L

-

. _ o iv ) -
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by 70 Community College districts, which-.are local entities authoriégd
by the Constitution’and statutes. These Colleges are governed by

local boatds of U&ustees, Yargely supported by local funds, under the
broad policy guidance and regulation of a statewide Board of Governors,
and receive a substantial portion of their support (an average of

about 40%) from the State School Fund.

Twe institutiofis in public postsecondary education do mot fit —, F
within the category of State or State/locally-supported institu- :
tions: Otis Art Institute of Los Angeles, a county institution; ’
and the U.S., Naval Postgraduate School at Monterey, 2 federal

institution.

.The independent colleges and universities and the private vocationsl
schools in California operate under authority granted to them by

the State. Most of these are authorized under Division 21-of the
Educat{on Cbde.l Two independent institutions also have constitu-
tional status: the charter of Leland Stanford Jr. Umiversity, is
approved and confirmed it the State Constitution, and Cogswell
Polytechnic College is assured a tax-exempt status. Finally, certain
private law schools in California operate under provisions of T
Section 6068 of the Business and Professions Code. R

In addition to the educational programs sponsored by these public,
independent, and private vocational institutions, there are the
many in-service training programs offered by industry and business,
as well as the avocational and religious instructional programs of
various private organizations., Although the preceding definiyion
of postsecondary education encompasses these kindg of programs,
which are numerous and make a substantial contribution to the
quality of life in California, such programs are not covered in . -
the present Plan. The Commission expects that in the future most
of these programs can at least be, inventoried, and perhaps in the
future integrated into the postsecondary education planning of che
State.

Re§ponsi‘bﬂi ty for PostSecondary Education %

Alﬁh;;gb»&HE'Commission is the principal ageﬁcy for planning_and
coordinating California postsecondary education, there Are a

number of other State agencies which also have significant respon-
sibilities in this area. Many of these are discussed within the

1., Divisiom 21 is entitled “Private_EduCationQI Institucions.™
Currently, both public and independent institutions which.main-
tain their administrative offices and student records out-of~
state are allowed to operate in California without explicit

- State authorization.
- *'!

<
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Plan., The following diagram (Figure 1) shows these agetcies of
State government and illustrates with the general administrative
relationships of the various segments and sectors of postsecondary
education, . ‘
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FIGURE 1
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION IM CALIFORNIA
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The Size of the Postsenondary Education Enterprise’in pa]ifprnja

Postsecondary education in California is a large and complex enter-’
prise. Each year, the podstsecondary education institutions together
with the adult éducation schools operated by secondary and unified
. school districts prpvide kﬁucational services to more than one-third
of the 14.5 million adults *in the State. These. services are provided
“through' a variety of programs ranging from on-campus degree prograins
to adult education offerings in the community and cooperative
extension contacts. oo
There are 284 degree-granting four-year colleges and universities in
California, with a combined enrollment (in 1974) of approximately
574,000 students. About 73 percent of these students attend one of
the nine campuses of the University of California or one of the nine-
teen campuses of the California State University and Colleges.

In.1974 the one hundred established Commmity Colleges in California
enrolled 1,134,609 students, a majority of whom were part-time students.

- Part-time adult students in California are served chiefly by this

segment of postsecondary education and the adult schools. operated by
the secondary unified school districts which reported more than
1,740,000 enrollments. The campnétbased programs acd external degree
programs of the California State University and Colleges, the inde- .
pendent colleges and universities, and the extension divisions of :
both public four-year institutions all serve the part-time studeng. .
as well. An estimated 2,000 private vocational schools serve th¥" 'f
occupational training needs of many Californians, but as yet accurate
and current information on enrollments in these institutionﬁpis no; .
available to the Commission. . _ hgﬁg #
’...4 ‘-;';:-'\
. EIPY
The Five-Year Plan and Planning in the Segments * . A
. -
Assembly Bill 77dzasks the Commission to "integrate the plavning
efforts of the public segments and other pertinent plans.” THeg
pages which follow represent the first steps in meeting this ¢
preherisive change. . g
The Commission is currently studying the planning efforts of the
public segments of postsecondary education. The California State
University and Colleges annually prepare an academic master planning
document which sets forth existing and projected programs over a
five~year perloa. xThis continuous planning effort occurs in con- T,
junction with the dévelopment of the system's capital outlay program

T

1. See Appendix A for a table containidg the number of institutions
v and "enroMments which comprise the individual segments of post-
secondary education in the State. . i

L7

e,

2. Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1975.
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which is normally developed on a five-year basis, updated annually.
The University of California has recently established, a new compre-
hensive planning process which has resulted in the development of
both systemwide and jndividual campus plans. This planning process
will insure that annual updates of the University's plans will be
made available to the Conmission. The planning and budget develop-
ment processes are closely linked for both the University of
California and the California State University and Colleges.

The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges faces
unique problems in developing plans to encompass over 100 individual
colleges administered by local districts. The Board has recently
embarked on a program which will result in the development of a
comprefigndive five-year plan. This document should be available

for use by he Commission in the first annual\reyiew and revision

of the Comm (sion s Five-Year Plan during 19?6 A

The Commission's review apd advise function, in?ﬁhich it responds
to planning initiatives aﬁfﬁn by the segments, complements the
problem-oriented planning process adopted by the Comttssion--a
process in which the Cotmission takes the initiative in‘defining
goals, establishing priorities, and developing plans of actionffor
postseoondary education.

To carry out its advisory }ole with respect’ to segmental planning
the Commission must look at postsecondary education as a whole,
that is, it must- integrate the planning of each segment and deter-
mine what problems (such as gaps in needed services or uannecessary
duplicatfon of programs) exist. The Commission is doing this. The
issues growing'dht of ‘this integration of segmental planning are
reflected throughout ‘this Five-Year Plan in such places as the .
"discussion of enrollment projections (Part I), the plan of Action
dealing with the financing of postsecondary educatien (Part III),
and the analysis of and recommendations on the academic and occu-
pational plans (Part I{). _

- O
In addition to reviewing and advising on segmental ply
Commission has algo adopted an aggrefisive program of ative
"involvement. Legisla]ion affecting postsecondary ed ation is
peviewed, and the Commission advises the Legiglature and t
Governor of its position.on selected, significant bills., o issi9n
legislative policy is developed by the Commission and tha ‘Difector,

} a
%. the

.This initial Five~Yedr Plan represents then the first steps by the

Ccmmissi?n in meeting its responsibilitiés in planning under Agsembly
Bill 7707 As a gstate plan for postsecondary education, it will form
the basis of Commission legislative policy for the near future. The
-:Commission has set forth its expectations for the future in the near-
term (Part I), developed a 1ist of values and goals it believes are

1. Chapter 1187,. Statutes of 1973  ,

%
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f




appropriate for the State and the postsecondary.gducation coumunity
(Part II), and indicated in summary form the major activities which
will contribute toward meeting certain priority goals as well as

to facilitate preparation of State plans for postsecondary education

which in future years will be comprehensive in nature (Part III).
The concluding section summarizes the issues growling out of the
Commission's integration of segmental facilities and frve—year
academic plans (Part IV).

P
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PART I: THE FUTURE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

- w -
v - v

Assumptions About the Future . | < .-

H .
.

Both the postsecondary education enterpriserand the social and
economic environment within which it functions are dynamic, .often

< ‘subject to changes.which cannot be predicted or ‘controlled.

Planning for postsecondary education proceeds on the belief that

some agpects of the enterprise can be affected by foresight and y

- timely actions. Such actions _are proposed on the basis of the ’

following assumptions about the future, . °

1. The State will continue to provide a wide diversity of
educational opportunities through the public ‘segments of

" higher education, and a vigorous nonpublic sector will com—

plement these efforts. Thewtraditional roles of the various
segments in.the area of adult and continuing education will
undergo some modification, however, as a result of the >~
recent enrollment growth and continuing intersegmental
.fompletion in this area., Adult education programs of the’

¢ , secondary schools will be given & place in '"the planning and = -
" ¢coordination process, as will the programs* ¢f the private..

‘ ' . vocational -schools (proprietary’ institutiohs), which will -
be. regarded increasingly as contributing members in -the ’
postsecondary education enterprise. The question of whether
" to develop a separate nontraditional segment gf public
postsecondary education will be resolved.

v

Y

F .The, State will continue to Support public postsecondary
education out of General Fund appropriations, but the demand
for other State seérvices will limit the funds available.
There %will be continued pressure to reduce institutional
expenses and to pass on to the student a greater share of

.the costs of his or her education.

~ 3. Participation rates of students in ‘the traditional college-
r age gfoup (18-24 years old) will continue at the present
level, Through the 1980's, participatioil by those 25 years
of age and older will increase slightly, creating a broader
total~enrollment base. Factors related to the health of
.- -z the economy may shift the demand for education from one
%g ' segment to another during this time. If California develops
4 "more flexible, alternatives to formal postsecondary education, -~
4 some reduction in full-time campus enrollments may be expected.

. . 4, Any increase to students in'the costs of p08tsecondary
education will Lreate pressure for a parallel expansion of .

-1-
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State aﬁd federal financial aid and tuition-aasiétance
. programs and will also affect studen¥ participation rate.
. *

L4
Continuing educational and financial support to-meet the
needs'of California's economically disadvantaged and cul-
turally different citizens will be required and sustained ¢
effortd, will be required to achieve greater participation-

_ by members of ectisfic minority groups.

Students will continue t6 exXercise freedom of.choice in
their education and careers, independent of society's
efforts to achieve a balance between supply and demand in
the employment marketplace. This freedor will from.time -
to time result in an oversupply or undersupply of qualified
graduates in a number of employment fields. )

The State will coptinue‘éo demand increased efficiency in
the’'uge of resources and to require greater accountabidity--
thus mandating improved pldnning and managerent systems in i
public postsecondary ‘education and effective coordination
by the Céliforn%a Postsecondary Education Commission.

P ] N .
Con ng inflation will require California's indcpendent

© col¥®Tes and universities to increase tuition, which will

in turn generate a demand.for increased State . and ﬁederaI
student financial aid if ghe institutions are to continue
their role in Califprnia postsecondary education. This---‘;m
situation will impose a need for more effective involvement o
in statewide planning by the independent institutions gnd a
closer ralgtionship with the €alifornia Postsecondary,
Education®Commission. . o .

»

.

" .
The pubiﬁ%'s confidence in postsecondary education will depend
in partzon the willingness of institutions to be more respon-
sive and flexib¥e in meeting the needs of California's
citizens, and on public satisfaction with the accountaﬂ&lity
of those institutions. -Along with the quality of inStruction,
institutional efforts in research and public service will be
viewed critically by the publicﬁfpirtiéularlyvas they relate
to broad issues such as.enetgy, the eavironment, and the ,//
economy, o P oo s
Pressure to limit further the, enrollment of out-of-state//////
studenfs in public professional schools. will 'continye.

- - . b
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* Projected State Enrollments and Expe

The preceding assumptions ab#‘t the ire of‘postsecondary eduyca-
tion take on a practical dimension w placed in the conter%of
specific segmental enrollmeht target nd the fiscal outlook

the State. Figure 2 contains the Dgpartment of Finance s best
estimates of the implications of tgﬁse assumptions on both short-
term and long-term enrollments in California postsecondary education.
Based upon these estimMates, the Commission has projected State
expenditures for oper%ting and’capital outlay budgets for the

Fiscal Year 1980-81.

Figure 2 illuétrates the rapid growth that has taken place since
1960 in undergraduate enrcllments in the three public segments of
higher education, "@s well as ¢ e\Hlminlshing rate of growth b
expected during the remainder/of this century. The University pf
California and the State Unipersity and Colleges are expected t

T groy very little during thif period (2.6% and 8.3% respectively),

: but the Community Collegesfwill continue to eXperience a signifi-

cant—growth rate in some Areas of the State, at, least. during the
next five years. (overall 12.3%). o

7 National attention has been focuséd on the projected impact during
the 1980°'s of diminished numbers of 18-24 year olds, which reflects
the 16éwer birth rate during ithe early and mid-1960's. It is ,
~y expected that the impact of this effect on the California State
University and Colleges and the Community-Colleges will be largely
‘offset if the participation rate of the adult population, ages!
Do 30-40, continueg to increase. .
L . . i
If current,rfende withit the State continue, particularly as they
relate to the accommodation of part-time students in the Commuhity
Colleges and the State University and Colleges, California should
not eiperience the decreased undergraduate enrollments’fﬁ%t were
forecast by the Carnegie Commission for the mid~1980"s.2 The
Ahanging student mix in terms of age may well lead to demands’ for
different kinds of educational services. To meet these demands,
resoyrces may have to be shifted to more nontraditional programs
and services if the rate of growth of State expenditures does not
) change in the intermediate term, or the State’s prioritles for
/ { -funding postsecondary institutions do not chadnge.

A

" -

.
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b 1. A more detailed account of the analysis referred to here 1s
_’ contained in Appendix B of this Plan.
Z”ZIDetailed segmental /undergraduate enrollment projections by eée
‘' - .7 group to the year 2000 are found in Table 3 of Appendix B.
Page+B-12. .

t- _3_
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‘ FIGURE 2
ACT{JAL AND PROJECTED UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS
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\Sinc 1970, the total General Fund expenditures for posfsecondary

“

-education (excepting adult education offered by unified and high

school districts) have ranged from 12.4 percent to 14.2 percent

of total revenues. According to recent independent projections,
General Fund revenue in 1980-81 will total approkximately $19 billion.
If $2.2 billion—or 13 percent——of that total is assigned to post~
secondary education, then projected expenditures will be consistent
with projected Stdte revenue for this period.l.
Although neithér the University of California nor the State
University and Colleges plans to establish any new campuses in the
foreseeable future, capital outlay budgets need to be maintained

at an adequate level, reflecting the need to.wmaintain, remodel, and
in some cases rebuild campus facilities constructed before and
during the early 1960's.’ In addition, a number of the newer
campuses in all three public segments have not completed all of

the planned facilities which are needed to round outf their academic
programs and ts accommodate énrollment growth through the remainder
of the 1970's. ' T,

These enrollment and expenditure projections that have been
presented here raise critical and substantive questions about the
previous assumptions and current State policies on which.these
projections are based; therefore, these projections should serve
as a basis for developing’ new policies for California, not_an
argument foi extending the status ‘quo. If these projectid%s are
correct and the status quo -is extended and if we are unable to
find a way to meet our .goals and ‘objectives for postsecondary
education within the State expenditures estimated here, we must
either sacrifice some of our goals or make the case for increasing
the proportion of State revenues which are available for postsec-
ondary education. Highlighted is the need for the State to assess
continually how effectively its resources are being ukilized and

to determine what adjustments mugt be made to respond better to the
changing needs of its citizens. It is tohis end that the

3

_ Commission's planning process is directed?®t

' : %
This brief discussion of enrollment plans and the expenditure levels
estimated to be available to realize them should help explain the
priority problems in postsecondary education outlined on pages 17-18

.and the Commission's plans of action discussed in Part III.

4 .
1, SeetAppéndix B, pages B-17-20 for further details,

-

2. See Appendix B, pages B-Zl-ZS.for further details.

{ * -
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PART IT: THE' PLANNING PROCESS, VALULS AND GOALS

L]
N L3

. < . . .
Characteristics of the Blanning Process ot ‘

The Legislature has directed the Commission to develop a Five-Year

State Plan for all of California postsecondary education. The : N
Commission has given considerable attention to how the planning
process should be conducted and what this first Plan should contain.
Planning involves devising specific methods for achievihg specific
ends, yet all too often plans produced by educators’ tend to contain
only a static display of curricular and demographic informatiqp or

a gtatement of general goals. The Commission is aware that such
information is necessary in planning. There are, hogever; a . number
of other features’ that must. be incorporated into both the planning
process and the Plan itself if thewprocess dis to be a dynamic one ' .
and the Plan the flexible document it must be to serve. the people

of California effectively. These features include: '

1. An active mode. The Commission's planning process is
continuous, not static. In conjunction with the segmerits,
the Commission articulates statewide values and goaIS<for
California postsecondary education, provides a framework for
segmental planning, and makes policy recommendations to the
Governor and Legislature on matfers affecting postsecondary
education in California.

2, An annual review and revision. Although the Plan covers
a span of five years, it is updated arnually to assure a
continuous, cuxrent process of planning, as opposed to a .,
fixed plagé/ ,‘ - - .

L3, Comprehé:;ivengss. The Plan addresses concerns throughout

. the efitire spectrum of postsecondary education, including ..
not/only the thiee public segments of higher education but .
aYso the independent colleges and universities, the private
ocational schools, and the adult education programs at the
secondary school level, The comprehensive nature of the
Plan is compatible with the planning efforts of the individualy
segments of postsecondary education and provides a base from
which the review of segmleal planning can-be conducted by .
the Commission. .

4, Qu;iitative as well as quantitative ‘concérns for the future.
The, Plan goes well beyond the projections of enrollments and
square footage that characterize wuch of higher education .
planning, calling for thoughtful and well-coordinated -

operation 'of the entire system of'pqﬁtsecondary education. T
i
“7=
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5. QL set of operational assumptions« Without attempting to
Ptedict the exact shape’ of the future, the Plan has évolved
with a view to the trends that seem likely to prevail during
the life .of the Plan. * ¥

6.. A long-term frame of reference. Spanning. the ,Sequente of

. % ;
the five-year plans is a set’of values and commitments which%’ -

represents thé long-~rangé .philosophical: framework within ,
wifich the State is planning. .

. ] ' N

7. A problem orientation.' The Plan constructs .2 series of

long-range goals for Talifornia which grow out of identified
problems in postsecondary education, and recommends dourkes
of action for stlving the potential problems encountered
in achieving these goals. . N »

- L. LY L -

8. _A set of priorities. The Plan identifies on a priority basis
those goals toward which the attention of the State should’
*  be directed, and provides for regular review of these ;

W

priorities so that they may be adjusted to, the changing

e needs of California.

2 N

9. A limited scope in time. Five years is a manageable time
. pan for such a plan, insuring that it is not a utopian-

.vision of the future but rather a practical approach o é‘

making progress toward goals which seem attainable withinkw
the foreseeable future. . '

»

Sources of Educational lssues' )

The central issues addressed i“,gﬁis Plan are largely those that
were raised in two years of intensive study of California post-
secondary education by the Joint Legislative ‘Committee on the’
Master Plan for Higher Education and by the Select Commit.ee on
the Master Plan, which was formed by the Commission's.predecessor,
the -Coordinating Council for Higher Education. The Plan also
reflects recent legislative goncerns; including those expressed
in bills iptroduced in both houses over the past two years. In
addition, Assembly Concurrent Resolutions such as ACR 149, which
articulates broad State gvals for postsecondary education were

a Q:i::: of educational issues ‘discussed in the Plan.

<

For oMganizational purposes, the educational issues that were so
identified have been divided into five comprehensive areas of

concern' g .
1. Access and R&tention . Sy
' - - ot X
T &
. 1-:_ - - . ¥

1 .
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2. Accreditation and Credentialing S

3. Finanaing

4, Organization and Governmance '

5. Programs and Services ' ' P
From these ‘ﬂucational issues the Commission has developed a philo-
sophical base for planning. This base is comprised of: (1) assuimp=-

tions about the environment for postsecondary education ip the State
in the foreseeable future (Part I); (2) a statement of values; and

.(3) long-range goals for postsecondary education in Califormia.

!

Values fon Postsecondary Education and tpe Individual

Two sets of values that relate to postsecondary education throughout
California have been identified: the first pertains to the gubiic .
interest valdes represented in postsecomdary education, the second

to the student interest values, These values are interrelated, o

be sure, yet each set calls for a somewhat different focus and defini-
tion. Consequently, the following statements on values include both
those for postsecondary education as a whole (Table 1) and those
which relate to the students’ experiences within that system, The
latter aqg,expressed in Table 2. .




. . TABLE 1
g VALUES FOR CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION :

* - . T Fl r . . .
' . 5 L . M -
In providing educational opportunities at the postsecondary levet for -

v residents of Caiifornia, the State should seek to promote these values:

Diversity ° o : : ' .
Postsecondary education should foster a diversity of optiouns for
individual students to bave reasonable choice by providing and main-
taining a ,variety of institutions, programs, and modes of learning.

Acce551b111ty ’ <
Poéfgecondary education should allow maximum opportunity for all
perqbns to pursue programs for which they are qualified. cos
*
QuaJity .
' Postsecondary education should strive for the achievement of excellence «
‘ in the conduct ©of all its programs and the provision of a¥l its services.

1

Integrity S S, .

N

5\
Postsecondary education should encourage each jnstituticnm to operate
in harmony with a clearly dgfined mission and purpose.

Flexibility

L
Postsecondary edueation should have the capacity to respond readily ) x,
to changing social needs and cirdumstances.\ T

Ecbnoqy . , ' ?““;“hanx 3

Postsecondary education should operate with an-éconbmy of means coun-
sistent with the-.achievement of the following values and goals.

13

Accountabf]ity

Postsecondary education should be accountable to ‘society for the
/ responsible conduct of igs affairs.

Vitatity _ e

Postsecondéfy education should demonstrate a vitality of. purpose and
strive to cultivate an enthusiasm for learning among all citizens of
the State., ° — . .
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TABLE 2

muskf.owﬂs INDIVIDUAL : '

STUDENTS' OPPORTUNITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

ks a recipient or potential recipi
. 0of the postsecondary institutions
" should enjoy these opportun1t195 a

OPPORTUHITIES i

®To continue the development
of one's potentlal through-
out life,

® To pursue knowledge freely.

P

. 1
kl

® To acquire employable skills.

-
-

J“ imong alterpative programs

I
and ! formats. 1

®To be recognized and treated
as an individual learner.

®To enjoy identity and respect
as a member of a culturally
unique group.

-

®To pursue an education at a
cost commensurate with per-
sonal financial resources.

®To pursue excéllence in all
phases of the educational %
process. ‘ ;

* L '
e " .

®To ‘become aware of and a m

_ane's dwn humanity and that\‘b A

qqf others.

-:." *."

we
ﬁ...i N h ‘:.
-— .

388851 . " S 3 E

ent of the educationalrservices \
in the State, the individual : ‘
nd assumie these responsibilities. !

- __RESPONSIBILITIES

I

®To take advantage of ghe :
opportunities for individual : '
- growth. ’

®To respect the rights of
others to express.differing
points of wview.

@®To accept the responsibilit
of employing skills comstru
tively-for the benefit of
society, - h

®To develop ﬁersoual and edu-
cational goals which are
consistent apd realistic.

®To. exercise 1f-discipline
in reaching etlucational
objectives. .
ize the comtribu-’
f all cultures to

and the c¢ommonalities
which link them.

tions

;societ

®To recg

®To complete individual ob-

jectives as expeditiously
as possible. +

..
»

- @To set for oneself high stan-

dards of achievement and
pursuit of ome's educational
goals.

.Tb ghare knouledge with others

'fo§ the benefit of the

00mmunity.

/




g ‘State Goals for Postsecondary Education

Occasionally it is possible for one sector of postgé/ZGQAty educa~ .
tion to expend considerable resourcgS working unwittingly at cross-
purposes with another sector. To.Help guard against this situation,
this set of process-orienteds Tong-range State goals has been
developéd "to clarify the diyection in which postsecondary education
should move. Although wmost \of theSe State goals may have been implied
in actions taken by the Legiklaturk or the segments of postsecondary
. education in past years, thig is #he first time that such statements
of purpose have been set down licitly and couwprehensively.
1" The long-range goals are divided into the same five categories, or
, couprehensive areas of concern, that were used to organize the post-
secondary issues discussed earlier. They are listed on the following
pages without any priority ranking either expressed or implied. The
Commission has found these goals useful, both ag a base for its
plans of action and as a format for organizing and indexing informa- &
tion on past and current activities in postsecoridary education.
Extensive files have been established in the Commission's office for

the collection of information relating to each of the goals.
. N

»3
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. TABLE 3 : ' f *

STATE GOALS
FOR
POSTSECONOARY EDUCATION

ACCESS AND RETENTION

'A.

JInsure that all persoms have eonvenient access t0 educatipnal
and career counseling in order that they be encouraged to
make informed choices from among all available options.

Maximize physical access to educatiomal institutions,
centers, programs, or services.

