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Program Rev1ew, Plan1ng, and Budget1ng I

.
. a

Substant1ve Change and Procedura1 Stab111ty
"'r\'.%.\\ The Ca11forn1a Context ’

1 RECOMMENDATIONS :
1 The: Comm1ss1on and,the Segmenta1 Centra1 Offqees
_ ) Shou1d Base Review of New and Existing Programs .
. . on State and Segmenta1 Program P1anst o
/5 20 A1 segments Should Continue Carrent Efforts To
SO " Develop-Operational Program P1ans and Inst1tut1ona1
e Missions For Use In Rev1ew1ng Inst1tut1ona1 Program
voooo T Whans. c ;e |

Program.Plans’ Into a State  Program Plam That.Incor-
porates. Existing Progqams and ProJects New Programs
~For .4 Two To F1ve Year Per1od ..o

N ; AZ'The Comm1ss1on, In Rev1eu of New Programs Shou]df_r
‘ *Sh1ft Emphasis From DetaJ1ed Ind1v1dua1'Proposa1s

Segmenta1 Program P1ans

o Proposa]s 0n1y InLExeept1ona1 S1tuat1ons ‘*, i
- ‘6.,The Segmenta1 Cenf?a] 0ff1ces Shou]d ant1nue Io ‘.

~:-"7,Q' ‘Institutional) Planning. and Rev1ew Processes

ginghe ComnTss1on, In Cooparat1on W1th the SegmentaT
.- Central Officés, "Should Develop Procedures For

5. The Comm1ss1on Shou]d Rev1ew Detailed New Program o

e

. 3,-The Comm1ss1on Shou]d Annua]]y Lntegrate Segmenta1 |
To Summary Projections of . Programs Than Appear In = .

- .. Deyelop and Improve Procedures For Segmental Review .
) x1st1ng~3rograms, and ‘Shquld Support Energ1ng;, o
al e

._Ident1fy1 and Reviewing Existing Programs That . =

Present Ma oﬂ Stat§§1dé and- Intersegmenta1 Issuesﬁ;_;',J 768 -
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8. In Cooperation W1th the Cbmm1$s1on, Each Segnent
Should Deve]op Procedures Far, and Conduct, Annual
Reviews ‘of a Smal) Number of: Programs New1y Estab-
11shed w1th1n the Pr1or Three To F1ve Yearsa ° =?,

'QJ"The Leg1slature Shou1d E11m1nate the, D1rect Re}at1on-."

ship Between Prior Community Co11ege Central ,0ffice _
- Approval: of Detailed. Course and Program Proposa1s
and State Fund1ng ' _
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‘ Nhat 1s statew1de program re new7‘ To whom is’ 1t 1mportant? How .

' does 1t'oberate Tn Ca11forn1a How can it be made mé¥e reizonsiVe

'_to quest1ons of qua11ty and accountab111ty?* These questio
‘sanswered in the three parts of this report based : ona,/s1x month*

are

" “study and eva1uat1on of statew1d€ program review procedures 1n'

-Ca11forn1a Ne focus attent1on on the roges, respons1b111t1es,

LS

" mission ("Comm1ss1on Y, (2) the Ca11forn1a,eommunqty CoTTeges,

7

. s N ,9 A S : &c .
L0 Im Part'Itgue de?ine program review in the'¢onteXtao<fits'

(3) the. Ca11fornaa State U1vers1ty and- CoTTeges, and (4) the.

’:'Un1ver51ty of Ca11forn1a The study was funded by the Comm1ss1on,v”
"vand this report is addressed to. it, Our f1nd1ngs are as cr1t1qa1
/]of Comn1ss1on staff activity. -- perhaps more cr1t1ca1 -- than',.
. of the other organ1;at%ons The recommendat1ons are. our own 7

e , R R

The report ha's three parts

critical re1at1onsh1ps to«academ1c p1ann1ng, exam1ne cur-*i

,rent 11terature and the exper1ence in’ “other states, note .

chang1ng soc1a1 cond1t1ons,‘and describe the govern1ng and
-,coord1nat1ng mechan1sms in Ca11forn1a,“ o T

€ . 4

.‘o, In Part . II we present n1ne recommendat1ons for strength- .

.'en1ng state and segmentaT p}ann1ng, for simplifying the
review of new programs, and for " 1ncreas1ng acpountab111ty*

I'F' ) . . a?

- for educat1ona1 obJect1ves o _ \ o

- ‘and act1v1t1es of: the adm1n1strat1ve ‘central- off1ces of four .or- R
a 93h12at10ns (1) the. Ca11forn1a Postsecondary Educat1on ‘Com-= -

e

s
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' ;o. In Part III ‘we emphas1ze the 1nteract1on of the recommenda- '

A t1on§ and the1r dependence on ins 1tut1ona1 program pIann1ng
EEE T _and program review. . . Lo o Lo

{

i
Je s

Th1s report had 1ts genes1s 1n our ear11er reports/on the response 2
of. ten aL1fornfa«pub11c cp]]eg€ and un1vers1ty campuses to enroII- ‘”'

v ' ment an§ financial stress (Bowen and GIenny, 1980 GIenny and
K; _VBowen;rIQBO) In. these reports we . urged that 1nd1v1dua1 campuses :"‘ ,
. - /estainsh 1gorbu§,and/cont1nu1ng procedures for reIat1ng program ~4"JZ;'Q“’
' ' offer1ngs o] enrol]ments, facuIty staff:ng, and f1nanc1a1 support

5i-.f71f‘ We noted’ hat “gtateﬁand segmemtaI po]1c1es are the context in. 'y
.. which- 1nst tut1ona1 freedom to respond. to’ ‘stress is found and
"ng and program revieWw procedureé“must operate '
(Bowen aﬁd GIenny, 1980 p. 55) Obvious quest1ons are 1mp11ed* oL )
what are the state and: segmentaI poI1c1es that prov1de the context '"'.-\'\ .
. for 1nst1tut1ona1 response to stress? -Can these po11c1es and _ \' S
'xthe prpcedures der1ved from them a}dress and. reso]ue 1$sue—\bf B

- statew1de concern that w111§ar1se in the com1ng ‘era of enko]]ment

L and financial. §tress? - ’/} ///,// A
AL ' Ve, M ‘_', .