Insure that all learners be provided adequate student
support sérvices tg enable them to participate fully in
postsecondary education. .

Foster postsecondary‘education services which alloghan
individual to pursue educational and career goals rough-
out life. .

Work to eliminate fimamcial barriers which prevent étudents
from selecting and pursuing the educational or occupational
program for which they are qualified.

* Foster a well-articulated sfstem of programs and services

in postsecondary education which is respomsive to individual
educational needs, in order to provide the opportunity for
students to progress at a rate appropriate to their gbilities.

Utilize admissions and registration procedures which Wwill
facilitate each person's pursuit of an educational ©
occupational program appropfiate to his/her ability akd’
aspirations. ) ) o

N / . Fl
Work toward the equitable participation of ethnic minorities
and women' in the admission and retention of postseconda
education students. .

ACCREDITATIO“ AND_CREDEHTiAtING ' i \
4. Encourage the increased effectiveness ofaacareditation :
of postsecondary educatiqn institutions in the. State. .i
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TABLE .3 (Continued)

b I

B. Enﬁ%urage postsecondary education to develop a coppre-
hengive system of valid measures for knowledge gained
both inside and outside formal academic programs.

C. Encourage the establishment of educational requirements -
for licensure that are appropriate and reasonable in
certifying occupational competency and development
of means for meeting these.requirements including both

. educational programs and competency testing.

IT1.

v,

D. Work toward public understandiang of the nature and sig-
nificance of academic degrees, including their strengths
and limitations as & measure of ability and skills, e

FINANCING - : :

3

" A, Insure that State funds are allocated and employed in a

manner which will provide for the optimum utilization of
all postsecondary education resources in the State.

B. Provide adequate funding to meet operating and capital
needs of public postsecondary education and employ
the most effective methods for determining the adequacy
of "State funding for postsecondary edugdtion in California.

L1}

C. Determine the financial needs of independent institutions -
' and the extent to which the Stete should aid in meeting
these needs. . ) .

D. Develop a process for insuring that fe&eraily’funded
postsecondary education programs -in California are in
harmony with State priorities in postsecondary education.

-

ORGAWIZATION A{D GOVERNANCE .

A. Maintain a proper.ﬁistribution of authority among insti-
tutions, segments, and the State in order to achieve
effective coordination of éducatipnal regources without
inhibiting creativity at the inst tutional or segmental .
level, . . . -g

¢ . -

-

. ' 2
B. Encourage regional interinstitutional or intersegmental
cooperation which will" facilitate and enhance the effective
¢ coordination and delivery of edgFational services. ,

‘w‘ . -14 - +




c.

"V. PROGRAMS AND SERVICES ) )

TABLE 3 (Continued)

kS

nsure that in the process of collective bargaining, the
operatiofis and philosophy of postsecondary educational
institutions be retained in the conte¥t of academic
freedom and collegiality. »

-

Work toward achieving an equitable participation of ethnic ‘

minoritiqs and women in admipiétrative, faculty, and staff
positions in pustsecondary <éducation institutieps.

.. Encourage the participation of’inﬁependent co ges and
universities and pfivate vocational institutions 1p the

statewide'blanning process. to insure orderly development
of postsecohdary education in California. ‘
Deréfmine tke need for new services to part-time adult
studenCShgg_ the best means for meeting this need.

Develop a series of comprehensive state-level systems of
information collection, storage, retrieval and dissemina~
tion which will facilitate the making of informed
decisions about postsecondary education.’

¥l

Recognize the interests of students, faculty, staff,
administrators, and the general public in the.govérnanca

of postsecondary. education. ) e

-
bl -

v

4F

A’yt

1 -
Improve .the collection and dissemination of information
on State and national manpower needs and conmgider fhis
information in the,planning and evaluation of rélated
education programg.

-

-

Assess the quality of academic and vocational pmgf;ﬁs,
and the means used for establishing, maintaining, or
improving such qualicy.,

[

Provide maximum flexibility in the mode and format of
instructian and in the use 'of instructional media in
order to encourage and facilitate individual learning.

Maintain and periodically review the efﬁéctiveness of
the differentiation of functions among, the public seg~
ments of Californiag postsecondary education including
the designation of specialized missions for campuses
within the seghents,

e

-

m“.'*v
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TABLE 3 (Continued) ' :

Continue to affirm the worth of teaching, research, and
public service in order to provide approprilate ‘incentives

“and rewards to thosewho carry out these activities,

Develop and malntain [an integrated statewlde vocational
education planning prjocess involving all affected State

- agencles concerned wilth vocational education planning

at both the secondary| and postsegondary levels.

. 4 A v !
Assure that adequate lpublic_support is diregfed to the
discovery of new knowledge. R




Pr{orjty Problems for 1976 and Beyond .

To come to terms with such a comprehenstve set of goals--desirable !
ag they all may be--is ne easy matter; in fact, achieving them all

. equally is impossible. Because society is limited in the resources ,
it has for, or chooses to devote to, postaecpndary education,
difficult choices must be made regarding the investment of whatever
resources are aqaiiable.' This fact does not argue against stating
what may turn out to be secondaily goals, for doing so ultimately
forces us to make our choices explicit. But the reality of the- '
limited resources with which we work demands tﬂat priorities be set / y
and attention devoted to a limited number of aveas. .//

In order to narrow the list of goals to be addressed, the Commission
has focused its attention on twelve proﬁlem areds 1in postaecondary
education which in its judgment requFE*SPecial action. Thegé : -,
. priorities were formed by converging influences, including tﬁe

Commission's ‘interpretation of legislative, executive, and general
publie concerns; priorities of the segments; legislativefmandaté
(through AB 770, Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973) and resolution; Y,
and on-going projects the Commission has been engaged in duriﬁg 1975, ‘
Two of the problem areas-—gtudent finan®al aid and the evaluation
of program quality1—~w111 not be addressed until late 1976.or early y
1977. The annual review of the Five-Year Plan and the Commission's
priorities which will take place in mid-1976, may either confirm ’
that these problems still, require special attention or they may be;

\\} . dropped in the 1977 revision of the State Plan. The twelve priority .
problem areas to which the Commission, in coopepdtion with the seg-
ments, will devote thelr attention during the comfhg year are listed,
in priority order in Table 4.

o

; . T .
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TABLE 4

1976 PRIORITY PROBLEMS IN POSTSECONOARY EDUCATION
(Listed in order of priority)

~ -

N TOPICAL AREA
STATEWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEM - Page 21
ADULT EDUCATION Page 29
FINANCING POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION:n ’ ,'
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS ’ A Page 33
INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIQNS Page 36
- ?A N

L . : s
REGULATTON' OF PRIVATE VOCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS.

)
REGIONAL PLANNING \ \
EQUAL OPPORTUNLTY - Page 41
- s
) /- Aﬁ
EVALUATION OF PROGRAM QUALITY / Bdge 43
. E . ‘ oA
. ’
EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER COUNSELING 7/ Paée 45
- * ] ) j'/ . ”"
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION /{/ Page 47
7 -
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID Page 49
t J .
_ COLLECTIVE BARGAINING Page 51
El . ) . . {J
[ 8
.
LY I

%

1
-
(P

. -

Page{ﬁ; ’

/ g
Pige 39/
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PART III- PLANS OF ACTION v é:iihf

Deciding What To Do ‘ . -

L

Planning is deciding what to do. But behind this simple equatiom
is a series of implicit questions: What is desirable to do? What

ought weeto do? What is possible teo do? \;c is impeortaht that the
actions of the various sectors of postsecondary education and those
of the Commission and other state-level agencies concerned with
postsecondary education be diredted toward objectives that are worth
doing and that have a reascnable likelihced cof -being achieved.

kY . /
The goals listed in the preceding section represent assessments of
what is desirable to do in California postsecondary educatiqn. The
plans of action contained in this section represent decisions on
what to do first-—~decisions by the Commission as to what are the
most pressing problems facing postsecondary education and the most
. feasible steps to be taken in dealing with them.

-

Plans of Action for Address%ng Priority Problem Areas

A "plan of action" has been developed for each priority problem area.
The plan specifies who is responsible for taking initial action in a
task area, what is to be done, and the year each particular objec-
tive £s to be completed. In most instances, the Commission itself is
.responsible for initiating action, and the task to be done becomés a
-part of the Commission work plan. In some instances, particular tasks
identified "as the responsibility of another agency or segmernt.of
pogtsecqndary education, and the assignment of responsibility/repre-
sents a Commission recoymendation to that agency or segment.. Lo

1
Because the Commission is am advisory rather than sdministrative
body, it is limited in its ability to implement plans of action
that involve other agencies. The Commission, however, is required
to provide advice and recommendations on educational issues to the
Legislature, the Governor, and appropriate agencies, and will moni--
tor their responses ‘as. part’of the planning process.

Goal Related Plans : o .

Each of the plans of action that follow is related to one' or more

\\ of the long-range goals stated, /and each is subdivided into manage-

able areas of activity identified as programs - Each program has

an activity oy activities that delineate in some detail. (1) a task
to be done, (2) a geneyal statement of the objective to be achieved,

- . 1
¥

\ -19- : [
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(3) who. is. Tresponsible for‘aécomplishing the task, and (4) when the |
task is to be completed.

=,
From Planning to Implementation to Evaluation _ )
l -
To reselve a preblem in peostsecondary education, three steps are
generally followed. In bread outline these steps invelve (1) analysis .
of the problem and recommendations for its solution, (2) implementa-
tion of ,the recommendations, and (3) evaluation of the Tesults of the
actions taken. In most of the complex problems addressed by the
following plans of action, the period of time required to complete
this process will extend over several years. To a great extent
thig first Five-Year Plan specifies objectives to be attained in
the initdal step (analysis and recommendations) and most of the
tasks involved will be carried out by the Commission itself. In
subsequent Plans, additional Fgencies and institutions undoubtedly
will be invelved in implementing and evaluating the actions récom-
. mended for dealing with high~priotrity problems.

*

N

L]

T

*.,” Monitoring What Is Achieved - .

\The level of detail in each plan of action provides the Commission
with reference points for monitoring the progress, in implementing
the Plan. , During its annual review of the Plan, as required by
statuté, the Commission will evaluate the degree of success”achieved
in reaching the objectives of the preceding year and revise the plans
of action accordingly, if necessary. Consequently, the Commission,
as well as other agencieS\gesponsible for the implementation wf the

! Plan, becomes publicly accountable for achieving its objectiwves.

1
- ! N
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STATE-LEVEL PULTSECONDARY EDU_CATiON INFORW}TIQ_N SYSTEMS - N

|
@ State Goal *

—_

Develop a series of comprehensive state-leyel systems of informa-
tion collection, storage, retrieval and digdemination which will
facilitate the makmg of informed deczsions about postsecondary
education. {Goal IV-G) . :

o
¥

Development of a comprehensive state-level information system is
essigned'to the Commission.by Educatigg_Code‘Section 22712 (14):,

"It (California Postsecondary Education Commissipn) f
+  shall act ag a clearinghouse for postsecondary edu-
. cation informatiop ardid as a primary source of infor-

_mation for the’ Legislature, the Governor, and other

‘agencies, afid develop'a comprehensive data base
\ insuring comparability of data from diver®e sources.
F

 The Legislature has given the Commission the authority to reqﬂire
that the public segments provide data on a wide range of "matters
pertinent to effective planning" and coordination. The Commission,
in ‘turn, is directed to furnish this information to the Governor~
and the Legislature ‘at their request.

-

Program 1

" Use phe results of the federally sponsored annuval Pigher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS) to create a computer-based,
state-level higher education- data systen.

HEGIS iz a national program that collects data annually on all
collegliate Institutions, and the Commiqgion is the statewide coor-
‘dinatdr for California. The survey requests data on. opening fall
enrollments? degrees and other formal awards conferred; faculty
salarfies, tenure, and fringe benefitss; residence and migration of
students: upper division and graduate enrollments by academic ¢
discipline; institutional characteristics; institutional financial
‘ statfstice; library etatistics; and physical facilities.
- The major advantages of using HEGIS the base for an information
systiem are (1) common definitions dnd forms for all institutions,
(2) availabifity of comparable natignal data; and (3) ease of access

~ -21 . L] ‘

B89




. the testing phase has been completed.

: L
- 1y
i - -, 3 ;

tg current data on California institutions. The major disadvantage
is the necesgsity to conform to national definitions, which may be
" $nappropriate to budgetary and other management procedures followed
by California institutions. This problem is especially acute in
the adapting of HEGIS definitions to the operations of the Community
Colleges. However, at the present time, HEGIS appears to be abl¥ to
meet a significant portion of the Commission's need for higher edu*ﬁi
cation data that are comprehensive, compardble, collected routinely,
. . and easiLy retrievable, |
Program Activities: L :
{ 1. Determine the feasibility.of using éomputers'ﬁbr'a data
! input and retrieval system based on’‘HEGIS, the study to

' : be conducted by the State Department of General Services.
(1975)

Begin operation of the computer-based HEGIS information
system for purposes of analyzing selected statewide and
national data. (1975) i
Expand the data base by conducting a comprehensive
inventory of California institutions not included in the
HEGIS program, and issue an interim report on significant
information obtalfhed from the inventory. (1976)
Determine the potential value of the computerized HEGIS
-3 data ‘base By evaluating itg use during the last half of
s TFiscal Yeat 1975-76. (1976)

Program 2

"Develop a computerized state-level data baqc tailored to the peeds
of planners and decision makers for California postsecondary

education in the Commission and in the executive and legislative
branches of government. 7

The development of a postsecondaty education data base will involve
two parallel projects. First, the Commigsion has agreed to parti-
cipate with the National'ttntef for Higher Educatiton Management
Systems (NCHEMS) in a. multi~gtate project to develop and test a
model state-level data bas for planning and decision making in
postsecondary education. ial operation of the model is expected
at the end of the first 18-m0 h phase of the project. The extent
to which the data base developed in cooperation with NCHEMS will
meet the Commission's particular needs cannot be determined until
The need to use common

w22
. . ‘ .
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definitio
the NCHEM
Commissio

For thes
_ data bas
similar ¢t

.

. . _ . .
ns and forms for irformation exchange among the stateg in

5 project may be ajlimiting factor in its usefulness to the
n. i ©o

reasons, the Comm{ssion will develop its own state-level
simultaneously wifh the NCHEMS project, following a
Hme schedule. Stale regulations require that the Commission

study th

for this gata base.
o

design £
needs. for

feasibility of vafious alternatives to the use of computers

During] the feasibility study, staff will begin

will meet California's own state-level '
Hon for planning and decision making, "

.

The Co
Advisory

Program Activities:

|
1. Es

Y. bds

:

i
!
. ‘b}
. !i[

on Information Systems and 2 Technical
e direction to these efforts.

& A
tablish a fully operational computerized state-level data
e tailored to Californ{a’s needs:

e

Review the files and data bases of the pugiic segments 1
to assess their possible usefulness in a state-level \
information system. . (19?5)

Identify significant omissions in segmental and HEGIS
data bases which may require collection of additional
data by the Commission. (1975)

[y

Formulate .-récommendations on which files and data ele- ..
ments should be included in the final Commission data

™" base, and make recommendations to appropriate staff and
. Commission commﬁttees. (1976) -
d. Determine the feasibility of using computers for the
. Commission’s state-level data bage. (1976)
e. Develop/gfﬁge;?ghmanual and 2 data element dictionary ,
. for the’state-level data base and related information
systems. (1976)
2. ;?artic’ipa‘te in the NCHEMS project to develop and test a -

prototype state-level data base. (1975-1978)

3. Maintain liaison with the National Center for Higher Bdu-
cation Management Systems ‘for the purpose of monitoring

activities and producta which have potential value fot "

(1975~ )

'f

the Commission's activities.




I . ' .
4. Hﬁinfain 1iaison with the National Centér for Educational
Statigtics for the purpase of making HEGIS and other federal
data collection activities resporisive to California 8 AL
//ﬁzrticular needs. (1975-) .

Program 3

Dewelop a directory/index system for locating selected postsecondary
data and information which are retrievable from sources other than .
the Commisgion library and computerized data bases.

The Commission library and ccmputer-ﬁ%sed data syStems could not
possibly contain all of the information which users might want, |

nor would it be cost effective to do so. To respond more efficiently
to requests, Commission staff will develop a system for indexing
selected information available from other sources. Examples are the.
comprehensive statistical reports prepared by the segments, selected
files in the data bases maintained by the segments, national statis-

tical‘'reports and fact books, census reports and computer tapes, . .
budget documents, long-range plans, and other éecondary sources.

e - &
Program Activities: - . 4

1. Inventory apd index forms from HEGIS IX and X and segmental
statistical reports with respect to types of data contained,
levels of aggregation of data, types of cross-tabulations -
of data, and availability of ccmparable data and tabulations o
for previous years. (1975) ; - -0 -

2. Prepare a dictionary of selected data elements ip which the

+  defipnitions of the most significant elements have been

. agreed upon by the segments and in which differences in
definitions among the segments and between HEGIS azmd the
segments are noted. (1975)

3., Determine the feasibility of converting the manual directory/
index system to a computer-based gystem, (1976)

4. Establish a fully operational directory/indei system in
either 2 manual or computer-based mode. (1976)

5. Evaluate thé effectiviness of the directory/index information
system and make recommendations for improvement. (1977)




o

Program 4 \< .

Develop a reféfence library {(clearinghouse for postsecondary

education) for use by the Comtission and others whom the informatipn’

systém;_fre intended tP serve. M
A primary peed 13 for i:g} ¢ ‘services, as opposed to holdings,
which will encourage,staff/as gied to research projects to utiliz
more fully thAninformational réjources avalilalle in the Sacramento
area and through national netwo of .information exchange. The
federally funded Educational Resources Information Center,(ERIC)
is one such network of clearinghouses at which research/respurce
documents’ pertaining to educatioﬁai;spécialtiqs at all levels, for

.. example, adult education and the disadvantaged, are acquired,

,/’/hh‘ gctesned, abstracted, and indexed for inclusion in a wonthly/

anriual publdcation. .

—

There 1s also @ need foriclearinghouse services for postsecondary

. information to be used by the Executive and Legislative branches
of government and for other educational plannérs and decision
makers’. This information must be reliable, timely, relevant, and
as comparable as possible for various comparison groups.

Information will be agsembled by the staff for storage and

dissemination as needed, wWithout being incorporated in ‘the cbmput-
erized data base. This activity will include routine inventories
of various aspPcts of postsecondary education which the Commission
is.required to make and update‘annually.

=t

Program Activities: o

e

1. Catalogue, index, and shelve librggy holdings in Commission *
of fice. (1975) - )

2. Pyblish Profile of California Postsecondary Educatiop con=-
taining information about public, independent, and private
institutions and programs for the use of the -Legisiature
and Executive, 1libraries, educational and. governmental

e _agencies, et al. (1977, and annually thereafter)
% ~. 3. Issue a Directory of California Postsecondary Education

containing names of institutions, addresses, telephone
numbers, and chief executive officers. (1975, and annually
thexeaf ter) ‘

4. Colteqt data on enrollments and demographic characteristics
of stdents in independent colleges and universities as a-
base for enrollment projections and for use in statewide
planning and coordination. (1975)

.". . ) ’ /
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. . ‘5, Complete the first annual inventory of off-campus’ locaeions )
\ at which the public segments are, conducting educational’

. ) programs, research, and community services, as required by
statute and in accordance with the guidelines and procedures
set forth in The Commission's Role in the.Review of Proposals
for New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers. (1976)

6. Inventory, and report to the Commission, all programs of
- adult and continuing education gurrently offered by post-
secondary segments and institutions. (1976)

F

N 7. Report on the results of Commisslon efforts to collect,
analyze, and summarize information from existing studies
of manpower supply and demand, and on the results of the
program to disseminafe‘this information to various user
groups. = (1977) , s

8. Coordinate the evaluation of a samplecof high school
graduates’ transcripts to determine the validity of current
University of California and California State Univelsity
and Colleges admissions eligibllity pools. (1976)

9. Eraluate the effectiveness of the Library/Clearinghouse in
. providing information to the Commission and others, with
recommeoggzions for improvement. (1976)
s
ng{ram 5 .

-
L]

Implementsthe criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of.post-
secondary education, as adopted by the Commission in June 1975. _ o
The Committee on evaluation was established in August 1974, to

develop and recommend to the Commission what aspects of postsecqnd-

ary education the Commission should evaluate and techniques fogq\\\\

evaluation in the areas recommended., In June 1975, the Committee

made its final reporf to the Commission, including recommendations )

relating to its charge (Appendix C). The Committee recommended

s seven aspects as focal points for organizing a system for monitoring . .
’ the ¢ondition of postsecondary education:

1Y

- *Costs and resources avallable to finance oostsecondary
: education; ‘ "

. *¥Access and admission to postsecondary-.education, including
student financial aid;
S¥student gquality and performance:
fganpower needs-and career preparation;

¢
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N

. *Educational functions, ﬁrograms, and services;
//) *Physical facilities and their utilization; and
s *Innovations and other. developments.’

& The monitoring approach involves the selection, of data and indi4
cators relating to each aspect and the choice of criteria for
use .in evaluating the findings from the use of indicators. Honﬂ-
toring is to be done annually, using (1) eurrent, gbjective data
from the state-level hformation systems; (2) indicators of chanées,
trends, and other events; and (3) a variety of criteria and
standards for making judgments about the condition. In addition
to annual monitoring, trhere will be periodic monitoring of selected
aspects where data are not routinely available in the state-level
information systems, or which do not require monitoring on an
annual basis. Finally, in-depth evaluative studies will he pro-
posed in areas where routine monitoring reveal problems which
merit speclial investigation, -

~

Tﬁe program is assigned to the standing Committee on In;ormation
Systems for policy implications, and to the Technical Advisory
Committee for feasibit;ty. ‘

7

Program Activities:

1. Develop data/in@icators and criteria for monitoring the
area of Student Quality and Performance. (1975)

2. Develop data/indicators and criteria for monitoring the /
area of Access and Admission to stsecondary Education,
including Student” Financial (1975) - '

e

T m———

3. Develop data/indicators and cri ia for mofitoring the
area of Educational Functions, Programs, and Services;
issue dprogress report on the*mon toring of Student Qualit}
and Performance. (1976)

: 4, Develop, data/indicators and ctiteria for monitorins the
. B . area of Innovation’ and Other Developments; issue progress
' report on the monitoring of Access and Admission fo Post=-
) secondary Education. (1976) i
d
5. -Develop data/indicators and criteria for monitoring the
area of Manpower Needs and Career Preparation, issue
-progress report ‘on the monitaring of Educatidnal Functiqna,
e Programs, and Services. (1976)

a
[

6. Issue pr°§ress report on the results of monitoring activities
during the first yeay, including recommendations for periodic

=-27=
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monitbring, revisions in annual monitoring, and needed
in-depth evaluative studies. (1976)
7. Develop data/indicators and criteria for monitoring the areas '
of Costs and Resources Available tg Finance Postsecondary
Education, and Physical Facilities and Their Utilization;
issue progress report on the moaitoring of Innovations and
Other Developments, and Manpower Needs and Career Preparation.

(1976) * N ,
Program 6 ‘ ] . /

A

Complete rhrqggh the Open Dpoor, A Study of Persistence and Perfor-
mance in California’'s Commun;gg_CoIIeges as reguired in Senate

-

B;Il 772 (1972}. h . - ‘ ///
Senate Bill 772 calls for a follow-up Study of California\Communif?f .
College students to find out "...the extent to which the'system is .

fulfilling its purposes and acliieving its objectives.” The statute
makes particular referénte to the need to examine the characteristics
6f students completing various types of programs in comparison with
those who do not; attrition and re-entry rates; employability of
students who do not complete programs; and the need for addi:ional
access to postsecondary ‘education and relared services. .

Data collection fqr 35,000 students in 32 California Community
Colleges commenced in Fall 1972 and will continue at least through -

Fall 1975, for a total of three and one-half years (seven semesters). .

The data include whatever student characteristics are in computer

bases of local colleges, information on educational and career -
objectives, programs attempted, grades earned, and financial aid '
awarded. Information about educational policies and practices,
standards, requirements, ‘and services of each participating . .
college is also being collected.

A . final ‘report containing 2 summary of the study's findings,
together with the conclusions and recommendations will be made to
the Legislature by January 30, 1976. A full report of the finding
will be prepared for distribution to the Commuhity Colleges and
other interested parties. .

[ - . §

Program Activity: . *

1. Transmit a final report on the study to the Legislature
in+*accordance with. the provisions oﬂ\Senate Bild 7
(1976}
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ADULT EDUCATION /

@ State Goal

Determine the need for new services to Dart time adult students
“and the best means for meeting this need. {(Goal IV-F)

Progrem | I

Determine the extent and nature of present programs of adult edu-
cation in California, including those sponsored by the publie

collegiate sector, the independent collegiate sector, the public
secondary sector, and the independent vocational training sector.

While the term adult education is difficult to define in California's.
complicated postsecondary education environment, we have chosen as

a working definition the followini: part-time, degree and nondegreb
oriented. postsecondary education.™ In California adult education,

as thus, defined is an extensive but uncoordinated enterprise. Both
public and independent colleges and universities .operate extension
and continuing education programs in many locations throughout the
State. Community Colleges offer a number of ungraded adult educa-
tion programs, as well as programs forx regular credit which frequently
have all of the hallmarks of ungraded, adult education. Unified -and

. secondary school districts have rapidly expanded their offerings of

noncredit courses, in additibn to[their adult pasic education pro-
grams and the regular high school curriculum. Regional occupation
programs originally establidhed in conjunction with secondary
schools, now enroll nearly as many adults as high school students..
Finally, private vocational schools have & large enrollment entirely
composed of adults. '

Although adult education programs of public, independent, and
private vocational institutions In California have a subsStantial.
enrollment, there 18 no single source of information concerning

the nature and size of the programs. This lack of a central source
of information creates difficulties in integrating this important
sector into the planning and coordination of postsecondary education.

1. This broad definition ‘of "adult education" is used merely as .
a beginning framework for the programs described in this Plan
of Action (pp. 29-32). ’ ' . .




Progrggskctivities: p
1. Develop, in cooperation ui*h ofher State agencies, 2 common’
taxonomy of adult education progfams and services that will o
increase understanding.of and improve communications about ) .
. this broad field; clarify the State's philosophy regarding

b . adult education, and specifically define its commitment to o .

: providing adult education opportunities for California
citizens. (1975) T,

2., Inventory adult education programs offered during the fall
of 1974, including their head-count enrollments, obtaining
this data from the University of California, the Célifornia
State University and Colleges, the Caldifornia Community
Colleges, independent colleges gnd universities, and the

‘ State Department &f Education. ~ (1976)

- !._ - . € ™
v

Program 2 . . ‘ A
* - ? o f
Develop procedures for 1nventorying he adult educatzon activities
of business, industry, and the Profé sions (including government
and the-military}, as well as those programs sponsored by przvate

agencies which are open to the publié and which are not subgect

to regulation by the State, , - . .

i
f !

Relatively little information is available on the nature and &xtent .

of adult education programs conducted by organizations for the - "
benefit of their employees., Information about these programs would = °

aid educational planners in’irying to define the.State's responsi- ;

bility toward providing vocational programs for its citiZens.

Because no system for collectiﬂg.data on thesefprograms and enroll- .
ments noW exists, it would be necessary to develop reporting systems .
or procedures for doing so before information could be gathered. . . .
Program Activity: . . ' .
. 1. Develop procedures by which. fnformation on the t aining
' ' programs ,offered by business, industry, goVernmé%t "and
the professions are reported to the Commission for infor-
twational purposes only. (1977) .

: \

s
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Program 3 r , L
Assess ,the presené structure of administratio/;and coordination of
adult, education programs in the public sector, and make recbmmen-- *?
dations concerning any new admlnzstratzv ctures or delivery
systems which seem necessary. S

The total number of students involved in adult education in the
public sector is greater than tie torzl regularly enrolled in
"traditional® programs. Nevertheless, the lattgr continues to
occupy the central role in the administrative structure of the
segments.— The.need to reexamine these administrative relationships
is evident. Part of this reexagfnation is being conducted by the
Educational Testing Service sBI ) under contract with the Legislature,
' 7
Program Activities: ~' P .
1. Review the findings of the Postsecondary Alternatives Study
prepared for the Joint Legislative Committee. on Postsecondary
Education with particular attention to any recommendations -
for realigning administrative functions. (1975)

2,  Study the present organizational structuré of aad the.delin-
eation of functions within adult education in California, and *
make recommendations to the Legislature and Governor on any

. necessary changes. (1976)

L . ' . b

-
- *

Assess the present system of financing adult education in California,
and make reCOmmendatzons concerning any new approaches to funding
whlch Seem necessary. .
B .3 ) .
Division 29 of the Education Code contains the State's commitment .
to providerquality adult education to its citdizens, and to adequately
fund such education. 1In reality, the methods by which public adult
education is funded are very diverse and inconsistent. In university
extension or Continuing education the user pays a fee and the entire
program is self-supporting, which is also the case in private
votational education. In Community College and public school adult
education, and in the regional occupation programs, instruction is
virtually free to the students, and is supported by State and local
apportionments generated through ADA (average daily attendance).
In addition to’the question of inequitable funding, questions haye 5
been raised with increasing frequency about the high levels of

-~
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funding generated for Community College and secondary adult educa-
*  tlon programs,.and by the lack of any system of priorities ag to
4.  how adult education should be funded. There is also increasing
_interest In moving to a voucher or entitlement system of funding
‘- - which would allow the student to choose the Pparticular pr?gram he
\ or she wishes, regardlegs of whiich segment offered it. ’
- - . “
Pro&ram Activity: . ¢
&. Examine existing and alternative systems of funding adult
| education in California, and make, recommendations to the

. . Legislature and Governor on any necessary changes, (1976) N
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FINANCING POSTSECO&DACY EDUCATION

N 4 . . x

®State Goal : : -

. Proyide adequate funding for operating and capn:al needs of public
postsecondary education and to employ the most effective methods
for determining the adequacy of State funding for postsecOndary~

- educatwn in California. (Goa] LII-B)

F L

Program 1 - ' _ .

To improve procedures for determining the level and sources ‘of
Qperatzng and capital outlay fundlng foX California’s COMmunzty
Colleges. o ) Y

’

The” étateﬁhas increased its support of Community Colleges to provide
nearly 40 percent of the operating budgets and neﬁrly 50 percent of
the $apital outlay budgets of these ins¢{itutions; If,present enroll-
ament,plans of Community Colleges are realized, if there are ho
major changes in the sources and methods of fingncing Community
Colleges, by 1980-81 over 50 percent of the operating budgets of
these institutions would come from the State. otal State appor-
tiomments to Community College districts wouldfbe nearly double what
they are today, and, the people of California jould have spent
roughly $600 million on buildings, plants, and equipment. Conse-
quently, over tl‘e next five years, Community Cq@llegesexpansion and
financing may be the mbst coniroversial postsecondary education
issue in California.l

'/ : o - [

The present system of financing Community Colleges is. chmbersome,
its céonsequences uncertain, and .the fiscal .burdens- {t creates
inequitable., Leaving aside queptions of continued expansion and
levels of funding, a consensus exists forithe need to-reform this .
machinery. Language in the State’ 8 1975h?6 budget directed the
Postsecondary Education Commission to study. “alternative f nding
procedures for Community Collegea.“a The Cdmmission initi ed .this
project in the summer of 1975.

FR]

Program Activity : ' ' n .

-

L

“t

1, Genduct a comprehensive study of Community College financing,
including but not iimited to:: (1) determining the appropriate’
level of State fimancial control andﬂhuppora of the Community‘

- . < *
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*1f the Commission ig to meet these respo

-

e

College system, (2) examining the procedures and forﬁulae :
by which Community Colleges are funded, and (3) ﬁecommending
changes in these procedures. {1976) ~

Program 2 \ ‘
. 1 ,
.Develop a process which will permit evaluation of segmental budget
requests within the coptext of the Statgwide Five-Year Plan for
Postsecondary Education. i .
Chapter 5.5 of 'the Education Code expre Fes the intent of the
Legislature to utilize the Commission's ladvice in reaching decisiops
on requests for funding new fand continuing programs, graduate and
professional programs, enrollment levelsﬂ and capital outlay. The
Compission is also required ‘to.advise thé Legisiature‘and the |
Governor ds to the compatabijlity of segmheéntal budpet requests with
thé Five-Year State Plan devkloped by the Commission. Finally,
the Commission is directed'té participate in’the development of the
State's budget for public pogtsecondary educa on~when requested to
.

do so by the Legislature and .the Governoj. ~ ;

%,

{sibilities, it must) -

according to A. Alan Post, ' |
.».play a very direct and effective role at each of ‘
the points where policy is made in higher education '
.»-at (1) the President, Chancellor ! or other admin~ .
istrativk leadership level, (2) the Regent or Trustee. *
level, ' {3) the Governor, and (4} the Legislature. . -
Policy is determined imr part at each of .these points.

To start with, the Commission and its staff must .

have good communication with each‘point exXpressed

in sound functional relationships. The way for 3 A

staff operation or a coordinating body to be

effective is to participate effectively at the & ..

point and time when decision?,ﬁre made. .

£l -
B

N ! “ .
Further, Kr: Post stati-.?gf - ‘ .
;The Commission shoyld...carry its research and '

recommendlations into the Governor's deliberations
Jon the bidget-dnd the Legislature’s hearings on
the budget and education bills.  (Address to the .
Commission, April 8, 1974.) . - ' r
The current budgetary process does not permit meaningful evaluation
of segmental budget requests within the context of the Fiwve-Year

-
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However, bhefar

the evaluation of opefating and capital outl

y byudget levels for

' s S ) .
Plan. establishing comprehegSive criteria for

puBlic four-year institutions, it is essential that Commigsion .
staff become theroughly familiar with the present budgetary process.

By carefully observing the budget process, /the Commission will be
better ‘able to antitipate requests from t Legislature and the

Executive branch to participate in the defelopment of the State's
budget and to Erpvide informed advice wli

Program
1. Sthdy thjoroughly during one bufiget cycle the procedures pnd
stpps followed by the State in|preparing and executing the
. anfal udgets ‘of the Universi vy of California and the
Callifornia State University and Colleges. (1975-76)

tivitiks:

2. Stpdy, during one budget cycle,| the procedures ‘and step
followed'by the University of Chlifornia and the California
Sthte University and Colleges in preparing their annual
bufigets. (1976)

-~

.3. Develop, in cooperation with thel segments, procedures and a
f t for correlating current segpental bu ts with the
gcfa'ls in the Five-Year State Plan. (1976) :

4. Sdbmit to the Governor and the Legislature, in March of each
yéar, a repo¥t on the compatibility of the' proposed Governor's
bﬁdget with the Commission's priorities as set forth in the
current Five-Year State Plan. (preliminary comments on system
1926, if requested; report 1977, and annually thereafter)

-
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1. Study the financial health of independent colleges and
universities in Califormia, transmitting the $indings to
‘ the Legislature together with reeommendations. (1976)

® State Goal-

Determine the financial needs of independent ‘institutions and
the extent to which the State should aid in meeting these needs.
(Goal III-C) .

\

3

Program

Develop procedures for determining the financial needs of independent
institut]ons and the extent to which the State should aid in meeting
these negds. . _

L

"t
There is|considerable interest in California in reexamining the
relationfhip of the State to independent and private postsecondary
educatiop. The State Constitution prohibits direct financial
support pbf these institutions; fét; through student finatcial aid,
contractp, and tax exemptions, indirect State support 1s possible.
The nee for a comprehensive State pelicy concerning the nenpublic
sector of postsecondary education has been pointed out in Assembly
Bill ??01 which directs the Commission to: (1) include this sector .
in the development of a Five~Year Plan; (2) report to the Legisla-
ture on the financial conditions of independent institutions; and
(3) to make recommendatidns to the Legislature concerning State
policies and programs that have a significant impact upon &ndependent
i titutions. .

-

Program Activity‘ .
) * .
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REGULATION OF PRIVATE VOCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

o

® State Goal o .

Encourage the part'ici.patiOn of independent colleges and universities
and private vocational institutions in the:statewide pTanning process
to insure the orderly deVelopmert of postsecondary education in

California. (Goal I‘JE) ” - /

* -

Program 1

4 .. ’ .
Determine the pature and extent of the private vocational sector
of postsecondary education in Calszrnza by identifying each

institution, its programs, enrollments, and output of graduates.. X

Information about the private vocational sector of postsecondary
educatigon is not as readily avaflable to’ educational planners as

. is informatidn concerning the public sector. Accredited institu-

. tions in the private sector have generally been well identified and
measured, with useful data being furnished through the Higher™)
Education General Information Survey 'to the California Postsecondary
Education Commission. Information on such institutions also reaches
accreditation soc;eties and associationé of private iustituzions
However, there are perhaps one hundred and fifty unaccredited
degree-granting institutions in the private vocational sector abogt

. which relatively little inforqptioq is available. An even”larger
number of ‘nondegree-granting institutions. exists,.perhaps as many
as two th0usand. For these vociriemal institutions, virtually no
information is available to the educatiomal planner s ; :

} Program Activity: _ o C L ey

-

.

l. 1Identify ali institutions ‘in the private vocational,sector

qf California postsecondary education and collect information.

-, on their programs, gnroleents, angd, graduation Tates. (1976)

Progran’ 2 e e . AU
1 :" v .\' .. ‘. .
Asgess the effectiveness of Division 21 of the Education Code in
providing State control over thé establishment and in asguring
" staridards of educational, quality among private vocativnal institu-.,
tions, and determine the most appropriate and effectzve means fbr

administering this statute. . .. ' .

- - ) . .
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f 1 ' T
California does not charter private vocational institutibqg or "

higher education institutions. Rather, the State authorizes them
to operate under provisions contained in various sections of the

Educagtion Code,

A

Degree-granting institutions are authorizeg in

‘one of three ways:

by having regional accreditation, by meeting

«” standards egtablished by the Bureau of School Approvals or by

- '. possessing $50,000 in assets., Diploma-granting vocatiohal schools

) are auqhorized to operate 1f ‘they .have been approved by a licensure
board in the apprepriace field, or if they have been actredited by

- a. national accreéiting agency accepted by the Department of Educa-

~ tion., Diploma-granting schools which do not qualify under these ,
provisions can be authorized to operate under a general’ approval

. . .process which provides for inspection by the Bureau of School

Approvals.

Pfogram Activities: . o \\\H) .
” " 1. “Conduct a study of the provisions of Division 21 of the
' Education Code and recommend to' the LRgislature and Governor
_ changes in the statutes regulating the establishment and
operations of ptivate vocational institutions in Cziifornia.
(1576) ) . . .

2. Study the administration of Division 21 of the Education
Code and recommend to the Legislature any changes that
should be made in the administrative locatiou\and function.

— (1976} - .
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® State Goal ’ ) -

REGIONAL PLANNING - ) ;

£

-

Encourage regional interinstitutional or intersegmental cooperation
which will facilitate and enhance the effective coordination and
delivery of educational services. ({Goal IV-B)

Program 1 . -
Iy B,
Design 'a structure for regional planning and make appropriate
recommandations on this and other alternatives to the Governor,
-Legiglature., aqﬂ segments of postsecondarfl education.

rAssembly Concurrent Resolution ‘159 (1973-74 Regular Session) directs
the Commission "to prepare and submit to the Legislature and the
Governor a plan for establishing regional postsecondary educational
councils throughout the State..." The concept of regional planning
for Califormia postsecondary education is currently a topic of
controversy. Proponents of regional planning see it as a means to
improve educational opportunity, maximize the usgrof limited

resources shara;Fhe financial risks of progri fovations, and

enable institutions to adapt their programs a rvices to the

particular needs of a‘region or local area. ‘.

Opponents of reftonal planning see it as another layer of bureau- -g\%ﬂ‘

cracy, & waste of scarce dollars, a threat of institutional and
segmental automomy, and an inappropriate and unrealistic proposal
for postsecondary.education in Califormia.

The California Postsgcondary Education Commission can make a con-
tribution to improving planning for postsecondary education in
California by undertaking the following: .

‘Program Activity: ’é\ -

1. Present to the Legislature and Governor a Commission pdsition
‘ 'paperland a plan, together with recommendations of the
Commission, for establishing regional councils.and other
- « 4dlternatives which will encourage regional intersegmental
cooperation.: (1976)

i
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EQUAL OPPORTUHIT{

® State Goal o

‘z‘

LY

Work toward the equ1tab1g part1c1pat1on of ethn1c minorities and
women in the admission a{ld retention of postsecondary education.
students. (Goal I-H) ' ’

’ Program 1 ' "'_ o . > >

Establish a statewjde intersegmental equal education opportudzty
program in acadbmzc, support services, and public service areas
in order to increase the access of ethnic minorities and women to
postsecondary education ifstitutions.

By 1980, almost one-third of Galifornia's population will consist
of ethnic minorities, Currently, more than one-half of the State's
population is female. Yet the current level of ethnic minorities
and women in student bodies reflects their underrepresentation with
the population figures for these groups. Three particularly critical
problems emerge for postsecondary education based on available sta-
tistics: (1) certain ethnic groups are underrepresented throughout
postsecondary education, (2) graduate and professional programs tend
) to have greater.underrepresentation for ethnic minorities and women;
- . ‘and (3) sex stereo-typing.which tends to limit access to various
- ’ postsecondary education programs.

n , )
Program Activities}

1., Repoft to the Legislature, as required by Assewbly Concur-
rent Resolution 151, on representation of ethnic minorities

and yomen in public postsecondary education student bodies
- and on segmental plans to address this problem.- (1976) ‘

. 2, Conduct, in cooperation with the public segments, an Equal
. . Educational Opportunities Study which includes recommenda-
tions- to the Legislature with regards to a statewide
affirmative action program for students in public postsecondary
- . . education.’ C1976) ‘ )

3. Cohduct, in onperation with the public segments and the
Student ‘Aid Commission (formerly State Scholarship and Loan
Commlssion) ; ‘and Equal Educational Opportunities Study of
student support services, including (1977): v

i a~
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
i —

EeY

ok

The distribution of State and federal student aid to

ethnic minerities and women;
: . » +
An analysis of learning-assistance programs available
to ethnic minorities and women; arnd
by
Ar analysils of counseling services utilized by ethnic
minorities and women.
L
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EVALUATIOR OF PROGRAM QUALITY

- - o

.//'

® State Goal ‘ .

Assess the quality of academic and vocational pnograms! and the l
means ysed for establishing, maintaining, er improving such 1
quality. {Goal V-B)

/

- Program. 1 L
Develop better measures of the quality of educatgpnal programs, ' 3
* The quality of academic programs currently is measured by certain
static input measures, and a few output measures which are diffi-
cult to obtain., The inputs include measures of faculty competence
(as reflected in graduate degrees held, publications, professional
activity, etc.); facilities; library holdings; operating and capital
. outlay budgets; quality of entering students,-.etc. The output
measures deal with the success of graduates, the value of the
institution's research and public service activities, and other
infrequently measured factors. OQccupational programs are measured
in basically the same way, but perhaps have less well-defined
yardsticks than &cademic programs.: e
Some attempts have been made to ‘reform this situation, including.
the use of measures of process in lieu of input or output meagures.
These process measures include the grading system, teacher evalua-
tion by students, and other forms of ongoing evaluation such as
that done in an accreditation visit,

Program Activity:

17~ Conduct a study of methods by which the quality of post-
secondary education can be asgessed; including but not
limited to: (1) follow-up studies of graduates and ‘drop-
outs, (2) the uges of accreditatfon, and (3) uses of
. process measures in lieu of input and output measures. (1976)

L ]




EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER COUNSELING : »

@ State Goal ) . , .

T

Insure that all persons- have convenient access to educatwna'l ind -
career counseling in order that they be encouraged to make informed
choices from among all available options. (Goa'l I-A)

Program 1 .

Brovide access to educational and career counseling for prospective
‘ students not enrolled-in educatidnal institutions.

As the range and variety of postsecondary educational programs fbr
nontraditional students increase, the need to assist these persons
in wmaking’ choices becomes more urgent. Counselgrs in high schodls’
and colleges ‘are hard pressed to serve students in their own '~ ° t
institutions effectively, let' alome take on large nu@bers of new
advisees with diverse backgrounds. Both the Select and the Joint

, Legislative Committees on the Master Plan recognized the seriousmess

of the problem. Sporadic efforts to reach the nontraditional student
through the.use of meobile vans and other innovative technidues‘ﬁﬁve .
achieved modest success, but 2 mare concerted, better-organized
attack is clearly indicated., Assembly Concurrent Resolutiom 159
(1973-74 Regular Session) directed the Commission to prepare a plan
for a geries ‘of community counseling centers throughout the State.

7

Program Activity: . ) . b -

TJ- 1.

-

Present to the Legislature and Governor a Commisaion position
paper and a plan for establishing community counseling

centers for postsecondary education with the recommendations
of the Commission attached. (1976) 7
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: " VOCATIONAL EDUCATION L e PN
.- . /: E] ) . . . r .
_ . ®State Goal o B | Lo .
“Develop and maintain an integrated statewide vocational education . .

p\ianm' ng process involving all affected State agencies concerned
th vocational education planning at both the secondary and post-
Secondary levels. - (Goa1 V-F)

" . .
4 ’ ¢ S
-

Program 1

r d N .
" s Establish a staff-level interagency planning council for vocational .
education comprised of representatives from the staffs of t
Commission, the State Department of Education, the Council
.. . Private Postsecoﬁa_’g Education Institutions, the Calszrnza L
" advisory Council for Vocational Educatzon, and the statewide offices
v, of the California Community €olleges, the State University and
. . Colleges, the University of California, and a representative of an
independent coll%ge'or university.

Vocational education in Caljifornia represents a very.complex set .
..of overlapping responsibilities of both public and private organi- T
zations. Vocationil education programs and services in California .ot
are provided by Community Coclleges to both full- and part-time -
. . . students; private vocational schools; high sthools (including adult
education), ‘and county regional occupation pryograms and centers.
Significant amounts of voce;ionalatrainiug are also provided by thae
labor unions' apprenticeship programs and the training programs
offered by local governmental agencies (financed by the federal -
Cbmprepensive Employment Train%ng Act), industrry, and the various

branches of the military. : . P
,/’_/ ‘cll - .

In 1969, the State authorized the gstabiishment oﬁ,area vocationgl *
” education planning cqumittees to deal in an orderly tanner with : . .
this btoad array of programs. Unfortunately, these comuittees have ~ ° n///ﬂ .
not been successful in addressing the problems of planning bt the * ?
i regional level. This conqlusion wag reached both by the California
. o Advisory Council on Vbcational Education (QOétober 1973) and the
' Legislative Analyst (Nbvember 1973) in separate evaluations of the
_ area planning committees. The Andlyst's report also pointed gut

that California has .at this time "four basic vocational education 2

docuftents required by State and federal regulations“-p(l) a local
Jte » - district plan ‘and (2) a State -plan to qualify for federal funds;

(3) an area master plan ‘and (4) a State master plan required by

@
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A statutes. Subsequent to. this report, the Legislature created the \\
_Postsecondary Education COmmissiop (19?4) and charged it with the .
development of 2 five-year plan for postsecondary education, which =~
of necessity mist incorporate vo ational education to.be complete. \\‘
More recently, legislation was introduced to abolish the area .
planning ‘committees and replace them with adult education-vocational ‘\

_education regional councils (AB 1821, Montoya). ‘- . \\\‘
, .

This fragmented planning is clearly counterproductive. What i$
required is a single integrated statewide planning effort directed
toward improving the vocational educational services'to the student .
and daximizing the effective use of local, State, and federal funds.
Interagency staff consultation indicates that cooperation in an
articulated statewide planning process is feasible. An interagency
agreement should be developed to formalize this procedure jnd

- . legislation adopted to correct the multipﬂicity of planning operations .
now required in California. , . f/

kv

Program Activities: - ) ’

1. "Develop and adopt a memorandum of agreement by the chief
" executive officers formalizing a state-level intersegmental -’ ~

planning process for vocational education which involves :

« the Commission, the State Department of Education, the Council
for Private Postsecondary Education Institutions, the California .