L
, We have exam1ned state- and segmentaI
poI1c1es and procequres,¢an exam1nat1on that has_ necessar11y

5

d1ffered c0ns1derab1y from our ear11er‘axam'nat1on of;1nst1tut1ona]

ones.” As. d1verse Aas Ca11forn1a s more than 1 0 pub11c coIIeges A
'Q¢‘ and un1vers1t1es are as educatTonaI 1nst1tut1ons thglr adm1n1strat1ve
procedures for pIann1ng and budget1ng an shaped by many cOmmon

o constra1nts " Students must- be reg1stered taught and fed;
s facu]ty must be recruited, promoted “/and pavdk\\eiasses must be'_”A
o s scheduled- to br1nggfacu1ty and sfudents together,v budgets mdst - .f o~

be dEVeIOped defended and adm1n1stered bu11d1ngs ‘and grounds e

»

_ must be ma1nta1ned park1ng pIace! must be found for everyone .
. At the campus IeveI the opgiens: ava1Iah1e to adm1n1strator$‘ T

LN X . ',7.




5".for address1ng these operat1¢na1 1ssues are. 11m1ted by rea1 stud-

ents, rea1 facu]ty, and’ the t1m1ng and sequence:- .of real classes ;': %fe
Ll ﬂand programs. ‘This rea11ty»not on1y allowed the r1sk of genera]- : BRI
h'*f:fff' 1zat1on amohg. the campuses, districts; and“colleges but also ) ' h";;_
B *gfl” ¥ owed éons1derat1on of a broad range of activities --.e.g-, i . 3< :;

‘gjacadem1c p1ann1ng, personne1 management budgét1ng: enro]]ment '{}.

” progect1ons program review, fac111t1es management, etc In sharp
contrast rea11ty 1s 1ess 1ntru31ve and demandlng at the state :

s and segmenta] 1eve1s ';. ""t,f;j v 5

N -

_(The segmgpta1 centra] off1ces and’the Comm1ss1on must, oqﬂpourse,
‘deaT ,with rea1 studentsr facu]ty, and’ programs also, but the "
breadth and nature of . the1r respons1b111t1es requ1re 1ssues tq

R .‘ be cons1dered in- aggregat1on across many 1nst1tut1on5\ Academ1c.

¢

R pTann1ng, program rev1ew, budget1ng, personhe], and the whoie L
T range of' govern1ng«and coord1nat1ng act1v1t1es at state and seg- R

menta]gleVeT vary far more among the four state and segmenta1 N "/~?gf_‘
» '9vorgan1zat1ons than dd the 1nst1tut1ona1 counterparts of these " L
s acttyfties among the 1nst1tut1ons. : _f I S L

e ; 0 The segments are three very 1arge h1gh1y complex organ- .

S 1zat1ons ‘each of wh1ch d1ffers from the other two and from

Qithe Comm1ss1on in qrgan1zat1on ‘mission, and 1ega1 author:

'{ ity. .Edch. of the three segmenthpas a un1que h1story that”.

‘ - has shaped its’ re1at1onshvps with, the 1nst1tut1ons for which

FL <ﬂ \_' | t‘1t.qs respons]b1e. We u}}]/exp1ore%Fhese differences at
+ °  greater 1ength';n Eart I. o

. : ‘ : '.) - },* St S _.,%'_- :
-ou.State and segmenta] staff organ1zat1on for- p]ann1ng, program
. reV1ew, and. budget1ng ref]ects not. on]y substant1ve d1ffer-
ences 1n size and m1ss1on but in management sﬂy]e as we]]

o

Relative freedom from 1mmed1ate operatfonalvconstra1nts
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- impose severe 11m1tat1ons on 1nvest1gat1on Descr1pt1on anal- ‘~%

3
H

e

4

é lu-w « ; ' T K
f ' .

. ‘ B 4
.'perm1ts staff to be a11gned and rea11gned in each centra1

1off1ce to ref1ect chang1ng po11cy emphases and 1nterests, o

.1
>

The enormous var1at1ons in the organ1zat1on of Comm1ss1on staff )
Y

and the segmenta1 centra1 off1ces are to be expected Bt the R

great var1at1ons, however necessary and des1rab1e they - ‘may’ be,

ysis, and eva1uat1on of aca52m1c planning, program review, budget-

1ng, and other major state and segmenta1 funcb1ons would requ1re =

a new Master P%an 1nVest1gat1on But maJor state and segmenta1
po11c1es can be ref1ected in exam1nat1on qf program,rev1ew, for, -

as. we show'1n Part I program rev1ew is a w1ndow from wH1ch one .

not onﬁ; can, bqt must Jview both academ1c p1ann1ngxand budget-
1ng Th1chonc1us1on dr n from our 1980 research (Bowen ahd
GTenny, G1enny and: ngen) led d1rect1y to thi's eva1uat1on of -
‘program Teview procedurps ’n' o

e .
1 . B
- b

ﬁh1s progect began in 1ate September 1980. vwe then squght the .
—

”h; adv1ce of. segmenta1 and Commissioncstaff on study gu1de11nes and .