\ Ad%isory Council on Vocational Education and Technical Training, ‘

» . the California Community Colleges, the California State

’ ‘ University and Colleges, the University af California, and

the Association of Independent California Colleges and

Uﬁiversities.f (1975)

- L4

2. Form a staff-level Interagency Planning Group (IPG)*. , (1975)

. 3. Issue guidelines developed by the IPG, and, approved by the
’ participating members, for 'an integrated muiti~level (local.
regional,. and State) planning_process as recomménded.by, .
the Legislative Analyst (Report 73-22 page lO) (1976) ’

« 4 Transmit to the Legislature the first cooperative five-year
. : ﬁlan fog vocational education, as approved by the partici-

pating members. (1977) . ) | o . v
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* STUDENT FINANCIAL|AID - S L
‘ % T u _ .
®State Goal. ' ; / o .
*° Work to eliminate|fi nancwl barrieys which prevent students from
. selecting and pursuing the educat1 nal pmgram for which-tl hey are . :
qualified, (Goa'l I-E) .

-

[ l .
|
r

Program 1

Assess the effecti eness of existing student financial aid programs
* (federal, State, apd institytional) in providing access to and
reasonable choice ng postsecondary institutions and programs.

The amount of fina cial aid availabie to undergraduate students in
California institutions ha increaqed nearly ten-fold during the
past decade, primarily in funds awarded to students to use at
- institutions of their cho ce. At the same time, cholce 'has bedn
- expanded by permitting students to use publicly-funded financial
{ ° ald at moncollegiate instfitutions which primarily offer vocational -
! training. The numb d types of financial ald programs have
alsa increased markeldly iduring the past ‘ten years., Still, no - )
/ . asgessment -has been d in California of the extent to which the - ,
' - goals of providing a¢c to and reasonable cholce among post- '
o secondary Iinstitutions/is being met by existing student ald programs,
v ingluding changes wh ght Increase actess and choice.

T

o

One of the Lecommen ‘tib s In the recent Master Plan for the
Administration and' Col rdination of Publicly Funded Student Aid
in California, Phase (:tudent Aid Commi§sion, formerly State |

i Seholarshilp and Loan Commission, June 30, 1975) is phe appointment
- ) of a joint research gdvise committee on student aid research by
Do the.two Commissions /( EC|and SAC) to guide the development of '
oordinate, the exchange of data, and perform

student aid resea
varlous other COOE ina in functions. Plans for an assessment study
to be conducted by the Posksecondary Education Commission will be
. discussed with the con _ittee sometime after itp~appointment.
) ' ) ; T, ’
. e Program Activit}es:_ “ y ’
» - * i 1 ’ -
< - 1. Form a‘jolnt co

il

» 2. With the guldanc
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conduct an assessment of current financial aia'programs

a.
‘to determine the extent to which the goals of providing
access to and reasomablé choice among postsecondary
institutions are being met, and "
b. monitor the effectiveness of AB 1031 in"providing
financial aid to part-time students, (1977)
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_ COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

.. . ’ 3 .
® State Goal

. I
Insure that in the.process of collect1ve bargaining, the operations
and philosophy of postsecondary educational institutions be retained

in the*context of academic freedom and coﬂegmh‘ty. (Goa1 IV-C)

L3

Program 1

.Monitor all legislation which would establlsh and/or affbct
collective bargaining in postsecondary education, ' v

During the 19?5-?6 General Session the Legislature'passed.and the
Governor signed, SB 160 providing collective bargaining for the:.
elementary, secondary, and community college levels, This

legislation will become effective March 1, 1976. =

[

Ty

-

7]

Program 2 ‘ \ - Kl

Develop a series of assumptzons upon which any collectzve barga;plng
for postsecondary education should be based.

0f all the isgues which may alter postsecond#ducation as we
now know it, collective bargaining is the most extraordinary., Any
legislation which would extend collective bargaining rights to ,

. public postsecondary education employees should be based on specific
assumptions. (concerning unit determination, student participation,
scope of bargaining, and related issues), On June 9, 1975, the
Commission adopted a statement of policy to this effect.(gppendix D).

»

& "

%

- . .g ‘“ T
Program 3 .
Establish a central dbp031tory for 1nfbrmat1pn on the number and
varying provisions of cbntracts signed, should collective barga;nzng
be extended to publzc postsecondarg educatipn personnel,
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/ TABLES =~

MARY og‘ PLANS OF ACTION

: . ‘ YEAR OF
TOPIC " PROGRAMS COMPLETIOH
: / N

STATE-LEVEL . 1. U;L the results of the federally: 1976 -
" POSTSECONDARY sponsored annual Higher Educa- /

EDUCAT ION tion General Information Survey

INFORMATION (HEGIS)s to create a computer-

SYSTEMS basad, state-level higher educa-

e . tion|data system.
W ' .
2. Develop a computerized state- ﬁ976 :

1

+ level data base, tailored to the

needs of. planne}s and decision
makers for Cal;fbrn;a postsec-
ondary education 1n the Commis-
sion and in the executive and
legislative branches of govern-
ment . : e

* Develop a dzrectory/index system
for locating selected postsec-—
ondary data and information which
are retrievable from sourfes

., other than the Commission library:.

.. and computerized data bases.

Develop a reference library
{clearinghouse for postsecondary
education) for use by the Com~
mission and. others.whom the
information systems are intepded
. to serve,, : <

Implement the criterza for
‘evaluating’ the effectiveness of

ppstsecondary education, as .

adopted by the Cbmmiss;on ;n
June 19?5. X

,qump%pte Thro&gh the Open Door,
A Study"Sf Persisterice and Perfor-

1977

1977

1976.

1976

L]

mande,in California's Community .
,-Gblleges as required in Senate
Bill 772.(1972).

»

Ll
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" TABLE 5 (ContinUeJ)

o ; X YEAR OF
\TOPAC PROGRAMS :  COMPLETION

, * J'ADULT EDUCATION 1, Determine the extent and nature 1976
D - " of present programs of adult ed—
- ‘ucation in California, including =
T .F’\‘: those sponsoréd by the public ‘.
collegiate sector, the indepen-
] |, : . dent collegiate sector, the
. . publ.:ic secondary sector, and the ) ! :
i T ' independent vocational training )
’ Cor ' sector. : ‘
! :“ . 3. - ] .
\\ . 2. Develop procedures for inventory- 1977
ing the adult edycation activ- - o Co
itles of business, industry, and - ' . R
the profess.tons {including govern- sm .o
ment and thée milztary) , as well as , :
thosetprograms ‘sponsored by pn- . / ’
vate agencies which are open to ' ' /
the public and which are not sup- )
ject to regulation by the State, - , S A

N assess the present structure of 1976
administration and ooordmation
- -.of adult education “programs in ,
' v the publzc sector, and make recom-
i mendations concérning ‘any new o
_ administrative .structures or de- »
VoL . livery systems :duch seen -
I . - nebessary. . .

g . . ] i 4. Assess the present system of . ° 1976
- , finéncing adult education in ‘Cali-

: , fornia ,~and make recommendations ..

v ) , codcern.ing any new approaches to . .

fund:.ng which. seem, pecessary.

Lo FINANCING - 1. To imfprove procedures for deter- 1976

w POSTSECONDARY \ m.m.ing the level and sources of C . R
»EDUCATION - - operating and capital oytlay —_ s

. W funding for’ ‘California' s Comum.ty

S T " Colleges. ' . '

) . 2. Develop a process which will, 1977

F. _ . permit evaluation of segmental -

, . N - -
f
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

S
-

&,

LY

PRIVATE " of the privaf:e vocational sector

VOCATIONAL of postsecondary educdtion in’
- INSTITUTIONS | “california by identifying each
. .~ Institution, its programs,
S enrbllments, and cutput of
. gradfuates. ’

2. Assess the.effectiveness of’

_ Division 21 of the Education
B Code in providing State control
) - over the establishment and _in __
. assuring standards of educa-

Py

. a tional gquality among private

| vocational institutions, and
determine.the most appropriate
. and effective means for admin-
' Istering this statute.

REGIONAL 1. Design a structure for regional
PLANNING . planning and make appropriate
. recommendations on this and
. - other alternatives to -the
Governor, Legislature; and
. ‘ segments of postsecondary -
' "+ education. T
EQUAL - " I. Establish a.statewide interseg—

7 OPPORTURITY
o program in academic, suppor‘t .

-55-

ce e L . " YEAR OF
. TOPIC ——PROGRAMS - COMPLETION
FINANCING budget réquest:s\wj;b.(n the .
POSTSECONDARY - . context of the Statewide FPive- :
\ EDUCATION Year Plan for Postsecondary
(Continued) Education. '
. : £
L F g, ‘evelop -procedures- for geter- 1976
‘i‘é« mining the financial needs of .
) " . independent institutions and .
T "\ the extent to which_the State ) -
. .should aid in meeting these..- ="
needs. *©
. REGULATION OF 1. Determine .the nature and extent

1976

L

1977

mental equal education opportunity
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

3

: ' . _ YEAR OF

TOPIC ° ‘ “*  PROGRAMS COMPLETION
EQUAL" - services,’ and pub.lic‘ se;rv‘iaw . .o .-
OPPORTUNITY .areas in-order to increase the o . o
(Continued) access of ethnic minorities and ’

women to postsecondary educa- , -
tion institutions., '

¥ . *

EVALUATION . * 1. Develop better measures of Gt 1978
OF PROGRAM the gquality of educational : .
QUALITY . programs. ' e
EDUCATIONAL ~  1.. provide access to educational . 1976 .
AND CAREER ot and career counseling for T . :
COUNSELING prospect.lve students not

enrolled.in- educationa.l ; :

" institutions. o oL #
"VOCATIONAL - 1. vEstablish a staff-level inter- 1977 i
EDUCATION adency planninmg council for . :

* ~, vocational education’ compriséd ' .
of representatives fzg the M
staffs of -the Commission, the o . -

State Department of Education, -
the Coyncil for Private Post~ P e

+  secondary Educdtion Institutions, '* T

the California Advisory Council
for Vocational Education, and
the statewide off:.ces of- the ® o
C,ali fornia Community Colleges,
. the State- Un:iversztg and’

- Colleges, the Unjversity of
California, and a representa- ) :

, tive of an independent college

or uniw_arsitg.

-

, STUDENT "1, A'ss;ess the effectiveriess of 1977
FINANCIAL - existing student fingncial aid ~ :
AID programs (federal, state, wnd T,

.mstitut.ional) in providing
. access to and reasonable chbice . - .
' among postsecondary insutunonS\‘\'
and programs. ) £

i
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

. *

"YEAR OF

TOPIC PROGRAMS COMPLETION
G~ 27 more s st
COLLECTIVE 2, Monitor all legislation which .

BARGAINING

would establish gnd/or dffect

collective bargaining in post=

secondary education.

Develop a series of'assumpt.ions .
upon whichk' any collective bar- o

gaining for postsecondary
education should be based.)

Es‘tablish a central depository

for information on the number

and varying provisions of con-
tracts signed, should collective

bargaining be extended to public

postsecondary education

. personnel.
- ¥ ‘
*
& .
-r )
»
' * ks .-
o
L
b f 3
- R -y

1
"t

L4
A
=5

o

.-|.:4\:.
2
W

-




- 2
.forces discussed in other parts of this Plan. Partieularly - H

L

- . . e

PART Iv: PROGRAM AND FACILITIES PLANNING

* ¥

Chapter 5.5 of the Education Code directs the Commission to consider

the planning efforts of the public segments in preparing its Five- .
Year State Plan for Postsecondary Education. Implicit in this

effort is the coordination of program and facility planning at the :
campus, Segmental, and statewide levels. &s an ipitial step ' in
this process, the Commission has adopted guidelines and procedures :
both for (1) the réview of academic and occupational plans and '
programs, and (2) the review of the need for new campuses and off-

campus centers. These guidelines apnd procedures are based on the

wbst current materials the segments and the Department of Finance

can provide. These consist of the 1976-1981 academic plans of the

public segments, current ten-year capital outlay plans, and the

most recent enrvllment projedtions from the Department of Finance.

The Commission’s Role in the Review of Academc and 0ccupationa1&
Plang and Programs

The Commission's participation ih statewide academic and occupa-

tional program planning builds upon a process at the departmental, .
campus, and segmental levels, as summarized for each segment in /
Appendix E.

At the Commission levejjthe intersegmental planning process is :
conducted according to a set of guidelines and procedures developed
with the assistance 6f an intersegmental advisory council and

adopted by the Commission (Appendix F). .

M

Two results of this effort thus far are (1) a statewide inventory
of existing proposed academic and occupational programs, to be
published under’separate cover; and (2) a series of Commission
recommendations, regarding these programs, contained in this section
of the Five-Year Plan. :

The issues which arise in the review and integration of segmental 4 7
program plans. reflect, in large measure, problemt or external ’

relevant to the issues raised here is .the discussion of enrollment v *
trends &nd financial projections contained inm Part I. The, projected

leveling of enrollments during the 1980's, the changing profile of .-
student bodies toward an older constituency, and the growing com- .
petition for.the tax doliar, all require that proposals for addi-

tional programs apnd facilities receive more careful scrutiny.

. -
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Principles . y .
With thé assistance of the Intersegmental Program Review Councii--
a Commission advisory council composed of representatives of public
and pfivate instf%utions--the Commission developed the following -
set of principles to guide its participation in program planning
and review and to insure that its conclusions reflect the broad
interests of the State:

1. Student Memand: Within reasonable limits, stiidents should
have the opportunity to enroll in programs of study in
which they are interested and for which they are qualified.
Therefore, student demand for programs, indicated primarily

f by current and projected enrcllments, are 2@n important
‘consideraticn in determining the need for a program. .' .

2. Manpower Needs: Postsecondary edg;ational ihstitutions
bear 2 responsibility to fulfi%l/hocietal needs for traihed °
manpower and for an informed citizenry. - Manpower projec-
tions at the appropriate local, state, or national level’

isting or proposed prograth—AS a general rule, employ-

‘ment prospects for graduates constitut'e a more important
consideration in those programs oriented toward specialized
occupational fieldsy{ with certificate or associate degree
programs, the local employment market tends to be more
significant than in the case of graduate programs where the
state and national manpower situatiom assumes more importance.
Recognizing the impossibility of achieving and maintaining

a perfect balance between manpower supply and demand in eny

iven career field, it nevertheless is impor ant to both
society and the individual student.that.the number bf

persons trained in*a field and the number of job openings
remain in reasonable Halance.

\\H‘:;;ve as_ 'a significant determinant of the need'for an I

- k-]

. 3. The Number of Existing any Proposed Programs in the Field:
An inventory of existing and proposed programs, compiled
by the Commission gtaff from the plans of all segments of
postsecondary, educationﬂ provides the initial indication of
apparent duplication or undue proliferation of progrags,
both within and among the segments. The mumber of programs
alone, of course, cannot be ‘regarded as an indication of

unnecessary duplicatiom. -Programs with similar titles may

have varying objectives; the regional availability of a

program is a considerationj and the level of instruction is
e - a factor. In general, an attempt is made to evaluate each

program in relation to all other programs in the subject

in order to ascertain if the'!program under review represents

a respgnsible use of public Tesources.

8
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4, Total Costs of the Program: The relative costs of a program, -
when compared with other programs in the game or different
program areas, and, if applicable, when compared with like
programs offered by other Segments, constitutes another )
criterion in the program review process. Included in the )

- consideration of costs is the number of new‘faoE;ty required
and the student/faculty ratios; and the equipmeént, library
resources, and facilities necessary to conddct the program.

5.+ The,Maintenance “and Improvement of Quality: The public
- interest demands, that educational programs at-all levels
be of the highest possible quality. While/primary respon=
sibility for the quality of programs rests’with the institu-~
tion and the segment, the ‘Commission, for its part, isg
interested ip indications that high-standards have been —
_established for the operation and evaluation of the.program.

In the process, it i nécessary to recognize that a proper
emphasis on quality mdy require more than a minimal expendi-
» ture of regources, . .

G.N\The Advancement of Knowledge: The program review process >
should in no way discourage the-growth and development of
creative gcholarship. When the advancement of knowledge .
seems to require the establishment of programs either in
rfiew disciplines br in new combipations of existing disci-
Plines, such considerations as costs, student demand or
employment opportunities may become secondary.

Issues and Recommendations . . j\/

The Intersegmental Program Review Council assisted in the develop-
ment of a procedure for identifying programs or program greas in

which (1) an excess of programs may exist, and/or (2) a study and

review may be requireg:
EoA y

Indicators pointing td a possible excegs of programs are:

. . . . , K

1. Preograms or program areas in which statéwide enrollments
ark declining.

- 2% Program areas in which a aignificant nupber of new programs . .

2 are projeeted. . oy L

3. Programs in whiqh the number of graduates appear to excteed.
current job openings.

Fl

4, Programs which appear to be excesdsive in number within az
geographical region.

[
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Indicators of program areas requiring study and review are:
1. Supply and demand iwbalances.

~+ 2, Changes in professional or occupational requirements, or
changes within the program area (content, degree.require-
ments, and similar matters). - Yo

3. Growing complexitieé in articulation between program levels,
. transfer of credits, and access.

The procedure also describes a range of possible actions regarding
+ such programs %uKrDrOBram areas:

' 1. Additional Justification required on proposals submitted
’ . for Commission review,

2. Compreﬂénsive statewf}p study to be undertaken.

3. Seg@entql study to be undertaken. g . ) ff
4, Moratorium on all new programs. o -

'Using the academic master plans of the three public segments, and
an inventory of programs offered by the independent colleges and
universities, Commission staff compiled lists of ﬁrog;gmé on the
basis of the above indicators. An analysis of these lists
identifled areas. in which the number of exisfing and proposed

: ‘programs suggested the possibility of unnecessary duplication., -

- Programs appearing on more than one of the lists were taken as

J/? indicators of potential problem areas. These form the basis for
‘the following recommendations: ' B

1. Thé Commission will expect additionadl justification and
7 . evidence of need before it concurs with proposals for new
. /6rpgrams in the following areas and at the_levels indicated:
/
f/Animal Science (Certificate and Associate levels).
- . Computer Science (All levels)
Food Service (Certificate and Associate levels)
) o Health Science (Baghelor's level) . s
Hotel and Restaurant Management (Cettificate and
Associate- levreie
. Natural Resource rtificate and Associate levels)
. 7 Ornamental Horticulturs (Certificate and Associate levels)
‘ .  Performing Arts: Art, Music, and Drama (All levels)
Photography (Certificate and Associate levels) ‘3;_,
Public Administration (Master's level)

. "6 2"' )
, 75 : | - .
L | . .\\ ‘ ,
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Radio/Television (Certificate’and Associate levels) .
Social Work and Helping Services (all levels)
/
Because of -apparent imbalances in supply and demand in the
employment iarket, or because of -significant changes in-
professional requirements or program developments within
the field, certain program areas require a comprehensive
review at this time. Therefore, by November 30, 1976,
Commisslion staff, in cooperation with segmental staffs,
. will have completed comprehengive intersegmental reviews
of the following program areas: . 1.
. Teacher Education ,
Health Professions (Including Veterinary Medicine)

(Ttem 330 of the Budget Act of 1975-76 directed the
Commission in cooperation with the Department of Health.
Manpcwer Unit and the University of California to prepare
- a report by April 1976, on the needs for varlous ‘categories

of health personmel in California. It is expected that this
study, now underway, will addresa itself to most of the
issues referred to in this recommendation. A separate staff
report on educational programs in Veterinary cine is

. scheduled for completion in February 1976.) .

Until these studies are completed, proposals

in these areas should be accompanied by addit

tion.

ior hew ‘Programs
onal justifica-
Proposals for Master df Arts in teaching programs in .

the University of Californialand proposals for nursing

programs in all three public ‘segments should be deferred or,
if submitted prior to November\ 30, 1976, contain exceptionally

convincing evidencs- 6f need.

Since the issues and information coptained imw Fredérick

Terman’s 1968 study of engineering education in Californiel

,need to be updated, the Univergity of California, the

s ‘.. California State University and Colleges, and the California
ZEF Community Colleges should report to the Commission on the

7 BEatys of Engineering and Engine ing Technology programs

7 . in*t eir respective Segments*by N vember 30, 1976.
PR a .

N \Hl |
1, Coordinating Co cil for Higher Education, 1968

SN -
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programs Thig study will adﬂress some of the issues
involved in this recommendation.)

Two additional reoommendations result from an examination of the
+ current academic plans of the three public segménts:

. . 4, (Since the number of master's degree programs within the
Califorpia State University and Colleges seems to be |
. t incredsing at a rate in excess of need, this segment should

’ devellop a comprehensive policy and Plan for the allocation | . @
! . * of graduate programs among its campuSes, and submit the
- plan to the Commission by June 30, 1976.

,/ 5, The Chancellor’s Office of the California Community Colleges (
should develop a plan for the allocation of highly specialized
occupational programs on a regional basis, and submit the
plan to the Commission by June 30, 1976.

The Commission's Role in the Review of Proposals for new Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers--Guidelines and Procedures

The legislation establishing the Califgrnia Postsecondary .Education
Commission specifically directs the Commission to revitw proposals
for new campuses and off-campys centers of public péstsecoydary
education and to advise the LePislature and Governor on the need
.for and location of these campuses and centers. TFurther,. the.
"Legislature has stated that it will not authorize funds for the ~
acquisition of sites or for the construction of new campuses ‘and '
off-campus centers without the-recommendation of ‘the Commission.

In August of 1974, the Chairman of the Commission appointed an L4
¢ . Ad Hoc Committee to Develop Policies Relating to the Approval of
. Hew Campuses and Iqstitutions. In the development of these - -

policies it was the Committee's goal to: (1) develop guidelines
and procedures to identify clearly those proposals that should be
brought to the attentioh of the Commission, and (2) insure that
" the Commission would be involved at an early.stage in the develop-'
"ment of proposals. Although the guidelines. zad'procedures, as '
_ shown in Appendix G, are directed to public postsecondary education, . v
e - the Commission encourages the independent colleges and universities

RO and private vocational schools to gubmit the;:é;;fposals for new

ta

¢ %' campuses and off-campus centers to the Commidsiowr’ for review, thus
"+ " making its statewide planning. activities moreP€ifective.
The guidelines and procedures are based upon “the following assump- °*
tions: . . . . . - . -

e
-
*
o
[
-
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and observed by all campuses of public postsecondary .

*‘education. These capacities. will be determined -on the
“basis of statewide and institutional economies, campus
‘environment, limitations on campus size, program and
student mix, amnd internal organization. Planned capac-
ities will be .established by the governing bodrds of
Communi ty College districtd (and reviewed by the Board -
of Governors’ of. the California Cqmmunity Colleges),’ the
Board of Trustees of the State University and Colleges,
and the Board of Regénts of the Tnlversity of
Califotnia. These capacities will be subject to
Commission review and recommeﬂdations.

[N

o

b

[N

-

The Commission will render its advice on all proposals
" for new campuses and off—campus gcenters regardless of .
the‘fpdrce of funding. .

One’ of -the more basic of the gbove assumptions states that all o
praposals for new campuses, regardless of soyrce of funding, will
be submitted to the Commission for review. It should be understood,
however, that on those proposals by Community College districts
which involve local funds alone, the Commission will provide

advice only and not‘ a recommendation. \
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THE SIZE OF THE POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION SYSTEM IN CAL]FORNIA
i &
.. C . - N, No. of Students
. : ' (Headcount)
- . : No. of Institutions, ~ Enrolled
% L Segment gr Sector Campuses, or Programs Fall, 1974
Cﬁ- University of California 9 campuses . 122,456
' - Hastings College of Law 1 institution 1,503 .
Extension | * 9 campuses 107,967%* .
' Cooperative Extension . 4 major 'prograins 4,500,000 contactsgk*
. N\ ' ) )
) _ California State University 19 campuses * * 291,542 '
- "and Colleges "
L Extension - 19 campuses ° , 85,000%%*
- _California Comminity 100 institutions , 1,134,609
. Colleges N [
c T v California Maritime . 1 institution 313 I
. . A%‘dew | , -
' ' Otia Art Institute - 1 institution 427 . s
(Log Angeles County)’ . \ .
!
s u.s. ‘iqaval Postgraduate +1 institution 1,312 .
S.choq (Fedenal) s, . '
nlz ) \\ .
Indepén.dent Colﬂ.eges % 253 institutions 156,271"{**
and Universities L g
. Private Postseconddr\y 2,000 institutions |, ljl/
. Vocational/Technical . ? t\ !
. School ’ o - '
. - p .
. Adult Education (high L1472 N 1,700,000 est.**
) g school and unified '
- " schoo) districts) g
Regional Occupational 55 ,(19?3—7&) 48,246 adults
- v . Centers and Programs . centers/programs '
't 65 (1974-75) n/a
centers/programs

- - -

* Total class enrollments including Continuiué Education for the -

Bar * 7 . -
® . ** Figure based upon armual enrollment or contacts - *
. *k* Egtimated net annual class enrollments’ .