"»obJect1ves From each- organ1zat1on we requested and received-

'ua descr1pt1on of current program review’ procedures that we re-

°v1sed for br1ef 1nc1us1on in th1s report“(Append1ees A through

D). . F1e1d 1nterv1ew§ were condUcted 1n Sacramento,.Berke]ey, o

' and Long Beach and we’ attended two meet1ngs of the Interseg-
: ,menta1 Program éey1ew Counc11 (IPRC),‘an adv1sory group to the ,4

Comm1s$hon Durqng the course of - the progect, we obta1ned both
41nformat1on and adv1ce from know1edgea51e persons Jn o;hep—states U

Vo - 4-," . oA e

T \ b
In January 1981 we c1rcu1ated summar1es of majdr assumpt1ons

“and tentat1ve recommendat1ons for review and ZrJt1c1sm to Com-"

‘ m1ssgon and . segmenta1 staff and to some -two dozen other rev1ewers o
(See’ Append1§;E) '-The final recommendat1ons~were deve1oped "_ -
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/ \dumpg February and’ March 19§1 ‘Time proh1b1tecﬁ’15tr1but1on o
_' - of the fina]‘*recommendatwns for add1t1ona1 comn%t - those~ '\
' Ynteres ed in them R .'[" B ‘
¥h1s study,wou}'d not have been poss1b1e w1thout the actwe coop-
- Treration of segmenta] and Commission off1cers ad staff. We partm-
', n.\aularly thank Erﬁ'est Berg, Carlton BoveH Norman Chaﬂ,es,and
' Anthony” MOye for their time, adv1ce, ‘patience, anﬁgcandbr ) We

obta1ned va ' b1e~1nfor=mat1on and insights from tfiose who made i

- - time in theif
PR \.atwns 0 ers contmbuted by sh~ar1ng our uncertg;nhes mth
ué in. facu ty anﬁ adm1n1strat1ve meet1ngs and. sem1nars None o

. of thosé who. assisted us /wﬂe %ith a1l of the recommendations; * -
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B At the r1sk of be1ng bdth ted1ous and over]y d1da§t:c; we must e
beg1n by def1n1ng our subJect and placing 1t in tﬁe chang1ng con-.‘
o “text of state and segmentaJ governance and coord]nat1on In the.
; g -firgt section below, we suggest that program rew1ew must be- de€1ned
. in terms of its re1at1onsths to. academ1c p]ann1ng and’ budget1ng
In the Qecond we exp1ore the reasons for the grow1ng importance o
\of program rev1ew The third- sect1on prov1des the operat1ona1
J'context in Ca11forn1a w1thin wh1ch program rev1ew takes p1ace
M . ‘ _ A

- . . L e . '. . v B <
¥ c,

1. Prog-ram Re\-/:iew., v'P1-anning:;;}'\d. Bu’déﬁtig '

e ‘ e
.Rev1ew and’ eva1uat1on of 1nstruct1ona1 programs pervade academ1c

'11fe. Adm1n1strators and facu1t1es at all coW]eges and un1vers1-.‘
t1es in the Un1ted States spend time co11ect1ng*and ana1yz1ng f

' information about 1nstruct1on --~aboU$ what ds taught to whom, _

. who teaches 1t and how much 1t costs. 25"Program review" encom--. ;

~ passes’ such a w1de d1vers1ty of act1v1ty that the term must be

more clear]y def1ned before’ana1ys1s 1s attempted.
SeT] (1980) suggests that there are four comoonents in- program |
‘ reviewc.'(l) purposes, (2) organ1zat1ona1 levels, (3) m1x of par- .

: ;r"ticipants ‘and (4) organ1zat1ona1 context - AN four are 1mpor-

tant for our eva1uat1on0‘AIn genera] we emphas1ze the f1rst two --

' purposes and 1eve1s of org n1zat1on -- to define the 11m1ts and_
objectives: of the study The second two -- part1c1pants and organ-f"
Yizational context -- are used ma1n1y for ana1ys1s and d1scuss1on |

.of California’ s program ‘review procedures in the th1rd sect1on

%

,be]ow ' . K -

ER
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l"n-v_‘F1gure 1 d1agrams the three maaor organ1zat1ona1 1eve1s of pro- oo
“gram review in California agaifist, three primary. uses'or Purposes.
The f1gure is 1ntended to emphasize: . : ,,m‘. & o

.%.

0 The pr1macy of the - ‘purpose of program 1mprovement and qua1-~

ity at the 1nst1tut1ona1 1eve1 (the 1ower 1eft of, Fﬂgure 1)
Sy : ' e ST : T e
o The’ common purposes of p1ann1ng and program d1str1but1on .
. ' - at the state and segmenta] 1eve1s (the upper r1ght of Fig- - .
AT o ure 1’ . .
. : . - ' . ’ ) ]
. \f - “ v . . - ‘_ . - . . .

L Qua]ity:-The.Primacy'of5Institutiona1 Program-Revfew

¢ : . - .'."- " T o
We* speak of the "pr1macy" of 1nst1tut1ona1 program review to as-
ure qua11ty because 1nd1v1dua1 professors and teachers make the = »~
.,.most critical dec1s1ons -about 1nstruct1on in the classrooms, shops,
5‘\hf*f7,,and 1aborator1es ' Ind1v1dua1 1nstructors moedify course content

based.on- the1r percept1ons of ‘changes ‘in the state of knowledge o J:'
“and in the needs of soc1etyvand-of their students In departments \cé;P
¥

~or d1v1s1ons, 1nstructors respons1b1e for programs free]y mod1fy

€ ,
' .courses, ‘course content array of courses, and program require-
VL ments based on the1r co11ect1ve Judgment '
._,.. ) '_,’ . o ; . »

°

- The 1nd1v1dua1 and co11ect1ve dec1s1ons w1th1n co11eges, d1str1cts, ) "“,’f
’-_'and campuses are substant1ve and often far reach1ng ., For most o
‘ "programs, these Tocal rev1ews, eva1uat1ons, and resu1t1ng decisions
"prov1de the: pr1mary assurance of 1nstruct1ona1 qua11ty -- of the °
va1ue of h1gher educat1on to students and ‘to soc1ety “Local pro-..'
pgram rev1ew is h1gh1y d1saggregated h1gh1y persona], often 1nfor- -
\"..:'ma1, and usua11y conf1dent1a1 It is, moreover, ‘the source of -
"_most’naJor changes in higher educat1on Such’ changes are only.
:rev1ewed, 1f at a11, after the fact. M§30r mod1f1cat1ons of this

.type are part1cu1ar1y chagacter1st1c of mature 1n§t1tut1ons such .as

by
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' most of those in Ca11forn1a An ex1st1ng course is mod1f1ed to _
accommodate a recent techno]og1ca1 advance, -5 new course is added"{. i

S as the subJect«matter is expanded . courses in. other programs :
Lo are found re]evant to-the exoanded subJect matter and the new
: techno]ogy  The’ new aggregat1on of courses and their sequence ‘

. % _.