_*%k% Figure based upon survey of 143 institutionms

L]
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INTRODUCTION s
TEi\ This appendix identifies current trends in postsecondary education

enrollments and public ‘expenditures, with special attention to
‘their implications for State policy and funding, and projects
thesé trends-into the immediate future. Such projections.can be
used in three ways. Firat, they can be used as a tool for ‘evalu-
ating State policies. Secohd, projections can be used as a
diagnostic device to direct attention to problems beyond the purview
of decision makers at the institutional and segmental levels.
‘Third, projections can be used as an "early warning system,".
alerting decision makers to dangers inherent in current or proposed
4 policies. That is, by identifying the likely consequences of our
actions-—by identifying current trends and extrapolating them into
the future-—we can determine whether our actions are consistent
with our objectiyes. This is, a first; essential step toward the
practical implementation of amy State Plan for postsecondary
education.

—

When the last ten years are compared to the ten ;;;rk previous,
several salient trends emerge.

Ya

-1. The rate'of increase in enrbllments of traditional college-
age students is dropping, s .
2, The rate of increase. in the number of older students, part-
. time students, and students in vocatiomal, 1ife-skills, and
- recreational courses—ia.accelerating.

. 3. The proportion of the tqtal number of traditional college-
age students enrolled in traditional academic programs in
each of the public and privVate segments of California
postsecondary education'has remained fairly stable. =

4., This is not true of the.distr(butinn ‘of older atudhnta,
part—tfme students, t al. While part—time enrolliments
in the California Sta e University dnd Lolleges, Universit
of ‘California Extension, adult schools, proprietary schools,
' »  and indepemdent off-tampua programs continue to climb, an

CL increasing propertion of the part-time total is enrolled

T in Galifornga Community Colleges. .

\ 5. The rate of increase in ‘enrollments in graduate_aeademic

. P ogra@g is dropping

“\\\ﬁ. e rate of rease in enrollments in graduate ‘profe

. sa&\tal
- pRograns accejlerated, . then dropped, and is now fairly’
Y - tant. En ollments in the health professions, law,

\ Va-stas1 - : . \B-j‘ . i | k

: —~ ° . -
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' / business, public administratiog, and ‘engineering continue

td expand at a fairly stable rate, but those Ia edufation”
are gradually contracting. .

7. Furthermore, public service activities appear to be growing
" 7 at an increasing rate while research expenditures are
rising at 4 greatly reduced rate,-and overall research
\ activ;tiegomay actually have dout:apted. .

The level of State funding is simultaneously a consequence and a
determinate of these trends. In the development of a State Plan:
for postsecondary education, State expenditures must be viewed

from bdfh perspectives. In the first place, the results we hope

to achieve from our planning activities must be tested against a

‘réalistic gggraiéal of our ability to draw upon public funds.
But, it is equally important, if we are concerned with achieving

"% certain goals or objectives im the Plan, that wé understand

consequences of State expenditure in terms of imstitutional and
W« student behavior.
ji An example may serve to explain the point. Since 1960, the inde=
» pendent sector of California higher education has maintained a

. “1*stéble share of the traditional college—age enrollments, Although

,? this outcome was neither anticipated nor probosed as a goal by the
* 1960 Master Planm, it was achieved by direct fiscal interventionm om ..
\  the part of ‘the State——in the form of the California State Scholar-

ship program. Throughout the era in which regular undergraduate

_ enrollments at the University of California and the California —
State Univérsity and—Colleges expanded rapidly, the scale and
comprehens'tveness of this program grew at a commensurate rate.
As University of California and California State University and
Colleges approached a steady-state enrollment, the State Scholar-
ship program asaumed its present dimensions. Presen State funding
is sufficient to prdbide finaicial assistance on a nmeeds-contimgent
bagis to any student who choses to attend an independent California
college or university, and who can satisfy the admission require-
ments of the Un!Versity and the State University and Collleges. .
The maximum award a atudeut may receive is roughly equall to the
Univerﬁity of Californig's per-student operating costg, So long
as the State continues to take increasing cost into account in
determining both the maximum award and the student's financial

of the private sector relative to.the %ublic.

= '

0f course, the same point could have been made by réference to
increaséd public Support for Community.Colleges and the consequent -*
Ipcrease in Commufity College enrollments4 or inmcreased support
/jﬁ%r the health scilnces at the University bof Californiaﬁ;gr any
” 3

r . -

needs, there should be no deterioration in the competitive position ™.

L
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“be realized, they Bust be incorporated

one’of a pnumber of trends. It does not-matter, The point is that
State expenditures are an important determinant of both institutionmal
and .student behavior. If the objecti#@%:pf this.State Plan are to
into the State-budget.

The analysis described in this appendix finds no apparent incon-
sistency between current enrollment and expenditure trends and K
anticipated growth in State revenue. However, the trends observed
here raise issues which are both substantive and critical. PFor

. example, if the trends of the recent past persist into the immediate

future, by 1980~81 the State share of support for Community Colleges '
will rise €o 54 percent and total expenditures will equal $1.4 billion.
Further, such a projection is consistent with the goal of maximizing

physical access to educational institutions, centers, programs, and .
services; the goal of expanding ppstsecondary education services

which allow an individual to pursue educational goals throughout

life; or the goal of eliminating "financial barriers which prevent

. students from selecting and pursuing educational programs for

which they are qualified. Yet recent limitations on State funding

tell us thesel projections may be highly unrealistic. What, then,

are the answers to such questions as: how many students do we

want- to enrol] in Community Colleges, which students, in which

courses, and o should pay the price? | .

Another example, present trends reveal a decline in constant
dollar support per student at the University\of California, the
California State University and Colleges, and California's inde-
pendent colleges and universities. This raises the question of
whether or not this funding is adequate, and a second, corollary
question, adequate for what? -

It is, in large part, these kinds of issues to which the Commission's

*Plan is addressed: issues of access and retention, accX¥editation N

and credentialing, financing, organization and governance, and
programs and services. . -]

L t
. e ’ f
ENROLLMENTS -\ . :

1 . . v ‘ -
Bdsic to forecasting expenditures gor public -postsecondary, education ol
is} projecting the number and type students who will be enrolled B a—
in%the future. Such énroliment andiexpenditure forecasts are .
generally recognized as necessary for both short— and long-range
planning, policy development, and resource allocation. More
specifically, these forecasts are useful in‘the following three
areas of planning.

First, and moét importantly; forecasts can be used as a tool foﬂ.- ) \
evaluating alternative State po%icies. For example, the 1960 Mabter




Plan for Higher Education in Califoruia used two sets of enroll-
ment projections to evaluate State policy on the diversion of
lower-division students from‘the public senior segments to the
Community Colleges. Table 1 shows the two Master Plan projections
of. full-time enrollments for 1970, and compares them with the

actual number of full-time students emrolled at public institutions
in the 1970 fall term.

The Master Plan projections were based on the following assumptiofs™:

1. Both Projections

‘:}ZState of California will continue to grow
apidly, reflegting a high level of economic
development if there are ng.major economic set-
backs, atomic wars, or nafural catastrophes '
between now and 1975.
* The rates at which children remain in high '
. school until graduation and the geographic
distribution of high schpol graduates to 1975
wlll in general follow the trends of .the past
decade

* The rates at which California's young people
enter its colleges will continue to show a -
. gradual increase to 1975. . ' -
- : &-
* The independent colleées and universities will
not expand their facilities at a rate suffi-
cient to maintain thelé present proportlon of
enrollment. ‘

2. Statds Quo Projections ‘

* Thelpubliély controlled facilities will be

+ limrted to institutions in operation and
reporting enroliment 'in the Fall of 1959,
with the addition of twe State colleges and
three Gampuses of the University of
California.

* Each publicly controllEa institution within
each system will continue to attract’

L
L3
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"the Master Plan Su
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T'AB.LE T a .

PROJECTED AND ACTUAL ENROLLMENT OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS
© BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION, FALL 1970

Projected!  Actual®
Status Quo . Modirfied

Comnunity Colleges

~  Lower Division s . 201,100 225,900 279,155

State Universi%y and Colleges

Lower Division ) 73,350 597700 ', 51,775

Upper Division 74,600 75,650 © 98,670
N \ . Graduate - 9,200 + 9,850 16,431
Total . 157,150 145,200 ~ 166,876
/ ; \ | . ' L 3 ' . 5\ :ﬂ
University of -California \
. R . 1% . -
Lower Division * 35,950 25,700 ° 33,170
Upper Division : 39,000 31,900 39,067,
Gradvate 31,100 31,550 30,628 - _
1 * ¢ .
¢ Total .. 106,050 89,150 102,76X. .
. ¢

¥

1 Master Plan For Higher Education In California, 1959.

2 Cali\ffzrnia Dépéftment of Finance, Tota}. znd Full-Time Enrollment, ) /
© gali v

b \ i .
4
i -

mia Institutions of Higher Educdtion, Fall 1970.
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___students at about present rates, and students
. will continue current patterns of place of
. o6rigin and attendance except as modified by
the new institutions, " Implicit is a continu-
;ation of present admission policies, curricula,
and other conditions influencing enrollment.

v ) * Each institution will be able to handle all -'//
_ the students who would be able to enroll .
. . under these assumptions so that the projected
numbers are ''potentials" not restricted by
site, physical plant, or other limitations
that may in actuality exist.

3. "Modified Projeations \ '
. - ¥
. * That diversion of full-time lower division
students from State,Colleges apd University - .
\ of California campuses to Junibr Colleges
will be undertaken so as to result jin approxi-
mately 50,000 such students being Aliverted in
1975,

——
-

* That the respective boards of fhe State
College System and the Unive
fornia will devise measures
the overcrowding of certain’ of their institu- .
* - tions beyond reasonable site capacity and . O
will increage the numbers attending less - v
crowded institutions of both systems. .

- -~

* That the lower diyéﬁidﬁ/froportion of the
. full-time undergraduate enrollment of the

two public segménts will be reduced gradually
P . so that by 5 it will be, for each segment,
in the neighborhood -of 41 percent. This
would be, in each case, a systemwide average,
not necessarily true for each campus within
. the system. "wy "a - -

- * That the most rapid rate of lower division
growth during the period 1960 .to 1975 will \" , .
the Junior Colleges, since this seg- \ :

- ‘ ‘:) . ment is
+ State,

- : % That” during \this period, in addition to: thé C e
already authorized State College "and State

i

ast, costly, per student, to the

« " . . L.
b v

. " B-%
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. \ by local communities of additional Junior ° : / v

\ perdent.

.

- be established and put into operation.

_percent fn 1958 to approximately 41 percent by~1975. Yet by 1970, ‘ "

. even fewer lowe

‘ are Critical to any projection.’ y /

- — - o 4 . ' " ‘/'
' University campuses, two mew:State Colleges;—————- o //,/;/

as elsewhere recommended in this report, will TR

- W , ) f "
. * That the State will encourage/develepment ' - // a/

Colleges as needed, contributing more heavily -~ _ ///
to their support than in/the past and making - 7

\ - State funds available &6 pay for part of the ’
cost of thelr construdtion.

* That the modificatfon of freshman entrance o,
requirements to State CSlleges and the e
University of liffornia, as recommended in
Chapter V, gbe adopted, as well as those
modificatio ffecting entrance to \tl!’ose
institutio’ns Aith advanced standing.g«

-

»

Assumptions such as th,ése are necessary for the meaningful evalua-
tion of any enrollment prpgjections. A review of these assumptions
does much to explain differences between the Hast:er Plan pr jections

and actual enrollments for 1970. K e : d
By examinin{g Table 1 iGa‘f evident that iihe status quo projections’

for the ersity of lfornia:were more accurate than the ° -
modified prp_‘;i%;as’f A basic assumption of the modified projec~

tions was tha e University would reduce the lower division

Py

proportion of' its full-time undergraduate enrollment from 46.5

this percentage had been lowered by only .5 percent, to 45.9 percent., —

In contrast, th%Califomia State J.Tniv'ersity and Colleges enrolied
r\division students in 1970 than had been projected

on the basis of the modified assumptions. , Again, this difference

lained by examining the projected and actual lowér-division
proportions of full-time undergraduate enrollment. The modified .
projections assumed.that the State Un:tverstty and Colleges would .
-lower its percentage of undergraduate students. from 48.0 percent ’ /
in 1958 to about 41 percent in 1970. -Actual data for 1970, however, S
reveal that this percer.\qtage was reduced far more than had beep ' ' s
antgcipated, and that by 1970 this fdroportion had dropped to 34.4 ’

»
A . \ .

These examples indicate how policy assumptions affect enrollment , ®
projections. In addition, they illustrate how "bad" projections , - /
can be the result of deviations from stated policy objectives. | ’ \
However, not all errors in projections resuit from_ expliicit_s \ : -

" policy decision, Student choice in terms bf class load and pr éram ) v

B . . "
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i ___* For example

o

Fy

: -

. Univertit

_between 1960 and 1970,

,/ihe Haster Plan projections assumed that student
‘participatign rates would remain near,1959 levels. Without a ,

" statement to the contrary, it is also safe to assume that the

gtatus quo was expected to continuer with _regard to class load.
Because there is 1little information available on age participation
rates for the segments before 1971, an ahalysis of clianges between
1960 and 1970 is difficulit. 'In terms o 'student load, however, .a
simple index—ean-be established by determining the percentage of
students enrolled full time. This ind€x is useful because the
Master Plan projections were developed in terms 4f full-time °
students, and assumed 1ittle change- ir the percentage of full-*
time students attending California institutions.

As noted, the status-qud projections ‘for the University were
quite ¢lose to actual enrollments reported for 1970.

Consequently; To- wide, varilations, between projected and actual 1970
enrollments could be exﬁlained by the student-load factor. However
significant differences in the percentage of fu11~t1me students do
exist- in the other two public segmentg.

The modified projections in Table 1 are substantially lower "than
actual 1970 enrollments for the CommUnTITy Colleges and the State
and Colleges.

exceeded the modified projections By 23.6 percent, and for the

‘State Upiversity and Colleges, by 14.9 percent.

To <ome extent these differences ﬁay be explainéﬁ by an analysis
of the percentage of full-time students enrolled'in these segments

in the State University d4nd Qolleges was 59.4 percent, and in the
Community Colleges, 34.4 percent. By 1970, these perceﬁtages had
‘increased to 69.1 percent and 43.3 percent, reSpectivelp\. In large
part ‘this increase may be attributed to the . Vietnam War and the X
requirement that students be enrolled full time to be exempt from
the draft. Regardless of. cause, this unanticipated increase in
the percentage of ull—time students had a major’ impact on the
accuracy of the Master Plan projections. Had the 1960 rates of
"full timeness" continued through 1970, the accuracy of the projec—
tions would haye han extremely good. .(See Table 2.)
The “failure of thg‘Master Plan projections to anticipate the
Vietnam War largely accounts for the error in efirollment projece
tions for the Community Cofleges and ‘the State Universiity ‘and
lleges. Despite the limitations noteﬁ above, the st tué-quo and
dified projections were useful to the framers of the MAster Plan
evaluating.alternative State policies, concerning the divergion
of lower - division students to the| Commu ty Colleges. *

e /\

The percentage
of full-time students enrolled at the University remained relatively
- constant between 1960 (94.1 percent) and 1970 (94.6 percent).

¥

X

Actual enrollment in the Community Colleges

In 1960, the percentage “of full-time students
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5 TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF ACTJAL' AND PROJECTED FULL-TIME ENROLLMENTS '
COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES'

4 ' .7 : Mlaglgr N "
o o ME MO projsetion? Rate 3
jection” Rate
Commnity Colleges = - o
‘Total " 289,898 * 651,997 - 651,907
Full-Time ~ 99,783 282,600 225,900 224,287
Percent Full-Time 3443 34,4
State University ‘and Coll gges‘
Total ' 95,081 241,559 - 241:552 '
‘Pull-Tine = R 56,480 166,876 - 145,200 143,486

Jercent Full-Time - = 59.4 6.1 - 59.4
&

1 ({alifornia Departme:{c of }inance, Total and Full-Time Enrollment,
California Institutions of Higher Education, an annual .series.

<

2" Mo,dified Projecci\:ns, Master Plan for Higher Educacion In Califomia,
1959, T .

s

\ ’ [ " .
3 1960 full-time p%rcencége times actual total enrollment, 1970. .
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_ A second_use_of projettions is’as an "early warning system”- fhat -
& ‘ may reduce adjustment problems. A good example of this use is; the ! o
) University of - California Growth Plan, which has been developed ta R
, accommodate the progected decline in undefgraduatesenrollments
' . during gﬁe 1980's." When projections Begﬁn to indicate this decline,
~ the University developed a plan' te limit.growth during the 1970's
. and te maintain. a gradual increase in~ nrollment’ thréugh the 1980's.

- If the Univeysity proceeds with its current plan, it should bBe o
able ‘to aver*: the potentially harmful impact that decneasing enroll- .
;ﬁnts would have, on faéility and staff rbsources. . _ T

s, ¥ '

" A third use of projections is as .a diagnostlc devise to identify

problems beyond the purview of institutional-level decision makers. . .

, Such use usually requires the development of a series of projections .,
for analysis. An example might be an examination of current under-~

graduate enrollment projegtions in light of alternative State

" policies concerning adult education. Figure 1 shows actual and

projected undergraduate’ enrollments in public institutions from . gﬁ

—_ e e e}
! .

1972 through 2000, Also shown is the number of students 24, years *~ -
old and undet, and the nusber over 24 years oXd.
" + ' These prejections assume that l:ﬁ’ere will be no basic change in L ) -
. State poldcy toward the ‘education of adults. Alternative projec— )
] ' tions would have to be considered if major legislation ware v
. - introduced concerning the funding and qdministration of aduIE_ ’ .
education. ) . , ' . - .
: . . ¢ b R
'Given these uses of enrollment forecasts, how can current projections
"*be used to plan for the future? First, the implicit assumptions
. . ’in the current prdjections must be recognized and evaluated in .
. terms of sba;ed Commigsion policy and goals. An examination of
. the age composition of the projected students may help focus . "
‘concerns about the inpreasing numbers, of. older students partici-
. pating in California postsecondary education, and aid -in the study _ 1'
, ;.- of adult and continuing education, Current and alternative T
) enrollment projecttons may be used as the basis of expenditure
. ’ forecasts for the next decade. Curtent “undergraduate enrOllpent
projections for all public segments are presented in. Table 3 and . .’
.graphically in Figure 2, : -
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C . - UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT BY AGE IN CﬁLlFORNIA S vt T '
’ L THREE PUBLIC SEGMENTS DF HIGHER EDUCATION, - .
. o » Year . p 2 . . .
and . - . . .
Segment €20 - _20-28  25-29 _30-34 35+ S
1972 r .
€c ‘2443488 247,585 143,686 . 91,102 195,093 : -
CSUC 41,162 112,826 = 37,515 11,726 13,193 . N
, UuC 29,903 42,463 4,730 1,072 1,297 D
. - Total 1,217,841 315,553 402,874 185,931 103,900 . 209,583
. Y
1973 ce : . <
. €C T 1,009,317 250,082 257,436 »16%333 109,461 228,005
‘ \ Csuc 223,130 - 43,263 112,674  39,N8 13,308 14,367
voue 84,989 138,062 * ‘43,364 5,189: 1,272 1,102
Tota}v . 1,317,436 327,407 413,574 209,040. 124,041 243,474
. . i ’ _
e 1974 . L . . ' : .
¥ ¢ - . 1,134,609 254,922 284,089 . 196,411 123,579 275,608
€suc 225,738 . 44,490 113,890 38,730 13,714 14,914 7
uc + 87,354 32,961 46,118 - 5,572 1,388 1,315 - K
Total 1,447,701 332,373 444,097 240,713 138,681 291,837 ‘
1975 : :
¢c 1,303,400 280,000 . 314,100 228,600 . 144,400 336,300
csuc - 228,100 45,300 1}5,700 37,600 14,300 15,200
u 89,500 32,600 48,100 6,000 1,500 1,300
Total =~ 1,621,000 357,900 477,900 272,200 160,200 352,800
. 1980 L T . . '
¢ 1,389,300 . 287,200 351,200 263,200 143,200 344,500
csuc - 247,100 . 46,900 126,300 40,600 17,000 16,300
u: . " 96,700 33,500 53,100 6,900 1,800 1,400
Total . 1,733,100 . 367,600 530,600 310,700 ' 162,000 362,200
\ 1985 : . o,
€c 1,431,500 239,600 349,500 304,600 183,200 354,600
. csuc, 245,200 39,600 124,300 §44,600 19,200 17,700
: uc 91,700 28,300 52,300 .7,500 2,000 1,600
. Total ' 1,768,400 307,500 526,100 356,500 204,400 373,900 C
1 P - w . " ) .
. 1990 . o , ¥,
cc 1,445,600 251,100 305,400 299,000 200,300 389,300
€suc 234,400 41,500 108,700 ° 43,600 21,100 19,500
u ' 35 700 29,700 45,700 7,400 2,200 1,700
Total 1,766,700 322,300 459,800 350,000 224,100 410,500
. 1995 & . wl ’ i , .
Cc 1,470,700 269, 309,400 260,200 . 196,900 434, 400 .
= U . T 235,100 44,600 110,100 38,000 20,700 21,700 -
U . 88,700 - 31,900 | 46,300 6,400 2,200 - 1,900
Total - ° 1,794,500 « 346,300 465,800 - 304,600 - 219,800 458,000
b . - zwo P ) . , ‘ . . ~ . . . _— . E
: . © 1,5 324,400 361,900 263,700 170,900 477,900 :
T - Csuc ; 63,300 /- . 54,200 ° 128,700 . - 38,500 18,000 23,900
;e U .. 103,000 38,300 54,200+ 6,500 1,900 . 2,100
g, Total . . "1,965,100 416,900 - 544,800 308,700° 190,800 503,900
. A TP -
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| FIGURE 2 :
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED UNDERGRADUATE ENROL].ME]';ITS i
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN CALIFORNIA: )
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.Current projections are based upon an age/participation-rate model,

rather than upon the High school graduate/grade~progression ratio
used in previousfyears. Because the pew model is more complex,
assumptions related to participation rates’ ‘are more difficult to
define than those underlying the Master Plan projections. The
Population Research Unit has been able.to develop participation
rates for various age groups using three rs of actual data and
projecting recent trends through three yeifsk Actual and projected
changes in participatipn rates are shown able 4.