Y

e rev1ew of 1nd1v1dua1, new program proposa1s for whgch most of

Sy

N f

XY

. .'~"

' .' ‘lzat1ona1 and substant1ve contexts of 1nstruct1on fl(l) 1nstruct1on

E r,_

"Invan ear11er repon& (Bowen
- st1tut1ona1 program rev1ew be re1ated to and 1ntegrat

ion those of another department;: “and (3)~f1n1te 1nst1tut1ona1 re-x
~sources must be' aL]ocated 1nterna11y Forma]]y‘or 1nforma11y, "

have substance and rea11ty t6’1nstructors and students, but un- =
1ess the 1nst1tut1on wants to have the aggregatﬂon and sequence f
forma]]y recogn1zed by a new degree or cert1f1cate, ne1ther state
agency nor segmental program rev1ew proeedures w111 reach what

t1on -wC011ect1ve1y, over t1me, these 1ncrementa1 rev1ews "and SO

mod1f1cat1ons’%%ua11y overwhe]m the supoosed 1mportance of the'

the 1nterna1 ‘and externa1'structures and procedures for program‘vh:;:f-:'

rev1ew are géared J'j".y

1nstruct1ona1 p]ann1ng and budget1ng We expanded 1n it

and processes to ac;omp11sh th1s 1ntegrat1on R1gorou
rev1ew of 1nstrucf’ona1 programs qs- essent1a1 at’ the A
Teve] because the va]ue of every student sweducat1ona
co11ege and un1vers1ty 1s dependent on 1t

The autonomy of 1nd1v1dua1 1mitructors 1second1t1oned by the organ-:'

ina coUrse or. program is usua]ﬁy dependent on that in’ severa]

others, (2) the o({er1ngs of one’ deoartment may -be dependent

'1ntervent1on by adm1n1strators and organ1zed facu]ty groups 1s o K

P

iy HoE

et

B

S (\y
may we]] be an 1mportant and substant1ve mod1f1c1atxon of 1nstruc- - '

L L el .
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' accepted at aTT coTTeges and un1vers1t1es as a necessary constra1nt

on programmat1c change _-":; a 1:ﬁ;_;)7?‘ L e .

But 1nst1tut1ons do not ex1st in a-'acuum As essent1a1 as: TocaT

) procedures are, they are necessar1ly 11m1ted by locaT concerns, '
‘; iﬁﬂ information, and obJect1ves. State"nd segmenta] conEbrns, pr1- T

‘__-mar11y about access and\economy, cross 1nst1tut1ona1 boundar1es f\"f‘”

LocaT procedures.are necessary but not suff1c1ent 1n .a. state sup-:g.
ported system of many coTTeges and un1vErs1t1es.uw1-': ' f v

L .

Planning: The Reasons for Statewide Program R8V1¢W_"\.:'- o

Y ~ o . ) R o ~'..i.,'

The necess1ty of 1ntervent1on by "eﬂterna]"'agenc1es --a state _'
coord1nat1ng agency and mu1t1campus centraT off1ces -- s not o
. read11y accepted at 1nst1tut1ons But . 1nst1tut1ona1 as we]] as
1nd1v1dua1 autonomy 1s cond1t1oned by 1nterdependence C
0. The programs of each coTTege,and un1verS1ty must be cons1s- .
| tent w1th the m1ssnon‘of the segment tO‘thFh it beTongs, K
. and in’ CaT1forn1a, segmen;a] m1ss1ons are def1ned and dif=
-iP7;‘--l o ferent1ated by statute The state i$ entitled to as$urance'f )
' that each 1nst1tut1on 1s perform1ng a m1ss1on appropr1ate S
to its segment and not perform1ng those that are the pro-
‘ . v1nce of another segment . .":Z' IR L AR
S0 Several coT?bges and un1vers1t1es usuaTTy draw students ﬂ
LN from *the same geograph1ca1 area, and many students have
 the* opt1on of attend1ng any one of these Many courses - };
part1cu1ar1y in the Tower division == and many programs '
f-w111 be offered by each institution. , Common’ sense and the
. law suggest that some dup11cat1on may«be unnecessary Pro-f.
Tﬁl grammat1cal]y, Tow enroTTments, for exampTe usua11y mean
that fewer resources\are ava11ab1e to suppo 1nstruct1on




A ﬂ'jBut f1sca]1y (and 50mewhat paradox1ca11y) Tow enroT1ment\\\\;
vu; R .'ul11 also mean. h1gher unit costs. The state is entitled

to Just1f1cat1on of. certa1n program duo11cat1on w1th1n re-
‘ gions “among the several tynes of. 1nst1tut1ons.

- ) .ﬂ\ : e .- -
° o SomeZacademjc andtoccup3t1ona1 pr0grams are h1gh1y spec1a1-
. f1zed and: appea1 to a_limited number of students “ Often -
. such. programs may be very cosil ;f The state ds’ ent1t1ed
;\.,_azﬁ_;;to assurance of appropr1ate f'tr ‘t1on of- such programs
; {ﬂg 1nst1tut1ons and across the sta 2., "A_“_ e

R 4‘”.-_ B v . : PSR
__of'The state has qea1s and obJecfﬁves th%t can be reiched onJy
;through Fooperat1ve or cons1stent act1on on the part of
el ‘or a substantial number of 1nst1tut1ons v student tgans-.
'“;_fer aff1rmat1ve act1on remed1a1 educat1on, and -even t1me1

PETI

Al '-to assurance that 1ts obJect1ves are be1ng pursued

) \ . . \. c o ’,...
‘-and un1vers1t1es, and students have fﬂnite resources for

..must requ1re that pub11c funds be- equ1tab1y d1str1buted

‘ and that quest1ons of student access “and- cho1ce based on
pr1vate f1nanc1a1 status be cons1dere frOm a statew1de
perspect1ve o S s . B ; :

Pt . A
. ) . B,

~

Ve th1nk that th1s 1ist of: reasons ﬁn’state and segmenta1 1nter5'.uif‘
.vent1on into 1nst1tut1ona1 affa1rs 1s fa1r1y exhaust1ve for we\é( L

carefully suggest open—ended categor1es such as "state goa1s and
hob3ect1ves" and "resource a11ocat1on We e1aborate on th1s list
f‘1n the recommendat1ons “in Part II because program rev1ew at tne
'~state and - segmenta1 1eve1s 1s an. 1ntervent1on 1nto 1nst1tut1ona1

autonomy that requ1res express Just1f1cat1on ‘ A

i :Hand accurate 1nformat1on are: examp1e&z The state 1s ent1t1e 5

T g ,The state has f1n1te»resources to- d1str1bute among co]1eges‘ffj'_‘

«;the1r educat1ons Regard]ess of program content the statev.

a N .
Caoo e T
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' "Intervent1onJ ' somewhat harsh ord that/often ref1ects theb - :();.’
‘ perspect1ve of 1ns::tﬂ&1ona1 adm1n1strators /and . facu ty. " The, .°
h"'v1ew from the Comm1ss1on ‘and the segmenta1 centra1 off1ces would
oo see’ programurev1ew ‘as one of the maqx funct1ons, dut1es, or- facets -
. of much broader’ govern1ng and coord1nat1qg respons1bw11ty Th1s 3
\1\%Qa_'v1ew is ref?efted in Pﬂ!ﬁre lein wh1ch B

'y D L Co . T . . s

. i R

'&' ' J‘,f . o the segments are- shown as us1ng ’program rev1ew. for gover-
E h nance:ﬁpd coord1nat1on and for ‘the purposes of p1ann1ng,

\(Q“"'l “-i program d1strt\ut1on, and bdd e£1ng (A word of caut1on

_; Throujh}ut th]s réport, 1t‘m¢zt be remembered that the Board le

I f'_, of Go erths of . the Ca11forn}a Commun1ty;§611eges is prP '

' : o mar11y a’ cogrd1n ‘vg boarddmather than ,ﬁgq

pﬁ‘-‘i’=l4;/’.hu

vernnng one. )

e - .. 3 ' b - o . .
o The Comm1ss1on 1s shown asfus1ng program rev1ew for coord-,-. Lo

1natnon" on1y, and for th purposes of statew1de p1ann1ng

;The Commissdon’ and the segmen-s have;qu1te d1fferent p1ann1ng ,_l3 f""jew\‘ﬂ'
L '-..,respons1b111t1es The segme ts ‘engage .tn- academ1c9p1ann1ng by K f.’ ,-;1.11
' 'proaect1ng e%¥o11ments .and’ by ‘assuring that the1r co11eges and R
'.-i.' campuses have fac111t1es, resources, and programs to accommo~_\f
o f: -*date their ‘students. The segmenta] centra1 off1ces have -subs -
a3_ ";[ stantial author1ty to limit or mod1fy the” programs that their’
’:-; i1nst1tut1ons offer ‘and proaect in the&r academ1c p1ans. To a :93-'» . )
» "greater or 1esser extent/ the" segments conso11date campus p1ans 3 fé,rV.". -
'if1'>1n the: deve1dpment of ° a segmenta1\p1an -=a p1an that may resu1t L )
_ -i1n the segment's ach1ev1ng more "than the sum of the p1ans of 1t
," . ?‘1nd1v1dua1 1nst1tut1ons SegmentaT p1ann1ng respons1b111ty is é;\
: :re1nforced by budgetary author1ty, the pr1mary - a1though not- _'f< .

. ;the on1y - means through wh1ch govern1ng po11c3es are enforced.




“

f‘:may be u1te spec1f1c about the programs«th f\H1v1duaI 1nst1tu-

The Comn1ss1on on the other hand p1ans d1rect1y for ne1ther
the 1nst1tut1ons nor the segments T¥s. charge is to 1ntegrate L
segmenta1 ‘plans -- . to aggregate them in &n order1y fash1on SRR

ach1eve dtate obJect1ves Moreover a1though the Commisg
sponds to 1nqu1r1es about’ segmenta1 budget’ requests feom¥the . exec- : E;w_" p
utive and 1eg1s1at1ve branches, it does not have 1ndepen3ept budget o

'l‘respons1b111ty i% the .state 1eve1 therefore program rev1ew ;_.v_.=,C
s 1s for the purpose of cobrginat16n aﬁ% falls under ‘the r pon-' e
‘s1b111t1es of the state an

segmenta1 off1ces for academ1 p1ann1ng>y/’

hAtnstate and segme tal 1eve1s, 1t As conven1eht to/d1v1de academ1c ;:'~
p1ann1ng into "bas1c" oor long= range, p1ann1ng and "ongo1ng" p]an__..y.o,"}'gé
h1ngs Statew1de program rev1ew 1mp1ements bas1c p1ann1ng and
: 1s af. 1ntegra1 part of ongo1ng p]ann1ng ' L :

P . ’ s 4
._». .. - . L. P e

-

.Bas1c P1ann1ng The academ1c p1ans of a se nt or the state k; f

tions. may or may not offer The Ca11forn1a Master Plan«d1ffer/,,\\
_ ent1ates among segmenta1 program offer1ngs by. 1eve1s_of degrees
"offered Segmenta] p1ans or: po11c1es restr1ct the pffer1ng of -
.degrees in spec1f1c dnsc1p11nes (e.g., agr1cu1ture or eng1neer1ng)

to part1cu1as campuses,w Bas1c “planning 'A1tat1ons and obJect1ves BRI N

"uprov1de fundamenta] cr1ter1a for program_re, {(ew.

;The Ca11forn1apMaster P1an s statutory prov1s1o“s are the. center-

~ ‘piece of bas1c p1ann1ng, for these estab11sh the p 'nc1p1e of o o ‘!’

vi;respons1b111t1es of the. Comm1ss1on

programmat1c d1fferent1at1on of fu‘ftgon and’ the. str.

This. centerp1ece is ur- &

. rounded by other and equa11y 1mportant state po11c1es -- e. g., | 3

'-agreements on d1fferent1a1 eligibility cr1ter1a for student ad- .h:jiji,l o
m1ss1ons, the Const1tut1ona1 status of thé Un1v§:s1ty of Ca11-

_ fosq1a, student f1nanc1a1 aid statutes and procedures, etc Bas1c
_p1ann1ng concerns more than substant1ve educat1ona1 matters p_'

a . -
R .