The partjicipation rates for the University and State UnivVersity

and Colleges remain fairly conmstant through all age groups for

the period of these projections. The Community Colleges, however,
exhibit suBstantial increases, especially in the older age groups.
These increases assume that recent trends for increased participation
by older age groups in the Community Colleges will continue for
three years and then remain comstant. _

With only three years of historical data used to generate future
participation rates, the projection of continuation of recent
trends ig undoubtedly risky. Yet the real question is not whether

-these afe !'good” or "bad" projections, but to what extent the public

supports the policy assumptions from which these projecwions were

derived. s -
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- TABLE4 .
' ACTUAL AND PROJECTED CHANGES IN UNDERGRADUATE
PARTICIPATION RATES PER.1,000 POPULATION
BY AGE. GROUP, AND BY SEGHENT, 1972 - 2000

”

Age Group " Base Actual . Projected Base
and Segment . 1972+ * 72-=73 73574 74--75 75--80 _19%0
- Under 20% .
e 214.9 +2.1  ,+0.8 +1873  +1.8  236.9
CcsSUC .53.4 +2.0 +Q.7 +0.3 +.1 56.5
.Uc 38.8 +4.8 -2.0Q -1.0 -0.2 40.4
20-24 * . ., * »
ccC 134.2 +2.0~ +10.6 +11.9. . . +3.2__ 161.9.
Csuc . 61.2 ~1.6& -0.8 -0.4 -0.2- 58.,2-
uc . "23.0 -0.1 +0.9 ) +0.5 +0.2 24,5
25-29 .
CCC ¢ 87.5 +2.3 +15.8 +14.4 +3.7 130.7
Ccsuc- 22.9 +9.4 -1.1 -1.,3 =0.7 20,2
uc 2.9 +0.2°  40.1 +0.1  +0.1. 3.4
©,30-34 - ’
—cce 67.9 +9.2 +6.1 +10.5 -15.0 78.7
T esuc 8.7 +0.7 -0.2 +0.1 +0.1 9.4
c y 0n8 +0.1 - +0.1 - 1.0
. Over 34 . '
CCC . 30.2, +4.8 +7.0 - +8.9 -2.2 43.7
cslie . 2.0 +0.2 +0.1 -— - 2.3
uc oo 0.2 e - - — 0.2

Soufce: Provislonal Projeétions, Population Research Unit
Department of Finance

e

4 .

under 20 students compared to-AIT 6alifornia 17-19 year olds. The
.population age group used for California State University and
Collegés and University of California is. 18 and 19 year olds. The
Cormunity CQliEEEb rates are, therefore, non-additive to California
State University and Colleges and University of California.

v o ;//,f”". _ | T _— | : . i

*"The participation rates shown in this column are Community Callege '




. -GEHERA}. FUND: EXPENDITURES FoR PGSTSfC@NBA% EDJCATIGN - SRR

The State spends considerably more than a billion dollars a year . - -
to realize its postsecondagy eduggtioggoals and objectives, The . .
- consequences of these expenditures are obtained directly through
institutional aid to public institutions, scholarship programs, ,
s ete., and indiseet%yy—as—State actions fnfluvence the level and : -
kind of local and federal expepditdres and private contributions. ‘
In turna the quality and availability of postsecondary education
services in'California are important determinants of student choice.
Other things remaining equal, they’will determine, for example,
whether stydents attend college, the length of time they spend in
cellege, and the programs'they select.

Ag Howa_fd Bowen has noted:

+ . If dducation is without' tuition and if scholarships,
fellowships, and part-time work are-widely available,
one set of choices will be made. If education is
priced at full cost (as is often advocated) and if
student aid is scarce, another set of choices will be
made. If the price is set according to the cost of ~» :
each Program with relatively high prices fgr physics, . /
classics, and medicine, and low prices for sociology -
- and "EngIish Titerdture, another set of choices will

result. ,If fellowships are available in some fields

and not ,in others, &till other choices will be made.’ ) S
If students are financed by loans instead of grants,

the outcome will be ‘changed. ’ .

1

The point is that student demand, like every other kind of a demand,

is a schedule contingent upon a wide variety of costs and opportu- *
nities; it is determinate only when it is associateﬁ with some

notion of supply, in this case the supply of”psstsecpndary education

services and facilities.. Therefore, when it is reported that inm

'1980, enrollment at the University of California. will reach 96,700

or that Community College enrollments will total 1, 339 300 it must

be undérstood that implicit in these-figures are 'a whole rseries of
assumptions about State policy. Perhaps the most dramatic of these
dssumptions is the shift In priorities, away from further expansion

of traditiona% programs for the traditional student toward develop- .

ment of a system of wide access, diversity, and an eXpanding number h
of options and alternatives. Implicit in these earollment projections
is the assumption that much of the expanded opportunity and most of

the new. options will be provided by the Community Colleges. Both

these and -other assumptions about State poljcy should be addressed
specifically by the Postsecondary Education Commission. §

1Y
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Justification for extrapolating this trend into the future 1s
found in_ the Commission’'s commitment to the principle that each
* person should have the opportunjity to pursue educational programs
. approprlate to his or her “level of aspirations and ability angd

to the principle that the State should provide a full complement
of educational programs, facllitles, and services to meet the
diverse nedds of its citizenms. Similarly, the Legislature several
times has affirmed its intent that all "qualified" California
residents have the opportunity to pursue 2 quality  education as
far as their aSpirations and abilities will carry them, most
recently by Assembly Bill 3011 (1974): o

22521. It 1s the intent of the Legislature that each~
resident of California who has the capacity and motiva-
tion to benefit from highex education should have the
opportunity to enroll In an institution of higher edu-
cation. Once enrolled he should have the opportunity
to continue as long and as far as’ his capacity and *
motivation, as Indicated by his academic performance
and commitment to educational advancement, will lead
him to&eet  academic standards and Institutional

requiregs\‘s. e

" The Legishgéure hereby réaffirms the commitment of - -
the—Statelof Caltfornia to provide am appropriate '

place in Californmia public highet education For every

student who is willing and able to benefit from

attendance. ,
During the 1975 session, however, the Legislature appears to have
had second thoughts about the rate at whi, “postsecondary- education
options and alternatives are expanding Aand has inserted into the
1975-76 Budget Act control language aimed at limiting the State
funds "available to- finance Community College growth. This action
raises questions about the consistency between the Commission 8

goals for the State and legislative intent. -

0f course, the Legislatire's action may be no more than a temporary °

measur? justified In terms of a percelvéd need for fiscal restraint
during'a time of general recession and tonsiderable economic uncer-

tainty\ If this isg the case, then the question>is whether over

the” longer run the State will have the abllity to finance exiansion

of poblkc postsecondary education to planned enrollment lev

To provﬂde an ansser to this question, it'is fniecessary to estiﬁate“

' three zhings. D ‘ r
u\ v . !

Sﬂate revenees, :

l‘. ) r I i
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2. The ghare of total reyenue which will be available for
w/___s‘l.lppr.u:'l: of public postsecondary education; and,
ul, .
3. The cost of reali“zing projected enrollment levels.
7 - i N .
t
Long-run revenue estimation is a risky game-—one which very few
responsible analysts are willing to play. WNevertheless, a few
years ago the State administration assembled a feam of economists
and fiscal experts from the Department of Finance to do just that.
The team developed two sets of projections. The first was based
on the assumption that the State sector of our economy would

1

" continue to expand relative to the private sector at the same

rate as it had in the past. The second set of projections was

based on the assumption that the State sectorfweuld be constrained

to grow at the same rate as the private geédtor., According to the

first projection, total State-revenue Will equal $19 billion by -~~~
1980-81. According to the second, it will grow to only $15.5

. billion. The first projection has thus far been almost right on

target.

To estimate the share of total State revenue that will be available
to support the operating costs of public postsecondary education,
the assumption was made that these costs.will continue to command
roughly the same pfhportion-of totai»;egg&é}s in 1980-81 that they
do at present) - that is roughly 13 percent. )

Consequently, if the higher-revenue forecast'ﬁqlds, about $2.5
billion should be available for postsecondaiy education; if the
relative growth of the State sector is controlled over the next e
five years, about $2 billion should be available. ’:-
Finally, based upon enrollment projections, 1980-81 public post-
secondary education operating expenditures were estimated, both
.ndividually (by segment and major State program) and in the
aggregate. The results are shown in Table 6.

]
L]
-

y

" 1. Estimates from "A Reasonable Program for Revenue Control and

-~
ot

Tax Reduction," March 12, 1973[ L e
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TABLE S

i ., EXPENDITURES FROM STATE GENERAL FUND FQR ) -, b
¢ " POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION OPERATIONS B

. {in millions.of dollars)

-~

1970-7%  1971-72 197273 1978-74 ~1974-75*% 1975-76% -

‘o *University of . 338 337 . 386 - 448 516 5872 B
‘ California . L ’ . .
(including - ‘.
Hastings)

‘Californta 365 316 373 429 487 540
7 State :
University

» ~ and Colleges

California 165 182 192 281%% 3274k 3924k
P - Community '
Colleges

U

.. Cdlifornia o 1 1 1 2. 2
Maritime -
'S Academy

cCHE, CPEC, 1 1 2 2 3 3
WICHE, , . - .
Board of . -
Governars ° :
cCC

.*‘ Stigi Student, 16, 19 28 36 43 51
' CONNjSSion‘ : : : : ’

TOTAL ‘" 8% 856 982 1,197 °~ 1;378 ¢ 1,575 *

State Revenue 5,917 6,897 7,670 8,431 10,043 10,776 ,

Total PSE . "~ - " R

’ . Expenditures  14% . 12,47  12.8%  14:2%  13.7% 14,62
: as a per- ' : o
centage of . . ‘n

State Revenu .

: : . * Estimated

Source: Governor's Budgets k% Excludes propérty tax relief

5
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TABLE 6

ESTIHATEIJ GENERAL JFUNDS EXPE‘IﬁITURE- FOR A

. . ” POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION: 1980-81
. ’ *  {in millions of dollars)
- r - .State Support”  Local Support - Total Support:
_1980-81 21980-81 (5tate and Local) »
L, University of*~ - . g *745 “u. — e $ 745 .
5. " ,California ’ _ S _— ¢
: s v T . . @ .
California State —— 688 - 688 -
. University and_ - ' .
Colleges . o
California 768 $652 1,490
Community v
" . Colleges g . Q .
‘California State  *  1sd o O Taso
. Student Aid . - ]
3 "Commission «
R d o ' _—
" A1 other o, 10 — - 10
[ .. Pl
B . LTOTAL §2,31 ¢ ¢662 $3,023

. Segmeﬁl.a] and programmatic estimates were obtained by standard
statistical methads (ordinmary least squares-—0LS) using ‘no

o
Ll

t LS 4
3

Xy4 = Fnrollment (I;TE or ADA) -

xzi-\'em-—— T,

more than [ifteén years of time series data according te the

v following specification: v , :
) Yi = a4 leli +‘B2X2i . ,
) i . s 5 .
.where; !
» ' Yi = Expenditures | : :

.- . This specification was sug‘gested by the observation that over
3 the past tem years about half the increase in operatimg ex- . .
penditure is explained by increased workload (enrollment) ; and -t
the other 'half by inflation (am dncreasing function of time). ~

~ Aggregate estimate §2,200 ) . L :
. of State support . ™ : ' A
for public postsec- - : . ’ )
ondary education, - - ' C
T 1980-81 " - . *

The estimate of aggregate State support was obtaiped by the .
same means, dccording to the following specification! -

4 i . R 1—1@1—& o By
vhere: L ¢
| " 1Yy = Expenditures

163
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This’ analysis indicates that the State will have ‘the ability to
.support considerable. expansion of ;postsecondary education during

.the next five years. However, ability to pay and willirgness to
pay are two very different things. ‘Many people believe that neither

the Gbvernor, the Legislature;, nor ‘the generql public will in the - -

. future sypport further relative incgreases in the State sector. If
they- 3¢e correct, a 1f we are gnable tﬁ*find_a way to meet our———“r~'~ el
) goals and ob&ec;iv s for postsecondary education at less coSt to ‘

the State than estimated here, we ‘mist either sacrifice some of
our goals or make the case for inpreasing the propnﬂtibn of State

revenues’ available for postsecondary education, oy

r Wt .

These estimates “and conclusions do not account for a s%bstantial
‘portion of total State support for postsecondary educationr-the o
millions of dollars which have been spent gach year to §rqvide the.
additional classrooms, laboratories, and vther physical facilities
required by an.ever-increasing student’ populafion. In 1974-75

for example, State capital outlay expenditures for postse&ondary
education were over 25 pejcent of total operating expenditures._
{See Table 7.) , ﬁ%

One very commonﬁreaction to projections which forecast a leveling
off of enrollments in tzaditional programs by- traditionalvcollege-
-age students, 1s that we will not have to consiruct any more .
Jbuildisgs. If. thiis were so, one of the major recurring items
“in the State budget would simply disappear, freeing funds for other
educational purposes, including operating costs. However, this
anticipated fiscal dividend may be more apparent than reazl. In

first place, enrollment growth has not, stopped. Based upon
existing utilization standards and Plannad enrollments, the >
Department of Finance's Capital OQutlay.Mddel for Higher Education
estimates that between 1975-76 and 1979-80 nearly $100 million
(constant dollars) will have to be spent to meet eprollment~
generated space needs_at the University f Califorhia and the
California State University and Colleges

'E
L} e -
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. P i Ttom' of dollars} / /= N R \ R s
L) -~ - ¢ il - ‘
. ;o ’ . °_ A / : R /!
- \ . - ' «/j{%’s/ A : Proposed
) oo [ : §70:7)  1971-75° 19%-73  1973-74  1974-75  1975-76 .
L - . ! - -
- f v A A : |
UNIVERSITY: OF CALIFORKIA. .. y .
; . ‘f. . Y Y G
Total funéing requeetedlf 4 §122.0 '~ 3103.0 $150.0 ! 5220.0 515320 $142.0
. g I 4 N
Total expendeg— /- 43,0 135.0 58.0 1462.0 140,0 60.0
State fumdds 2),‘ 24.0 27.0 45,0 \ 108.0 .
Non-State funds<! 19.0 °, 8.0 13.0 34.0 v .
) < . .
ST . ] 5 .
CALIFORNIA STATE .
UNIVERSITY AT COLLEGES . .
Total fundin - ) R ) - . i
requesteds/ $139.0  $176.0  §162.0  $147.0  §80.0 ° $ 84.0
% State funds</ ;oM72,00 130" 13200 129.0 77.0 76.0
+ Non-State funds= 43.0 - 3%.0 30.0 18.0 3.0 8.0
. Total expended?’ T, 60.0 5.0 . 5.0 689 126. o—" 24.0 . C
State funde! & 7 0.0 20,0 22,0 42.6
‘ Non-State funds= . 39.0 25.0 23.0 - 26.8¢ )
A / » . " ;
: .70 .COMMUNITY, COLLEGES - - o .- ° . .
.t . . E7 |
/ . Total fund;.g;;____* % ‘
request P . § 38.0 $§ 70.9 ~ 5 78.7 $113.9.  § 93.0 $113.7 .
Y Sidve fwdsd 19.0 av.7  4s.2 62.8 IS 58.5 :
R - ‘District! furdsd/ . . 15.6 29.2° 33,5 51,1 5.9 55.2 :
. . Pederal Funds 3.4, 3.0 - e o -
L2 T ¢ y
. Total expeqded— ] 34.0 73.0 £8.0 143.0 98.0= 39.0
' State furdsd/ o N 18,0 41.0 28.0 76.0
* District funds< : 16.0 32,0 20.0 67.0
Z M -

of California Office of President Capita: Improvement Program Requests
's Budget

3/ Coveénorls 1925 76 Budget estimated expendi:ure ' )
California State University and Colleges Capital Cutlay Program Requests |
Community College Capital Outlay, Program Reqﬁgsts Chancellor's Office
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/ TMLES A
* CUMULATIVE OA/PHAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS .~ / - )

BASED UPON PROGECTED ENROLLMENT GROWTH
FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA/STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

California Staté 64,139 . 66,069 68,042 71,745 75,514
University and K e o
Colleges =, . .

Systemwide /

(Grand Total) '

thqusand4 of dollars)-
‘Seqment 1975554 1976-77 197178 1978-79' 1979-80
University of * . $14,820 $14,900 $15,3%7 $15,876  $16,328 /
California | Lo - o 7 ’
Sys temwidé . : - - '
(Grand Total) - ¢ L.

: &




Hoteover, congiderable expdnsion of Communi. F‘College enrollment
is planned.

the State is determined by enrollment and space utilization as
anticipated in the California Community College Ten-Year Plan,
using dtandards §&t forth in State law and regulations. On the

UnHer the Community College Construction Act of 1967,
" the amount of funds ‘allocated to Community College districts from

“basis of existing procedures, the Community Cblleges estimate.that

at least $570 million will be neéeded for capital outlay purposes
over the next fiwe years, with a large part of the tetal amount
justified by anticipated enrol}ment increases.

Of ‘course, these plans tend to ignore the fact that Community
College priorities have changed. Many doubt that the expansion
‘of nontraditional programs (for nontraditional students) requires
Ithe éxpansion of traditional campus facilitiés. But no one knows
yet. what is needed let alone how to provide it in the most cost-
‘ effective manmer. The fact is that postsecondary'education

grior ‘ties are changing and neither the law nor capital outlay

These expenses will continue in the future. o

Table 9 shows the capital outlay plans of the public segment
through the end of this decade. While we do not endorse thege
estimates, it should be noted that they are based on the game
enrollmed! ojections that were presented in Table 3.
serve as a warning against easy assumptions about forthcoming
windfalls from reduced capital cutlay requirements.’

-

They should
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I L TRBLE 90 . .
' TOJAL CUMULATIVE CAPITAL OUTLAYS PLANNED A2

’ : 1976-77 to 1979-80

\_\/"’;

s

’ Seﬁments ‘

(in thousands of dollars) -

1978-79

'.Capital Ou ay request .

!

Includeg $374 395,700 State funds deferred

Mgjor -Capgtal Outlay request /

i

" 1976-77_ 1977-78 1979+80 y %
A ) / ' v -
| University of Califoria $134,613 , $281,243 _-§394,607  $466,696
. California State S ' '
University and Colleges 87,260 154,718 219,724 274,332
Cal:l.fornia Comunity R *
Colleges °* - ' ,
i A N
‘Total \ , 260,648 444,637 602,83f( 676,113
eal /104 betl fall 1
State funds 117,668 ; 194,081 249,/238/' '279,848
District Matching . = - 99,173% '168,5062 . 267,130%
PR 1 . ' / ' . - " o
District Only - 43,807 ' 81,960 | 129,135

f).[om 19 ?5—?6 Major

2 Includes /56 213,645 local mal:ching funds deferred from 1975—?6
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’ GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING ’ ;
- THE EFFECTIVENESS OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

o

Qverview of the Prospectus for Evaluation!

Evaluation of the ‘effectiveness of California postsecondary a2duca-
tion under the auspices of the Commission should involve three
pajor types of activities:

1. A monitoring of thg "state of the health" of Califormia
postsecondary education amnually, with both quantitative
and descriptive indicators to which a variety of criteria
and standards would be applied as part of'the evaluatdve
prdcess; )

\

* 9. Periodic evaluation (perhaps every five years) of selected
" aspectg of postsecondary education where data are not
available routinely and/or which do not require monitoring

anpually; and

3. In—deptﬁ evaluation. studies in areas im which serious
problems are encountered im the course of monitoring.

‘

b
" The prospectus is compatible with and supportive of the plasning
mode which the Commission adopted in September 1974. Values and
goals included in' the Commission's five-year plam will serve as
one source of criteria to be used im the monitoring process.
Criterie and standards which are being developed by wvarious com=- .
mittees of the Commission will also be used where appropriate.
Where there is ynmet need for criteria to apply to data collected
in the monitoring activities, the Committee om evaluation will .

. L -
1. See Appendix A for definitions of .the followiﬁé termes and an
example which utilizes the .ferms: monitor, data, indicator,
and criteriom. { -

5. *

L

-
. f‘ ‘ ‘
.
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L .
elther Jdevelop and recommend criteria to the Commission in its
final feport or point out the need for such eriteria to the Commis-
sion. [Problems requiring in-depth study should be considered in
the anpual updating of the Commission's Five-Yeax Plan.
--i
' The activities~dn (1) and (2) are also an integrql part of the
' development of the gtate-level data base which is being planned
- ‘for inclusion in the comprehensive information system for usé by
. . the Comnissiqn and other State agencies. Because of this close o
relationship, it should be possible to begin the monitoring activ- : .
ity in the next budget year with data which are‘readily available
from the'segments, and to add to the range of indicators as needed.

<

The Monitoring of the "State of the Health™ of - Postsecondary
Education

jor areas in which indicators ,
might be developed in such a way to provide a kind of barometric
reading annually. The examples of indicators which are.given do .
f constitute a proposal for data collection at this time. .They
f wereschosen 8o as to illustrate as clearly as possible the concept
! of evaluation a5 a monitoring process, without regard to feasi-

bility ofi data ecollection, relative priority, or availability ‘of

criteria use in evaluating the data.

The following appear to be th

Costs and Resources Available to Pinance Postsecondary-
Education

L4 . *
%

1. Data: costs per full-time equivalerit student by level,
institution, and segment; Indicators: changes over
T ) time, differences among institutions, projected versus .
actual costs. - %
. . o
: 2. Data: enrollment and application figures, numbér of -
student spaces avallable, costs, other Information relating -
to the financial conditions of independent institutions: -
Indicators: o be developed by the Ad Hoc Committee ‘on
the Pinancizl Conditions of Independent Institutiobs.

3. Data: amount of State support per ADA in the Commumity
- Colleges; -Indicators: changes over time in relation to’
‘increased costs, impact of increases in State support ]

K appropriated to accomplish designated improvements in U N
* ’ , program. . . . .

4, Data:, expenditures for academic, caréer, and othe: types
of co 1ing; placement; student activities; other student
persq;agi services; Indigators: comparative costs-per’

FIE student for various services, amnually and over time.

’ —
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+ Data:
“ objectives;

_Data:

cost per student to reach oggupae%onﬁi/;;;/:;reer

Ingicat comparative costs for selected
programs, by institution, segment, and over time.

-salaries for faculty and other personnel in post~
gecondary education institutions and segments; Indicators:

. . comparative data with other institutions outside-Californisa;

T

Access and-Admission Lo Postsecondary Education,

. application of standards and criteria recommended by the -
Ad Hoc Committee on Methodology for the Annual Fsculty
Salaty SCudy.

)

Including

Student Financilal Aid

l»

© tors:

- Data:

»

Data: percentage enrollments of rscial/echnic groups?
Indicators: changes over time In relation to access
goals; differences among institutions, programs, and

_segments.

+ .
1

socioeconomic characteristiCs of enrolled students,
ihcldding need for and receipt of financial aid; Indiga=—_-
distribution of family income by community and

reglon, and statewide; ratio of assesged need to available

.student financial aid.

q Ll

Data: percentage enrollments ofr~umen ‘and WOmen ; Indicators:
changes over time, differénces among institutions, programs,
and segmentss,. . . . P . N

Data: ‘age distribution of‘postsecondary students; Indi-
cators: differences.among institutions, programs, and

_segrlents, in relation to differences in functions, gqeals

. " and objectives and plans, changes over time.

Student Quality and and Performance

1

»

Data: ability test scorgs and hfgh ‘school zradea of .
enCering Freshmen; Indicators. changes over time in '\]
relation. te projgcted changes in the student bodies of ’
institutiofis and segments, for exsmple, increases in the -

" enrollment ‘of disadvantaged students.

Data: , enrdllments in repedial and precollege cqurses;
Indicators: changes évey time in numbers and percentages;
pre- and post-test, performance on standardized tests of
basic skills.

»
-

Data: grade-point aVersges earned by C:j%:fer‘sCudenCs;
Indicators: differencials in avareges ed before and

- - "N
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after transfer; percentages of transfer students on aca-
demic probation; differences among institutions of origin
with respect to.grade-point differentials.
4. Data: .performance of graduates of postsecondary institu-
tions in graduate and professional schoola; Indicators:
_ rates of persistence; time required to complete degree
programs.

5. Data: performance of graduates on licensing examinations;
Indicatdérs: percentages passing examinations on first
and second tries; changes over time.

+

Manpower Needs and Career Preparation

1. Data: numbers of students and graduates in critical short-
age and overage areas; Indicators: ratlos of enrollees
and graduates to need by fleld; trends over time.

2. pata:’ placement/employment of graduates; Indicators:
numbers of graduates who are employed within six months
f graduation in the field of thelr preparation ot a
gehated fleld; numbers who canmot be placed and who do
not seek employment in the field; Indiéators. compari-
S0 ng fields and types of preparation programs,
eh;§§e§hover time.

3. Data: power projections for technidal and professional -
occupatiions; Indicators: enrollments in relation to pro-
jections; imstitutional and segmental plans for adding and
deleting \programs.

4. Data: diztribUtion of enrollments among occupational/ca-
reer fields by segment, sex, and raclal/eghnic group;
Indicators: changes over time in relatton to segmental
plans and State plans for vocational education and man-
power development. ; ’

Edicational Functions, Programs; and'Sérviees . . ) i
1. Data: changes in the funhetions of segments and institu- ¢
tions; Indicators: congruence with long-range plans of
the segments and t ssion.
2. D ‘inventory of programs added:and deleted; Indicators:
criteria'used by the Intetsegmental Program Review Council.