S,

because much of the program rev1ew act1v1ty of the Comm1ss1on N
. and the céntra] office of the Comm n1ty Co11eges is gu1ded by
e statute To further comp11cate understand1ng of bas1c piann1ng,
. ;F' state goa]s and obJect1ves express1y and regu1arLy appear in annua1
(‘, o state budget and appropr1at1ons documents, and are undoubted]y

1mp11c1t in state fund1ng trends over the years._“

e S As
N e B - o » . i‘»' . . .

Bas1c p1ann1ng po11c1es and obJect1ves are 11ke]y to be scattered
' among a w1de var1ety of . statutes, po11c1es, and 1nforma1 under- <: e
stand1ngs in every state»and for v1rtua11y a11 state governmenta
endeavors. ﬁt appears éssent1a1 for the respons1b1]e govern-
“mental agenc1es to br1ng order to fragmented po11cy at a 1eve1
of genera11ty that perm1ts deve]opment of operat1ona1 obgecf1ves
We are aware - of two recent attempts to draw together state po11cy.f_‘-:/ s
':.;,, fpr thher education into coherent statements.- .In 1974, a Tegis="u v
L 1at1ve reso]ut1on statéd eleven statewigde goa1s (State of Ca11~-
: forn1a, 1974) but we have beer unable’to 1ocate any later: refer-_s
| f’l ence to thesee Some 31 "state goals". were ]1sted ‘the Com-
o mission's 1976 81 Flve-Year P]an (Callifornia® Postseconda ‘Educa- -b"h .
~ tion, Comm1ss1on, 1975 p t}Z) .1 The_ statemént dnd not d1ffe n- ';'.ffffv.é'
_ t1ate between goals for the state and goa1s for the Comm1ssion “:"§;§;z 'l‘q
. 1tse1f and the 1atter appeared more numeroUS Né1ther statement '“-.Z'aif;
poses pr1or1ty order on the goals, n0r~does 1t appear that e1ther ?;}.;3»
hwg\Pad any 1nf1uence on statew1de program rev1ew o '

-3 PN W

Issues 1ng1ann1ng for\the E1ght1es, Comm1ss1on staff recog-
n1ze the need\for ‘elearly . def1ned statew1de goa]s and obJect1ves"
(Ca11forn1a Postsecoﬁdary Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 1980D -p 113) R
: but f1nd the need mdre eas11y recogn1zed than met., As'an agency e

.

my scattered po11c1es,_g,

o

~ ' with the. segments, artxcu]ate them S0 thawgthey Wil be ofxuse
T = . o -

.. Q
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.
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; _':v"f; . . e
X We believé that such a'statement is‘ESsentia1 in any atts
' ‘eva1uate statew1de program rev1ew procedurej L L - IR
SR B .-
. -t . 4 e ) .

N

. '.At the 1ncept1on of this proJect we cirg uf\;ed brief prospectus . ""
-'“that stated among other th1ngs, that we. wg d e a]uate statew1de

- ness of these procedures for meeting statew1de needs:<" ‘We shafed .
o f*ﬂ#‘°A;'the doubt that’one cr1t1c expressed about . our- ab111ty to 1dent1fy %
o "'_"statew1de needs," and have- no i1lusions’ that ‘we ﬁave thorough]y
S done so. ‘But eva]uat1on requ1red that we make the attempt. - Based. _
':‘.‘ pr1mar11y on Comm1ss1on staff S Issues paper and on “the. ono ear11er\AA
' .,statements, we assumed the fo]Pow1ng*state goa]s and pr1 r1t1es -
' so1e1y for purposes of th1s eva]uat1on o A .

o a R
n‘ - )
"N h

b

. 1 d1vers1ty among segments, 1nst1tut1ons; and progrags, ;
2 max1mum student cho1ce of programs and 1nst1tut1ons w1th1n._,/ﬂ.'
ava11ab1e resources, ; A N : ‘

.

R 9 R 1

. ¢ s Y 2. T P S PSR -
- 3. opt}malfuse of state_funds;and;othervresources;'- _ o
Doler et L ISR S T STy
B LS T O T N R
E :-4, maintenance[gf poTicy~opti6ns?for(the fu;ure;_ e S
- r o e et e B LY S S
- ) ’V . . w. - R -. ) e ¥ . _.A ’. . '_'i “
. : 5. 1dent1f1cat1on and response to educat’ona] and soc1eta1 .
]' - : : .
. v .8 . R R . "A N o o . .
) ‘-‘

- - < - . :
“';'Bas1c state and segmenta] goa]s and p]ans may
R rograms, but they prov1de on1y the most genera1
5 '.f_pos1t1ve gu1dance ‘on;what programs may be offered. The range .
f/e"l of poss1b1e offer1ngs 1s usua]]y restr1cted,on1y by rather broad]y




h with state. and segmenta1 p1ans and obJect1ves’and with part1cu- ‘

' worded 1nst1tut1ona1 mission. statements A campus is character-,

/\

1zed as "deve]op1ng or “mature, - as “urban“ or “rura1 "\as "tech>

o n1ca1" ' "11bera1 arts At some thresho1d 'of program content,

expense, andfs1ze, state and segmenta1 author1t1es must assureg'
<
themse1ves of the cons1stency of both new and existing programs

- laf campus m1SS1ons “1In California-.and e1sewhere, th1s assurance

";15 common]y obta1ned as part of ongoirg p1ann1ng at one or more.

i ~2 Proposed Programs A1t1}ough procedures vary w1deﬂy across _
. the states’ and mu1t1campus systems. most requ1re rnst1tu— _;;jﬁ

;ﬁ}““- ’1nst1tut1ona1 expectaf*ons, a proaectéd program may be no .
: g;fl“?'more than a g]eam in the eye oﬂ'a s1ng1e gersuasive professﬂr
" &nd at times, the need‘?or & new program may arise '§0° qu1ck1y -

of three stages in the deve1opment of a progranuﬁ Each stage has ™
exp11c1t 1mp11cat1ons -fér "statew1de program rev1ew procedures

r .

Ed

as- used in this report'-" I .
o A - . , '
1 Pro;ected*Programs State and- segmenta] p1ann1ng procedures
may require (as 1n\£a11forn1a) that 1nst1tut1ons annua11y
Yist or otherw1se proJect ‘the 1nstruct1ona1 programs p1a9ned

for ‘the mext severa] years‘ The rjgor w1th which state

and segmenta] author1t4es rev1ew og even read these estimates
" variés cons1derab1y At this ear]rest stage of determ1n1ng

».that an. 1nst1tut1on cannot proaect it two or°three years .
u4}1n adwahce "" ‘x?.-g;;v-;k_f- e

. o
A ;o . . . o
° : \’ N o . AR Y

. I" - - - : f‘ =

Tt

dt1ons to subm1t deta11ed proposa]s

. v1ew, approva1

“or comnent before the program: can be esta 11shed Proposa1s;t“7 |

are usually requ1red to be comprehénsnv '1n Just1fy1ng the
”need for the program, the ab111ty of the 1nst1tut1on to -
.offer 1t and the appropr1ateness of the p'ogram under the
lcampus m1ss1on Thevqua11f1cat1ons of each facu]t member :

3|' . who w111 teach for examp]e, are often requ1red d an

~
.
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. ent1re proposa'l may run to over 100 pages. i ?ﬁaﬁfo‘hnia
g;‘p

-and elsewhere, review of tﬁ%se detailed pro

L ) -rdposa]s‘j.- '9
".'fd" B o " at the state and ségmenta] levels has been’ the primary means
o b of assurance that he 1nst1tut1ona1~offer1ngs are cons1stent
- w1th state and seéienta] goa]s and p1ans ' ";' 7 ’
-_'_‘ ¥ oo T Y # Ty ST o L
3. Ex1st1ng Pr rams - Once a- prognam is estab11shed and in.,
..,operat1on, state and segmenta] off1ces*rare1y aud1t its

L. = . “success o effect1veness ' Structured segmenta] rev1ew of

.- s B

'fu\:'w'j_i.i existi
CTU o H aducat
 rarer.still. jIn the past five years, . severa] regu1atory
L coord‘hat1ng agenc1es havetbeen given th1s chafge ) for:
S - the most part, state and segmenta1 off1ces re]y, as- they ?Tf;p
2 ,do 1n Ca11forn1a, on 1nd1v7dﬂa1 1ns¢1tut1ons to undertake -
*_such rev1‘ws, usua11y assur1ng thét 1nterna1 rev1ewsnare

Qprograms s’ rare. and such rev1ew by a state ‘higher .
ion agency -- as in New. York -- 1s, h1stor1ca11y,‘

-~

' zﬁw'l;undert en on.a pernod1c baSTS" They on1y eXam1ne the same

i

_ o~ _progr or d1sc1p11ne across 1hs¢ﬁtut1ons when a crmtqca1 S _
- i;)ij-hﬂ;_t; need: for’ 1nformat1on or eva1uat1on ar1ses In ernal 1nst1tu— 59;

f.t1oga1 rev1ews of ex1st1ng programs are. more of 1ess exp11c1t ‘aTIjL;';

_ , “in annpa1 budgetary processes The 1atter rev1ews may or -
'i;:_ L -'A:may not be gu1ded by p1ann1qg expectat1ons in addition. to _
- A“J 1 budgetary necess1t1eg T LT S .;~'§:flf
A word must be sa1dxabout budget1ng. Regard]ess of program qua1- -
h\‘; Tty or. 1ts conformance to an 1nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1on a'program A‘
‘ ﬁg nnot and shou1d not be. estab11shed or. cont1nued un1ess 1t ean f .

_be supported by adequate facu]ty and other resources Unt1l re-.

A tcent]y, enro]]ment growth automat1Ca11y brought added resources .
 for. new programs -and for Tmprovement of. ex1st1ng ones. At prev {7iii.{-
'fsent however, few institutions can ant1c1pate add1t1ona1 stu--v ‘,.“‘;
> dents much 1ess%§dded funds for, new programs . Over the next o ”f.f'
' ten or f1fteen YearSa 1nSt1tut1ona1, S%Qmentiz\\and even state 'h: ’

I3
hed
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’ _t budget1ng w111 requ1re carefu1 attent1on to ‘the d1str1but1on of /
resources among programs ' Th1s attent1on requires greater re11-=
o *ance on; plann1ng and program review than in the past. Too often,'
programmat1c change (or Tack of 1t) resu]ts from dec1s1ons made
. for fi. cal reasons on1y A]though program rev1ews can be under-ﬂ;
aken- ]ey for budgetary purposes, they w11] ]ack pr1mary focus
*&n ed cat1ona] obJect1¥g§¥ﬂ§9f greater value are th?se revwews '
(( ’;“ ~ that 1nform ongo1ng plann Aand, in turn; direct resource,
P aT]ocat1on AT a0 s DU ’
_ S ' AN _ . .
Our eva]ua§1on of procedures that reach proaected programs, pro- _
posed_programs hnd ex1st1ng'ones re]1es heavily on the - concept lef
-of - program rev1ew founded 1n bas1c p1ann1ng and conducted as part
. of ongo1ng p]ann1ng We are we11 aware of the skept1c1sm that .
z'r-surrounds p1ann1ng and its 1mp1ementat1on. Desp1te th1s skept1-f
‘ cism = some of which we share‘--vsta e and segmenta]'govern1ng
! f‘.t; iand coord1nat1ng bod1es have respons1b111t1es that can ‘be exer-
;ﬁ:/f .ﬁ' c1sed on]y by\1ntervent1on in: the ‘affairs of 1nd1v1dua1 institu-.
’ ’*.-t1ons CIf th1s 1ntervent1on 1s not to be ad hoc, arb1trary, and a

L
;ffragménted, it must be gu1ded by reasonab]y exp11c1t know]edge

.