3. Data: qpumber and’ percentage diatribution of degrees and
-¢ certificates awarded by field of‘tl‘ﬁy; institution,

1
Lok
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and segment; Indicators: changes over time in relation
+to institutional and segmental plans; ratios of entering
students and graduates by field of study and segment.
4, Data: dinventory of off~campus, extended‘university,
.. exterhal degree and other types of programs for nontradi~
) tional students; Indicators: .growth in numbers and types
of programs offered by region and statewide; growth in
enrcllments in ;elation to increases in numbers of programs.
7

Physical ¥acilities and Their Utilization
1, Data: inventory of off-campus centers; Indicators: =
criteria developed by the Ad Hoc Committee to Develop
Policies Relating to the ‘Approval of Campuses and Insti-

tutions. .

-

2, Data: arrangements for shared use of facilities within
and between segments' Indicators: wutilization data in
terms o¥ hours, bodies, and functions, by type of facility.

.3: Daie. inventory of facilities constructed by the'puolic

segments with non-state funds;
in enrollmedts at such centers

Indicators: annual growth
and cawpuses; lmpact om,

growth in enrollments in state-financed facilities~ . - t

-4, Data: cost per square foot for new instructional facilities;
. Indicators? changes over time in cost; incresses In
assignable space for imstruction produced.

-

Inﬁovations and Other Develcpments

1. Data: 1inventory of recently funded :l.nnovag:l.ve projects;

+ Indicators: changes in the amount of funds available
from year to year from various sources; distribution of
funds for inmovation.among segments and institutions,
also among disciplines. 3

2. Data.l major findings from completed projects; Indicators: &
feasibility $f generalization to other institutions and :
segments,

3. Data: icosts per student participant in innovative proj-
ects; ‘Indicators: comparative-costs with traditional
modes; projected costs after developmental, start-up
phase of innovative programs. . o

Monitoring involves data collectidg,,analysis, and evaluation with
respect to the itndicators which are gelected and the criteria which .
‘ /‘ .

988361 c-5. s
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are to be applied in making judgments about the aspect of post=-
secondary education which is being evaluated. For exXample,
monitoring may be done in relation to segmental, institutional,
and State plans, by finding out fromr'arious indicators whether
the plans are being implemented so agptd“produce the desired/
- anticipated results. As data for inggt

two or more years, changes and trends will be monitored so as to
identify unanticipated events, for example, a decrease in the
percentage of women among the undergraduates in a particular seg~
ment or career field.

Changes and trends may also be monitored to insure that California
postsecondary education is moving in directions which are consis=-
tent with the statement of long-term values in the Commission's
Five-Year Plan, for example, the fostering of diversity of oppor-
tunity and the optimizing of the use of resources,

A major product of the monitoring activity will be the identifi-
,cation of problems for in-depth, study in connection with long-
Tange planning. TFor example, an effective monitoring system would
probably have revealed the rather low rate of employment of grad-
uates of certain occupational programs which was found in a recent’
study of the comparative effectiveness of public and proprietary
institutions. The finding of such rates for two or more years
would indicate the existence of a problem requiring further study,
in the course of which both the quality and appropriateness of the
occupational programs and the need for additional manpower- in
these fields might be examined. .

" Periodic.Evaluation

Many indicators of the "state of .the health" of Califormia post-
gecondary education can bé examined on a schedule which is less
‘ . demanding than an annual inventory. In some instances ‘data are
not collected routinely by the segments and institutions, and the
imposition of an annual monitoring schedule would nmot be feasible,
' In others, changes from year .to year are expected to be so slight
- * as to be unproductive for an annual schedule of data collection.
A five-year interval appears appropriate for periodic monitoring
sin Commission’s Plan under the provisions of Assembly Bill
770 11 bé for a five=-year period, with an annual updating. --

Y

e National Assessment Project in the public schools provides one
model for periodic evaluation. The Project involves the evaluation
of the performance of public school §tudents by means of standard-
Lt ized testas over a period“of years. Instead of .an annual testing
of all students in all subjects, students at partigular grade
levels are tested in selected subjec&s at five-year intervals,
~ with-different grades tested each yi§r. The prospectus for
f

1. Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973

¢
115 E
c-6

ators become available for .
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‘ In-Dep.th Evaluation Stl]d‘i es

" gstate~level evaluation by the Commission proposes data collection "

relating to selected indicators at five-year intervals, perhaps
utilizing a different sample of institutions each year. ’

o

A few examples of areas which appear’ apprOpriate for periodic
monitoring are: .

1
L3

1 Analysis of ‘high school graduates tp find out the percent-
agea which are eligible to attend vardous' types of ‘ihsti-
tutions, by sex, racial/ethnic background, and soctotco-
nomic status; also a follow-up study to find patterns of *
attendance by group characteristics; . 6

2.AFollow~up study of graduates of postsecondery institutious
to find out their attributes at the time of graduation,
admigsion to graduate and professional schools, job
placement, and other indicators of success.. .”

3. The effectiveness of high school and othex’counsef/ng on
*  student cholces of institution, program, and career field
- in postsecondary education;

4, InVentory of facllities and,ufilization df'spgce at the

‘( campus level in relation to utilization standdrds adopted
LY gby the State; s . . :
S'JRanieh-of high cost and’other selected educational prggramsr
g, Survey ‘of grades and grading practicés; ‘o 3/’
3 -~
ol P- -

- 7¥ Student persistence in courses and programs.
z i ‘

WA,

\Some asPects of postsecondary education will require i eptﬁ

evaluation, probably &n a one~time basis, leading to “the récom-
mendation of possible courses of actlon to Beé included,in ‘the
Commission's updatéd five-vear plan. Examples of evaluation

8fudies which might be undertaken as a result of monitoring

adtivities ares, .

:?: Eugluatién of opportunities fof adult and continuing

"—?‘ education offered under various auspices, including
problems of duplibation and different levels of funding;

- 2. EValuation of student outcomes in teims of the miltiple
adult roles ("the whole man"™) which gradudtes are- expected
to‘pq;férm in Eicvciet]r,~

f.“

£ ~r

’
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A . , S,
3, Evaluation in career education, including assistance in
' making informed choices, manpower projections in relation
R to planning, and the need for continuing education for
N\ o recertification, : .-

Final Notes -— - L ' o - L

&

The examples given under each-of the three aspects of evaluation
do not constitute a proposal for action at this time, Instead,
an attempt has been made to develop a prospectus, for state-level
evaluation by the Commission which involves several types of '
evaluation activities which would be carried on concurrently, '
+  namely, the annual monitoring of the status of.postsecondary
education, periodic evaluation In areas in which annual monitoring
* 1§ unngcessary or infeasible, or both, and in-depth evaluation in
-problem argaé uncovered in thg,course of annual monitoring.

.

" The approach, is retommended "on the basis of feasibllify of accom-

plishmenc by current staff,. avallability of data collected

routinely for the monitoring activity, applicability of- standards

and criteria being developed by the Commission for other functions,
_and probab].!‘y of producing results which will be useful to the

Commission in' its planning and coordination functions, and to .o -
‘other State agencles and.the Legislature. . y
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redsonableness of the ‘rate -of change. -
// - : -
. . * S

Attachmenf A = . =~ .
J

» ' ' -4

Definition of Selected TermsbUsed in the Progpectus for Evaluation .

* . ¥ - . '
TO MONITOR is to establish a schedule for the systematic collection
and évaluation of quantitative data and other information relating
to selected aspects of postsecondapy education so as to make it P
possible for comparisons to be madé with plans, projections, goals
and objectives, and prior-related events. .

DATA 'are factual information and materials to be gathered as part of
the monitoring process to-'describe as objectively as possible some
aspect of postsecondary education to be used in conjunction with -
indicators and criteria. \

. .
AN iﬂDICATOR is a sign, index, or symptom of the conditiom or status

LY

of Some aspect of postsecondary education to be used in conjunction
with criteria for evaluating effectivenpss.
L(
A CRITERION is a standard denoting a partichlar quality, quantity,
value, extent, or other characteristic regarded as desirable in
evaluating the status of some aspect of postsecondary education,
- ‘% ‘ ‘ ,
EXAMPLE:  The Cgmmissioﬁ might want to monitor access to

California postsecondary education by collecting. _
data on annual fall enrollments by sex, racial- -~ -. .
-‘ethnic background, and sociceconomic status and
by segment., Indicators of the status of access
~might be changes over time in the numbers and,
percentage distribution of subgroups of students
in the various segments. Criteria might be
quantitative goals established by the segments
increasing the enrollments of certain subgroups..
The evaluation would then be a judgment about the
) extent to which changes in the annual .fall
- enrollment statistics are in the direction of

the.goals established by the segments and the
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California Postsecondary
Bducation Commission /

June 9, 1975
& ) .

‘Adopting Statement of Policy on
Collective Bargaining Legislation Y

_ RESOLYED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission

adopts the followlng statement of policy on collective
bargain:!lng legislation for postsecondary education:

+ Based upon the reports of the Governmental
Relations Committee and.other factors, the *
Commission-has concluded that any form of
collective bargaining enabling legislation
for academic personnel in public postsecond-
ary educational institutions of California
would materially and adversely affect educa-
tional quality, academic freedom, existing
concepts and principles of shared governance.
and peer review and professionalism, and
would substantially increase costs of public
postsecondary education, without any per-
ceivable corresponding benefits to the @
acddemic community, the students or 'the
community which supports such ipstitutions. '

For these reasons, if any such legislation e
were to be adopted the Commission recommends

that it should provide that no topic or isswte , .
shall be subject to bargaining except salary

and fringe benefits.

u

Adopted . ’ o . -
June 92, 1975 : '
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- AR STEPS IN THE INTERNAL PROGRAM REVIEW ANO APPROVAL PROCESS - .. . 2t ’
¢ - ~—  AS REPORTED®BY THE THREE PUBLIC SEGMENTS S ' .
’ . : [y = M * " y . 13
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORN]A“ oL - CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY & COLLEGES CALIFORNIA COMMUMNITY COLLEGES - -
UNDERGRADUATE - ' oo ‘ - e Te wi .
PROGRAMS . \ . o : :
EP | “ X P . Campus faculty, d ad m;{e‘“‘ acades At the district level the pzﬁﬁﬁmﬂh reviewed f
Gt ot 0 eyl s it by o st v popoed | oy e sl Gl nd S |
b mental facul 4 programs to insure that programs are in accor- B : .
_ / . . el fa‘cculgy(x' ?m‘gmtﬁe:‘;?éo:; la:::;ﬂ; u':e _ dance with the approved scademic master plan of clluirmﬂ:. deans, busingss managers, and facilities
« ' . Academic Senate. Thse teviews deat with academic "'ed oo Yo ‘;; . 2 l!hai}i ';“‘”‘ds' Hoppos. | ‘."L‘“ I':;:'i':: ':‘; dmﬁg“xpwﬁm“g:;‘&m‘ a;::c'gl;
. - v ality and educatiunal fied faculty. p acilities, an razy in, ] ? v v
o . -y, $ gzeds?adequic;c:tfm:ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ;mﬁx:ﬂg are sufficicnt to establish and maintam the program bemQu organitations; &nd, by boatds of trustees mem- B
. ) Jor the program, and general rélationship ta the cam- within current budgetary support levels. Program . wding 1o the foilowing considerations: .
T m pus academic plan. proposals are Prepared in accordance with a dewailed 2} appropitatentss and assessed need: for the pro- [ 0\
73 forma, (e aitached) which i then submitied to gran; \ ‘
' ivision © UCAIoNa I3 an . i . o
) - b} general validity of objectivea and program con-/T it
. . . - 0 urges, Office ofithe Ellancel.lor‘ fent 1o meet assessed need: ‘h .
N : . o : > ¢) regularily validity according to the requirementa, H
- ) D BNy . ot of Title V of the Siate Lducation Code; apd, !
Do . - ’ . i T d) feasibhty [n teoms of adequale faculty, Instrue N
0 . . tionab support, facilities and equipment 10 offet I~ - |
P . . * program, ‘ - B
~. ’fp bk " oo -
¥ , , . _ ‘ i .
STEP ] Proponils for new degree prograns 5 reviewed the systeriwide level the Division of Educational If the program is agproved at the district level it iy
" - by on-<cam : adminh(ral:(lve om::; ‘i::m pro- lé:toguu;y’ an¢ Rgvaprcea evaluates the program in then -sanmtetl tw the Community Coliege Chan.
T vosts, the Chancellor and his staff) with respect 10 accordance with at leisethe following considetations: ) “ltsfn's’ﬂ?ﬁiieﬁ‘e;h ;.Lsr{;tmbmde l;::l' f"’";:“ e
cam :'i;ult;ut."?uilabﬂgty of resoutces and facilities, a) Conformance with the~Acadermic Master Plan p:gechllsts Ceithér mdemiec' ot oacs:upasltio::?. dep“:::l.;
5 ua'lm’plfm ¢1, and campatibility with campus l;:mogr‘);n;a c:.ibjecﬁves and godtjn relation to cam- inw tlie program) aceording 1o rhe following
- ) ectives: considceations: . '
- - . : . " . b} program curriculum quality and apPegptiatenegs; a} appropristeness of progsam to the objectives and
€} need 1.3 terms of projecied envollment: gnmon l'i Jiee ey jinn and comprunity. .
R - dermand, manpow a1 5AT ons, and. by ege tducation Int omial . .
- . 3 available exisung piogram; v ™ b) consistency with distier board of trustees .
- d) resource and cost-efficiency implications in terms policy.
of facilities pl;anning faculty, equpment, librazy evidence of stodent and commundly need;
* ¥ ' resounces, elc.; : 8 Yaanbility in tetms of faculty, Ubrary resources
Lt ' ¢) confounance with pé(:jisions of Title V-of the Y s il:i(ues; g ¥+ Worary '
-, . ’ ' S‘me Aduumistative e'. . ¢) conformnge with area and statewide master '
. \ . f) :;!o:unendatiogs of special studies in the dih; phanning:.and, .
L ne - + .
- . . g) conformance with standstds of national accre- 0 :;'e‘:g'" slmflu Programs are available in the
. ' . diting associations ot state licensing agencies; .
]
o _ - _ , .
- -
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T UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

UNDERGRADUATE
- . PROGRAMS {Cqnc'})

. . STEP Systemwide and CPEC Review) Followin oval of
. " - E :m degroe ""’ﬂ'"’ thmu;l‘: )Sups ] am! :{pr
; the sysemwide Acad 5

~-3eps occut in

' 1 (l
action thers & necessasy, which 1s not nocmally the
caw) and In the Systemwlide Adminhitatlon. Review
and spproval by ageneies of tha tystemwide Acadommdc
Senalo ere not necessary for undergfiduato deptea
programs unless the degree In quention I3 one with &

" mame not already approved for us by the cainpus,
{For exampie, the campus“imsy not have provicus
authorization to awasd a degree such as Bachelor of
Fine Arts or Bacholor of Architecture) © °

If a program has been approved through Steps [ and )1,
and If necessaty by the systomwide Assembly of the
Academic Senate. awd il the program has appcafed In
. the Univeisity Academic Phin lwu years prios 10 s
<o {ntended imipledientatiun dale, ad {n({lnm on cozy of
- the meuml Is 1¢m to Lho Presidens for roview and for-
.“ . witding (o CPLC stal€, If CPEC staff dobs nof com-
ment within 30" days after recelpt of the information

. copy. concutrence with proposed atahllishiment of the

. - program i3 19 be asuised and the Presideot will so

— notify the Cluncellor unless authorlzalion to the cam.

request fur appiuval of the new degreo s submilzed to
the Board of Regents. If the progeiin hus nut appeared
. “In an aeadgmie plan two years prior t0 It Intended
date of Implensentatlon, the Chancellor forwardi the
propusal to the Presldent il timo for Systemwlde
Admilnistration review and nl}tral to CPIPEC stalf for
. cumment by tie Marclt 1S prebeding the Vall term of

. - Intinded Inltlatln_n.
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the naxt’

Pul ta award a new degree B required In which case

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY & COLLEGES

>

h) avallability of qualificd facully nmlmud-
Ing highest rank esvned;

1} atticulallon with comimndly college or other
programg, where appropriate; and,

1} conformance with provisions of statewido arti-
culation sgpicemenis, whero appropriste.

LY

IMNcoessary, the program proponl i submitied to

CPEC for review and comment. If CPEC reviaw Bt

unnocessaty, the program Iy approved by }he Chan-

callor and tho eamput Is nolified of thoispproval,

r

v
K

The dean of Vocationa! Edueation and Plagaing snd
the Dvap-of Acsdemic

Al dateymine poellminary

* approval. ¥l {w proposal requires submbdon o

PEC, it & so directed for bormmenl befors “final

epproval. )i (he program does not require CPEC

tpvicw, progrem spproval Is recordad and filed in the

hancellor’s Glfice and nolification of spproval ks
senl 1o the college district.
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The same as for undergradimte pﬂmjnnu. with the

« f addiilon of special consldetdtlon, parfjcularly [n the
casr of, professional prograris, to qubstions of job
market and placement opporiuniiles for graduaies of
the program. - j .

{Systomwidu
duate degree p
spprove Izt
iuge on Grad
has nut already Been
the prograim and Whe
the sysicinwida

. {For txample. (e campus mdy not have’, previous
authorl/atlon w offer o ddgree sisch 3% Mastor of Fine
Arts, Masier of Adfpinlitratien, of Iing!ncctJ

£ (Systomwide Adminiateative revjew) Proposals for new
#Q  gidduste pidgram 3lé dexe veviewpdi by, the Siceting
w Cogmittee of the Wandemic PRaniog Yind Program
Review Board {(APPRD), chialeed by 1é A
I'tesident. This seviowlls particulatly addre
all aeadeiic planning
need fur the progran,
luciitles. and how th

" sity s priutitics.

If & rweam proposal]l passes wccuLl.'ully through
Steps i=1V of the review process, It is then foywarded
tw CPLC stalf
outlined [ S1p 111 wndtr Undergrad
I the program requires Authorleation tolthar dawipus
10 award 3 new degeeo, it |5 subject also tu apprdval by
the Regents. Hyhis is not fequired, the Aucﬂ:nl Vice
Presldent appro ranh withoul further 1eview.

for reviewlundes the sande ucclurey a5 -
to Prégrains. -

Graduate Stog:m: aro subjoct to the wame review ps
that poted vG,foc/:“n orgradusie programt, but
with particulsr gifcniion to factors such as the fol-
lowing: .
1} perfotmance of corsespoading undoergradustd pro-

aal he same campus;

2) erwerion Nl minimum of five full-time. faculty
‘ moinbers with tho erminal professionsl degreqfor
a grudusic program;

3 spc;lc_l.al lconaure or credentindling requiremeonts;
and, ” '

i Y acacdliation  of curposponding  undergraduate
prograns on tlie sune Sampus, where applicablo.

-
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DEGREE PROGRAMS
OFTIONS, |
CONCENTRATIONS

AND SPECIAL
< EMPHASES

.

CERTIFICATE PROGRAMS

R4

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
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Additional stepr are yequized under a detalled procs-
duce which provides {or jolnt committes developmant
- antd approval of sn Intercampus jolnt degree progzam.

“Acsdemic achievement oenification prograns
gxttdht}nm e me,
i

on Graduste Affaires recommonds progriama to the

Academle Vies President who has final authority,

L3

toE.

“y rl

The Chancellor's Qffice has sequired that, optlons,
concentirationy, and speclal emphases pro under
an existing program also bo submitted Tor seview oven
though they wie not projected In the Academic Mus-
ter . An abbrevialed format akin 10 the consider.
stlons above s used for theso propossis, The deveoloy
ment of options which thare & common core undes
¢ progzam has been encouraged by the ‘Chan-
cellor's Offico as an sliemative to lsunching full
degree programs  which d d more ey,

.
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’ THE. COPMISSION S ROLE jﬂ——**"‘"’f

THE REVIEW OF ACADEMIC AND QCCUPA'TIU?TAL PLANS AND P

- . - . ) -
GUIDEL*INES AND PROCEDURES T n

‘Guiding Principles
I. In establishing tHe California Pogtsecondary. Education Commission
" as the statewide planning and coordinating agency for postgeﬁondary
education, the Legislature recognized the review of academic and
PO ' occupational programs -as one of the central functions of the
Commission. Among the agency 8 other functions and responsibili—
ties, these are designated N

I

(1} It shall req‘uzre the governing boards of t}ie seg-
"« ments of public postsecondary education td (deyelop
and submit-tg the commission instituti ad

system wide long-range plans in a form e-mmxhed

by the commigsion after consultation wi tha/
gsegments. -
] . ’ ) . / !
[2] It shall prepare a five-year state plap/ for post-

secondary education which shall integiqte the

/ other pertment plans... In-develop
b the commigsion shall ccmszder vas @f ‘the range
// . and kinds of progmms appropriate to each insti-
, " tution or system ... {and] (g) the¢ educational ~ ,
/ programe and resources of private postsecondary )
/ ] msmtumons ) .

{3] I% shall review proposals by the public segments
for new programs and make recommendations regard-
ing such proposals to the Legislature and the
Governor. r o

(4] It shall, in cansultatm with the public segments,
estabhsk a schedule for segmental rebview of
selected educational programe, evaluate the pro-
gram review processes of the segments, and report
it findings and recommendations to the Governor .
and the ngislature

: {s] It shall serve as a stimulus to the segments and -
. ingtitutions of postsecondary education by pro-
’_ich;zng and identifying societal and educational

- T eds and emomugzng addptability to change. : B
. Y - . o ) / “ .

- U

\




It shall periodically review and make recommenda- ' .
tions concerning the need for and availability of : :
.postsecondary programs for adult and continuing \
educatwn. \

It 3ka12 maintain and update awmually an inventory \ ‘
of all off-campus programs and facﬂities for edu-

eation, research and commmity services operated by
public and pmvate wstztumans of postseconda.ry
educamon.

_ ' t (Education Code: Chapter 1187, Section 22712)

In g system of postsecondary education consisting of a diversity

of Institutions and a2 wide range- of programs and services, the

review of plans and programs must b guide a concern for the -
broad public interest. It must be alert to possible -duplication

of effort, excessive costs, and inefﬁﬂfiencigs in the allocation

of resources.

. . -/
e At the same time it must seek to foster quality within each ;/g;’a
' A segment and institution, preserving institutional identity, B '
initiative, and vitality in the process. R ,/{ -
- . N e
II. The public interest;, as it relates to postsecondary education,,“
suggests the need Fdr:
A. /Programg-that will increase the knowledge and skillg“of
# individual citizens, accessible to everydne with!nhe . -
ability. and de31re to.benefit from them. e . L
B. Programs and activities that advance the/;rﬁﬁtiers of .
knnwledge. . :
el i

C. Public service programs for ghe people of the Statel .

1

N IL,/?ngrams and activities that represéﬁt “a responsibl
‘ ’__,'/'If use of public funds.

IT1. ‘The Comﬂission tﬁfeugh its stafﬁ‘will review proposed gnd exfgting
' . ,programs to insure that they reflect the broad interests of the

" . Stateo

Operating Principles
) I. Definition of terms .

A. Academic or Occupational Plan

-’ y ' , '
/ﬁp/QEademic or occupational plan i$ am invéntory of the programs
offered or scheduled to be offered by the campuses within a segment or

L

e F~2 ,‘ . .




by a group of independent or private institutions,'with:a
timetable for all programs. In general, academic plans are
prepared for five-year periods and revised annually.

B. 'Acagemic or Occupational Program
academic or occupational program is a series of courses
arranged Iin a scope and sequence leading.to a degree or -
certificgte.

C. School or College within an Institution or Segment-

A gchool or college is an administrative unit eskablished

for carrying out instruction and often research angd usually ., -
consisting of a8 number of departments in related gcademic or

occupational fields.

D. Research Center or Institute

A research center or institute. 13 a formal organization
created to manage a numbel of nesearch effort&‘within a
university or segment. .

E. IntePsegmental Program Review Council . - ‘o
. | :
The Intersegmental Program Revfew Council i3 an advisory
group whose function is to assis the staff of the CPEC )
~ 7/ in the coordination and review academic and occupational -,
plans and programs. ) ‘

‘e
-

G." éegmentel staff refers to the. de&ignated representatives of
the chief executive offiders of the segments.

H. Commission staff refers.to the designated Trepresentatives of .
the Director of the Commission. . :

. ' II. PrOcedure for Proé%am Planning and, Review ‘ _;5‘
Ar The I}:g{am Planning and Rev:l.ew ‘L’:ycle o
&

The staff of the Postsecondary Eﬂucation Commission will par-
///ticipate in a program planningia%g review cycle ‘involwing each
f the public” seggznts. and evenﬂually the independent and

proprietary instifutions as UellaL Each stage. o e process
presented in the.following cﬁértlyill be repeatpd '

*y
-
r)

L3
"
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N ;\ “'-1:‘ T

. *.

o Wi o
L
1




.

e

Step 1 Segmental offives prepare 5-year

. L academic or occupational master
’ plan for segmen{ and submit plan

to CPEC. -

) Step 2 Commisslion staff integrates
> segmental plans 'and prepares
‘ L draft of 5-year state academic’
and occupational program plan,
‘ldentifying problem areas. '

Step 3 ‘Interéegmenfal Program Heview
Council meets to refine program
plan and resolve problem areas.

"
1 N ¥

Step 4 Commission staff prepares final
academic and occupational program
plan for presenting to the Advisory
Committee and' to the Commission.

~ segmental program plans in light
. ; . of Commigsion action.

"% Deadline

Step 5 * Commission acts on plan and
. submits amended final version .

.- to Legislature. . -
Step 6 : ) Segments conslder revising "’

Proposed

" June 15

August 1 .~

Qctober 1

i

-

/éecember 15

il

¥
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Each segment #illfprefare an academic or occupational
program master.pjefi, consisting, among other items,
) t-wide inventory of existing graduate
. and under }rad te degree and certificate programs, .
researclh/tentdrs, schools, colleges, and off-campus
' oo centery’ along with proposed degree, programs, centers,
’ . . or scKools (as defined by staff in consultation with
the aementfa);@roposed for implemeptation during the
nexjy’ five years. In addition, the plan should record
f ) . enroliments .in all exiating degree programs and .
indig;té, if possible, projected enrollments in the
preposed programs. Eventually, information on the
numbers of past and projected graduates in each degree
program. as well"as existing and projected enroll-
‘. LT ments by discipline or department should be inco
e into the segmental plan.

_The CqFMisaion will réquest a similar inventory of
existing and proposed programs from

schools. -

/ o : . , :
) . Step 2: The five-year plans will-be submitted to the staff
3 _ of CPEC for review “integration. In its review'
x\\? : of programs at this“stage--a review that will foc
. . on programs pr sed for- ‘xiementation twe to five e
- ‘ ) _years in the ture-—the Commissipn staff wil¥ be
‘ _guided by these considerations. among othe .
kY [
%\\ ’ a, Do’ the. propoaeh programs appear to represent
, ' ‘ ecessaryﬁﬁuplication or proliferation in any
* fleld? -
—_ \ ‘
h b.. Do any programs appear-to violate the principle
of d fferentiation of functions? -
- c., 1Is ere’ a proper regional distri ution of
. " _ pryposed programs? . -
¥ / : e there apparent unmet needs for programs in J
;oo any field? ' L
* ) 8 process sﬁould fesult in: the identification of
/- . issues and problem ateas appropriate, for ‘considera-

o : - * tilon by the Intersegmen:al_douncil on Academfc Plans

/?ﬂ. - “.»  and Progranms, . — \

. '-'I ) \ . ] ¢ _ . ,131
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'///’/' Step 3¢ The Intersegmental- Councll—-consisting of repre-

sengatives from the office jof. the President of
the University of California, the office of the

the office of the Chancelldr of the California
Community Colleges, and of [representatives des- -~
ignated by the Association pf Independent ./
California Colleges and Uniyersities, the s
Californfa Advisory Councillon Vocational Eduoation
and Technical Training, the |Council for Private
Postsecondary Education, the Department of Education
and the Commission staff--will assist in the resolu-
tion of vonflicts among the dcademic master plans
-of, the various segments. -They will also advise the
Commission staff in its préparation of a five-year
pldn for the State by assisting <in the definition -
of terms, In the development of a format, and in
other matters re1ating to program planning and
review. . %

The acadenic and occupational programs plan will
- stitute one sectién of the annual five~year '

A state plan prepared by ‘the Commission staff. As
v the planning process iz refined, an effont wiil be *
made to Integrate academic plans and programs with
other sections of the plan. Conflicts in academic
or occupational programs that the Intersegmental
Council could not resolve will be preSented to the
Commission for its review and considerafion. .

plan prepared by the:staff.,” After discussion. and
amendment,- the Commission may adopt the plah and .
- gubmit Lt.to the Legislature as a gulde {n its-
- " deliberat .
Step 6: . The segments may decide to modify their five-year
plans in accordance with the state plan adopted
by the Commission.

Commission's Role in the ‘Review of New Proéram‘?foposals

1. By considering programa two to five years prior to their
intended implementation! date, Commission staff will diminish
the need to subjeéct each program proposal to intensive -
review, The,staff will nevertheless request, as information

° coples, proposals for all programs approved by the segments -

and will reserve the right %o comment.on any proposal sub-
mitted. If the staff has not commentdd on a given proposal
within 30 days after it is received, concurtence with the
segmental action on the proposal is to be aagumed.

it

L

, . | . X
iyep.Sz The Commission, of course, may choose tQ amend the .--*

¥, 1
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2. - Any program. not appearing om a segmental master Plan for
two years prior to its intended imple q&a n date will
be reviewed by Commission-staff in accordance with the

" requirements in AB 770 and criteria similar to those
_currently in effect. )

' L
3. All proposdls for programs to be initiated in the fall
. term, which are subject.to review by Commission staff,
should .be gubmitted to the Commission before March 15.
Ingofar as possible, all information proposals should be

]

forwarded prior‘to this date as well.‘
oot

- Is

LTS

4, Proposals foruprograms scheduled for implementation in

. the fall term of 1975 will be submitted to the Commission
for review amd comment according to .procedures now being
followed. * .
Staff Relationships - R A £
|'.‘.‘ . * ) - 1
o R P General / : ' .

_A. In addition to the meetings.of the Intersegmental Program
Review Council, informal discussions between the*Commission.
staff and the regpective segmental staffs will go forward on
i any issue of inteérest to any party. Issues which emerge in the
‘ . . eotirse of thesé iscussions will, whenever possible, be
= L. resolved by the/respective staffs,

. ’ The/ataffs 11 review mutually Commission staff findings
. ' d concluygions concerning academic programs in advance' of the
ubmissigh of a report on the subject to the: ‘Commis$ion., The
staffs of the, segments shall make available to the Commission
* staff such informat on as may be required.
o
) _ Further, as the oécasion demands, the Commission staff and the
., staffs of the segments will confer in the course of the‘gevelop-
' . - - ment of academic or occupational programs.

. O M

B. Between meetinﬁs of the Entersegmental Program Review Council,

the staff of the Commiskion may: \%- N

\

. " pfggrams; o 3\

-

r ot \

"

. ' two or motre Segmenis;

»

productive, “and -

N L]

§

F=7

1.{-
|

{~

3.  Suggest to. segmental staff suchh:;;cussions as migﬁt be \

»

Y

1833 i,

2. Suggest, where appropriate, cooperatibe|programs inVolGing

N\
\uu




II‘

III.

Ly

Identify and comment on unmet needs in postsecondary

z‘o
Programs and services. T

»

Agreements between seémental and Commission etaffs are to be
reached through the Intersegmental Council oft the following

‘details: . e—
\

!
A. Schedules and procedurea for .reviewlng existing programs. .

s

B. Development of p;ocedures for evaluating‘khe pr gram reJ&ew

. process. e .
. Y /

Compission Actions:
Any dction or decision.-resulting from procedures described

in this documemt may bge appealed to the full Commission by
any of the parties represented on the Intersegmental Counecil,’

e /

-

A‘

L .

e
. s




. 4 . H .
1 ’ )
\* - N

- “ ¢ L .

. |

' g i d
.x\?k';,g;,}_ﬂ
- N ‘| .
: APPENDIX 6
THE COMMISSION'S ROLE [N THE REVIEW OF PROPOSALS
-FOR NEW CAMPUSES AND OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS-- _
’ . GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES ) ' /
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Y e

goase e T '
In August 1974, the Chairman*of the Califgqrnia Postsecondary Education
Commission appointed an Ad Hoé Committee to Develop Policies Relating teo
) ‘the Approval of New Campuses and Institutions. The Committee was edtab-
Y 1 lished ;in response to legislation that requires the Commission to.advise
\: " the Leéislqpure nd the Governor on the need for .and location of new

institutiens,

ampuses, and off-campus centers of public higher education.

+ The fgllowjfig Commissioners were appointed to the Committee: Herbert

an H. King, James W. Dent, William A. Wilson.and John E. Canaday.

] . Wilson replaced Mr. Canaday in January. Mrs. Elizabeth M, Deedy,
althéugh net a member of the Committee, attended meost of the meetings and

. vided valuable counsel. "

The Committee met ten times to consider its charge, in the course of

‘ which it received advice from representatives of the following groups:

Califoriia Assdciation for Private Education
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities .
University of California . :
California State University and Colleges .
Los Angeles City Unified School District, Division of Career

and Cont¥#nuing Educatli . ' »
California Commupity Colleges .
Los Angeles Community College District .
Los Rios Junior College District "L
San Diego Community College District T

The Committee's goals have been (1) to dévelop guidelines and procedures
for Commission review of proposals for new campuses and off~campus centers
that will clearly identify all proposals that should be brought to the
attention of the Commission, .-and (2) to insure that the Commission will
be invelved at an early stage in the development of these proposals. The
- Committee bélieves that the guidelines and procedures presenteg in this
repert, in combinatioh with the procedures developed for Commiss ion review
of academic plang and programs, will accomplish{these goals. I% however, '
experience indicates they do not, the procedure§ will be modified.
The guidelines and procedures were developed undeL tle assumption that
all propesals for new campuses and off-campus centerg, regardless of the
source of funding, will be submitted for Commission, review.® Ihis will
enable the Commission to provide advice te the Legislafure and Governor
. regarding the need for and location of new institutions and: campuses of
"public higher education as specified in the legislation e9tab1§shing
- the Comnission. The ' Committee wighes to emphasize, however, that the PR
Commission will be providing advice only and not a reco ndatién on \
those propesals by Community College d tricts which in lve soﬂely

local fundifig.. . I///
r L ! /
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The Committee is aware that certain extension activities of the Univer—
gity of California and the California State University aund Colleges are
not fully covered by the proposed review procedures., Hawever, the Com—

jmission has indicated that the area of continuing education is of high

priority for future Commission study. The Committee hopes that such a
study will suggest a remedy for this situation.

nl
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I. Introduction

b

L L

- A . .

THE COMMISSION'S ROLE IN THE REVIEW 0F PROPOSALS FOR NEH CAHPUSES AND
OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS--GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES , - .

L4 ©

. The legislatidn establishing the California ant#econdary Education

Commission specifically directs the Commission to review proposals for

new campuses and off-campus centers of public postsecondary education

and to advise the Legislature and Governor on the need for and location

of these new campuses and centers. Further, the legislature has stated
that it will not authorize funds for the acquisition of sites or for the
construction of new campuses and off-campus centers by the public segments
without the recommendation- of the Commission. = -

The guidelines and procedures presented below provide for the orderly
development of proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers, and

for timely involvement by the Commission--an involvement that will lead

to sound advice and recommendations to the Legislature and Governor. -
Although the guidelines gnd procedures arefdiregted to public post-
secondary education, the Commission invites and engcourages the indepen-
dent colleges and universities and the privatey vocational schoofs to
submit their proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers to the .
Commission for review, thus facilitating the statewide planning -
activities of the (ormmission. )

II. Assumptions Basic to Ehe Development of Guidelines and Procedures
for Copmission Review of Proposals for New Campuses and Off-Campus
Centers \ .

Tﬁe following assum;tions are considered to be central to the development
of a procedure for Commission review of proposals for new, campuses and
off-campus centers. . .

The University of California_and the. California State
University and Colleges will continue to admit every

ei101ible Lndergraduate applieant, althQugn che
applicant may be subject to redzrectzon from the campus

of fzrst choice.

K

The Unlversity of California plans and éeVElops its R
sampuses on the pasis of statewide needs.

The California State University and Colleges plans and
develops its campuses on the basis of statewide needs

-and special regional considerations. = .
L4 \
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Planned enrollment capacities will be established for
and observed by all campuses of public postsecondary .
education. These capacities will be determined on the .
basis of statewide and institutional economies, campus
environment, limitations on campus Size, program and -
_ student mix, and interhal organization. Planned .o
. capacities will be pstablished by the governing boards
© of Gomuunity College districts, (and reviewed by the ’ : /
Board of»Governors of the California Communltg CollegeS),
the Board of Trustees of the State University . and
Collegés, and the Board of Regents of the University
« of California. These capacities will be subject to
Commission review-and recommendations.

The Commission will render its advicé on all proposals
for new campuses and off-campus centers regardless of
the source of funding. .

III. Proposals Subject to Commission Review
L .. * NEW CAMPUSES

The Commission will review preposals for all new campuses (or ‘branches)
of the University of California, the California State University and
Colleges, and the Californis Community COll&g&Sx

T NEH OFF~CAMPUS CENTERS

University of California and

California State University and Golleges .

The Commission i3 concerned with off~campus educational operations
established and administered by a campus of the segment, the central
administration of the segment, or by a consortium of colleges and/or
universities sponsored wholly or in part by either of the above.
Operations that.are to be reported to the Commigsion for review are
those which will proyvide instruction in programs leading to degrees at
@ single locatien or will involve 2 substantfal enrollment at a single

or lease. Those that. will not require such funding will be reported to
the Commission primarilY’iQr inventory purposes, but may be considered
for review.

California Community Colleges .

The Commission is concerned with off-campus operations established and
administered by an existing Community College, a2 Community College
district, or by a consortium of colleges and/or universities sponsored
Mholly or in part by either of the gbove., Operations to be reported to
the Commission for review are those planned for more than three years
at a given location, and which (1) will offer courses in several .
certificate and/or degree programs, and/of (2) will have & head count

L) G”A




enrollment of more than 500, and (3) will require funding for construc~
tion, acquisition, or lease. Those that will not require fundiog for
construction, acquisition, or lease will be reported to the Commission
for inventory and consideration for -review. ) :
: C

Consortium

When a consortium involves more than one public segment, ope of thede
f segments will asgsume primary responsibility for presenting the proposal
to the Commission for review. e -

N »

IV. Criteria For Reviewing Proposails
—~

The following criteria will be used by the Commission and its staff to
evaluate proposals for new campuses and off-campus centers gubmitted by
the segments. A proposal submitted to the Commlission for review should
meet as many of the criteria as possible.

¢

CRITERIA FOR REVIEWIHG NEW CAMPUSES

Enrollment projections should be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the campus. ' .

Alternatives to establishing a campus should be considered.

Other segments, institutions, and the comnunity in which the campus
is to be located should be cousulted during the planning process for
the new campus.

1

The proposed campus should be located to serve the maximum number
of persone in the most effective manner.

Statewide enrollment projected for the University of California
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing University

campuses,

—

Projected statewide enrollment demand on the California State
University and Colleges should exceed the planned enrollment
capacity of existing State University and Colleges unless there

- are compelling regional needs.

Projected enrcllment demand on a Community College district should
axceed the planned enrollment capacity of existing district
campuses.-

The establishmeant of a new University of California or Caiifornia )
State University and Colleges campus ghould take into consideration
existing and projected enrollments in surrounding institutions.

[ -
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10.

11.

12,

=
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The establishment of a new Commmmify.College campus should not reduce
existing and projected enroliments in adjacent Community Colleges

to a level that would damage thelr economy of operation, or create °
excess enrollment capacity, at these imnstitutions, or lead to an *L
unnecessary duplication of programs. S

Enroliments projected for Community College campuses ghould be
within a reasonable commuting time of the campus, and should exceed
the minimum gize for a Community College district established by
legislation (1,000 units of average dally attendance two years after
opening).

Programs proposed for a new Community College campus should be
designed to meet demonstrated needs of the community.

The campus should facllitate access for the economically, educa-
tionally, and socially disadvantaged.

CRITERTA FOR REVIEWING NEW OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS

-

- Programs to be offered at tﬁe proposed center should be designed

to meet demonstrated needs of the community im which the off-campus
center is to be located. \

The off-campus center should not lead to an unnecessary duplication
of programs.

Enroliments projected for the off-campus center should be sufficient
to justify its establishment and be within a2 reasonable commuting
time.

Tﬁe establishment of Universiéy and State“University and Colleges
off-campus centers should take Into consideration existing and
projected enroliments in adjacent institutions.

The establishment of a Community College off-campus center ghould
not reduce e

Colleges to a level that would damage their economy.of qperation,
or create excess enroliment capacity, at these institutions.

. Alternatives to establighing an off-campus center should be
' considered with respect to cost and benefit.

Other segments-and adjacent ingtitutions should be consulted
during the planning process of the off-campus center. -

The proposed off-campus center should be located to serve the maximum
number .0f persons In the most effective manner.

1 6-6 : C
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Hﬁ?"’;" ¥. Schedule fior Proposing New mas and Off-Campus Centers

——

The basic intent of the time schedule for proposing new campuses and
off-campus centers as outlined below is to involve Commission® staff
early in the planning process, and to make certain that elements needed
for Commission review are developed within the needs study described

+ later in this document.

1Y

.

0

., The schedules suggested below are dependent upon the date in which

funding for the new campus or Sff-campus center is included in the

Governor's budget and subsequently approved by the Legislature. Prior

to the date of funding, it appears reasonable that certain events must

~ occur, such as: a needs study to be authoriZed and conducted with

notification to the Commission, district and/or system approval of the

proposed campus or off-campus center, Commission review and recommenda-

tion, budget preparation by segmental staff, segmental approval of .

budget, Department of Finance review for inclusion in the.Governor's .
. Budget, consideration by the Legislature, and the Governor's signing of

_the budget bill. .

Specific schedules are suggested below for each segment, based upon
State funding for the operation.. As noted previously, however, the
Commission will review proposale for new campuses and off-campus .
centers regardless of the source of fundings This may require revision
of the suggested scheduless Therefore, the specific timetables outlined
below should be condidered, as’ guldelines for the development of proposals
and not deadlines. However, timely Commission notification of, and
participation in the needs study, is important, and will be a factor
considered in the Commission's review of proposalse.

r®
3

~ SCHEDULE FOR NEW CAMPUSES .

University of California and
California State University and Colleges

1, Needs study authorized by Regents of the University or by the
Trusteesof the State Yniversity and- Colleges; andCommisston
notifted (30 months before funding). ’ .

i

2, Needs study conduct;ﬁ by segmental staff with appropfiate
participation by Commission staff (29-19 months before funding).

3. Regents or'Trustees approve new campus (18 months before funding).

L Approval review by California Postsecondary Education '
Commission” (17~15 months before funding). f s

I v

Budget pteparé@ion by segmental staff (14-11 months before funding).

Y approval by Regents or Trustees (10 months before funding).

. 4

G~7
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7. Review by Department of Pinance (9-7 months before funding) . . ‘
8. Consideration by Legislature (6-0 months before.funding). - "ﬁ;'
9, Funding o
: ) §

California Commupity Colleges

1. Needs study authorized jry’ local board and Board of Governérs
~ and Commission notifigfd (36 months before funding).

2, Needs study conducted by district staff with appropriate : .
participation by Board of Governors and Commission staff
(35-25 months before funding). ~

3. Local board approves campus (24 mthhs heforE iunging). -

. N
4, Approval review by Board of Governodg (23-22 months before funding).

5. Approval review by California Postsecon Education
Commission (21-20 months before funding)

4

a ) 6. Budget preparation by Board of GOVernors' staff and Department
of Finance review (19-7 months before fimdin
. 7. Considerzation by Legislature (6~0 months befqre funding). \

SCHEDULE FOR NEW OFF-CAMPUS CﬂNTERS

University of California and ‘
, California State University and Colleges

-

1, Needs study authorized by the segment and Cotmission motified
K (24 months before funding).

2, Needs study conducted by segmental =3 f with approprigte
participation by Commission staff (23-15 months before funding).

3. Regents or Trustees approve new off—campus center (14 months
before funding). t

) 4. Review by California Postsecondary Education Commission

S (13-12 months before funding). < .
"ﬁ;: 5. Budget preparation by segmental staff (12-10 months .
AT before funding) .




8. Funding = - ‘ .

' .
California Community-Colleges

.factors. * - A

6. Review by Department of Fihanc[ (9-6 .months before funding).

7. Consideration by Legislature (6-0 months before funding) .

o

1. Needs study authorized by local board and Board of Governors
and Commission‘notified (32 months before funding)

2, Needs study conducted by .district staff with appropriate
participation by Board of Governors and Commission staff j
(31-25 months before funding). ‘

3. Local board approves off-campus ¢enter (24 months hefore'fundingj.
4. Approval review by Board of Governors (23-22 montha before funding).

[ F)
5. Approval review by California Postsecongary Education -
. Commission (21-20_months before fiunding

o
El

6. ]Budget preparation by Boatd of Governore and D of )
Finance review (19-7 months before funding) g -

7. Consideration by Legislature (6-0 months before funding)

wl

Vi. Content of Needs Study for New Campuses and 0ff-Campus Centers

) . ' -
As indicated in Sectiomn V of this document, a needs study will accompany
propbsals for new campuses an‘ of f=campus centers. This study will be .
the primary source of information for Commission staff review of such
proposals. The time heeded to tomplete.such a study will depend upon
the size of the proposed operation, the number of staff assigned to
such a-study; and a .number of -oth®r factors. ¥Fyough time ghpuld be
allowed for the completion of the needs study, however, so tgat ~
Commission staff's review and ‘recommendation may be submitted to the
Commission for its consideration in a timely fashion.

"

The needs study should include, but not be lﬁmited to the following -

1. Enrollment piojectiona for each of the first ten years of
. operation, and for the fifteentH and twentieth years, should ,
be provided for a proposed campus, and for each of the existing
. campuses In the district or system. Ten year projections: .
should be provided for a proposed off-campus center. Department
of Finance enrollment projections must be included in any needs.

study. Any other projections shopld be fully documented. .




2. ti’tThe currently planned enrollment capacities of existing campusesv

) within the district or system should-be indicated. - ; . )
3. The study should describe and justify the programs projected < _.‘ J
for the new campus or ofi—campus center.. e s
4, An examination of the effects of establishing the proposed ' . ‘ .’

campus or off-campus center on existing institutions in the area
should be provided with respect to enrollments, operating costs, !
and facilities. - . p
. \ v . I3 ! . . . ’
) 5. A discussiom as to how other segments, institutions, and the S g
_community were consulted during the planning process for the ‘

new campus or off-campus center should be included. . - ' .
A E 7 '
6. Characteristics (physical, social, demographic, etc.) of the
location proposed for the new campus or off—éaqpus center should
Ee included. ) . )
7. A cost benefit analysis of alternatives to egthblishing:a new ' )
. campus or off-campus/center should be conducted, oo - T
P Analysis should include a discusslon of at least the following
' *, altérnatives: oL ..
f . . ' ,{ ’ . I
a. Establishment dé an off-eampus center or centers as an
’ alternative to/a new campus. . S "
b. Use.of educational television, computer-assisted instruc- -
tion, 'store front" operations, etc., as an alternative
¢ . to a new campus .or off-campus center. o
c. Expansion-of;existing campusega Lo ‘kjyﬁ .
" . " d. Year=-round eperatibni o :;“, L ® . ,ﬁ’ A 0"
T 7T 7 a7 Tncreased utilization of existing facilities. . - . 5
; L ey L . - . T F
* - 0 4'

. A ki

Y 1" '
r I“ . -
‘ 4 LY 4 ~
_ . L S (1) . K. . "
¢ ABIISI—404  12.75 1360 LDA - T . s ‘ . .
v r . . .‘ . - Iy ‘:

fe— - e L. i R e L L NI, R