of the 7 programs that the 1nst1tut1ons of fer and ‘plan to offer - L o

In addrt1on, state ‘and segmenta] program p1ans shou1d be reason-;‘};
. ab]y ex licit about the programs that part1cu1ar 1nst1tut1ons
: shou]d of;er and the cr1ter1a by wh1ch such: dec1s1ons are made.
. Lo . . e -5,)"“ :
';-Doubts about the. effwcacy of p]ans and p]anners shou]d 1nform\
, .b_.c the nature and extent of state and ,segmental 1ntervent1on, but
fp'f '.kjfjthese ddubts shou]d not preyent the necessary deve]opment of

L jJ}ordered program expectat1ons that can on]y be ca]]ed a "p]an

-
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Two k1nds-of rev1ews of ex1st1ng programs take,p1ace An 1nst1tu-
tton may exam1ne one or more’ programs that it offers, or a stati£>
agency or mu1t1campus systdh may c nduct statew1de reviews -- NI
that 1s, the evaluation of s1m11ar programs or d1sc1p11nes (e g.,'
' L eng1neer1ng, educat1on, h1story) across a11 or most 1nst1tut1ons
- din ‘the state Both are as cr1t1ca1 to- academ1c p1a3§1ng as the. .
But-statew1de
T r' or segmentw1de rev1ew of ex1st1ng programs has not been of h1gh ’d
- ' pr1or1ty unt11 recent]y The reason& for the emerg1ng 1mportanceG
.}}_‘5 "ﬂ; of th1s type’ of pr6gram rev1ew and’ some egper1ences in other states_~
. are reievant to eva1uat1on in Cd11forn1a._ : Tt

L. . - - .
- .'.- RS R ; o .

L eva1uat1on of new program proposa]s or proJect1ons

3 N

S In a short paper on, the h1story of progr:l 'ev1ew, Harc1eroad o
(1980 p..R) states that "'Academ1c progr -1uat1on,? asa T

7,- spec1a11zed term “arrived: on1y recent1y 1n.the Jargon ofe h1gher "

educat1on. ' Before about. 1975, segmenta] or statew1de rev1ew .
art of broad dis~ :
and coord1nat1on,i‘('
. usua]]y a m1nqr part_(See G]enny and Hurst 1971,, Lee and Bowen,ﬁ
‘5. 1971) Mqre recent]y, bothfinst1tut1ona1 and statew1de program
s revLew ‘has received 1ncre§§gng attent1on 1n scho1ar1y pub11cat1ons
and in adm1n1strat1ve pract1ce But past neg1ect 1s understandab]e*‘"

of part1cu1ar program types was a1most a1w £5-

e f‘: cussions of statew1de or mu1t1campus governanc_

e aga
NI T B
e W B

0 P1ann1ng was subord1navgd to budget1ng dur1ng the per1od
'g~f", »_fof growth -='a subord1nat1on that uEfortunate1y cont1nues

L ‘3. in many cas@ Program review: was nd remains more® c1ose1y '_-3f"
e -re1ated to p¥gnning than to budget1hg, and its protractdﬁ o

SN l_; - procedures have kept it from shar1ng budget1ng S h1gher
e pr1or1t1es

v
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booY Program rev1ew is usually performed at state or segmental
levels by ‘administrators whose’ pr1mary respons1b1l1t1es

-are elsewhere ' Ne1ther 1nst1tut1onal nor: state agency pro-?f

_ gram Yeviewers have the support of organ1zed groups: ?here

' © 098, no profess1onal assoc1at1on for program<rev1ewers such

R ‘ 'as the -National Association of College .and’ Un1vers1ty Bus1ness

L o 0ff1cers (NACUBO) or the Soc1ety for College and- Un1vers1ty
e _.'"‘;Plannmg (OUP-". o .;{, SR \»

Ty S e B A Lo e

S

'5,ﬂf'Program reV1ew S subord1nat1on bo budget1ng and plann1ng w1ll fg .' <
K ~cont1nue, w1th separate profess1onal organ1zat10ns ortcareer Tad- - .
, ? T .
;P’;/g{ .'__ders unl1kely to appear for program rev1ewers. On the other hand ST,

. gthere remains a th1rd reason for low pr1or1ty of program,rev1ew, . f ,?g"

- one that is chang1ng Th1s reason is. the need for program evaluat1on .
'~f_1n a. per1od of enrollmEnt and. f1scal stress._ eI ’
. _ _ e .
g'when student and’ respurces we/e more.plent1ful than l1kely 1n
, the next decade, program review was not very 1mportant to e1ther
:ff-adm1n1strat1ve or faculty Jeaders, especially not segmentaltor
. fstatew1de program rev1ew Controversy and - 1nterest arose from P
_ ' j‘t1me to t1me over an 1nst1tut1bn s asp1rat1ons to offer a new
: ;1--34 program, but most often ava1laBle funds could support faculty
) l ').1n1t1at1ve w1thout d1sturb1ng funds “for ex1st1ng programs. Nhen
".'.A,-’L it bdcame apparent that funds and students could become scaﬁce,
- ‘;;the poss1b1l1t1es of retrenchment consol1dat1on and term1nat1on
. f'began to be'd1scussed A task force of the Educat1on Comm1ss1on
,© - - of the States ra1sed ‘the 1ssue in. 1973 (p 51)

e

- ;;
| “N1th expand1ng enrollments in h1gher educat1on in ther decade
1of the '60s, the process -of d1scont1nu1ng programs 1n h1gher

a‘educat1on at the statew1de level occurred rarely,_1f at all

- ‘ o »-
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~

iBUtjf:; new enro11ment proaect1ons c1ear1y suggest the poss1-

, b111ty 1n ‘the future of cons1derab1e cons011dat1on, reorgan1— -
zat1on, and curta11ment... A e 4] Y

' '> ‘_ . B /‘, .
i .'The 1973 task force went on to suggest that a1though new program
/;-f S proposa1s can be Judged on how they "f1t the mnsswon of the part1c4
4 o u1ar in3titution and 1ts const1tutency, there must be a d1fferent

E .bas1s for phas1ng out or reorgan1a/pg ex1st1ng programs" {p. 51,
T emphas1s added) The task foree- 11sted ten "factors“ to b cons1d-rt
Vet _:ered in; phaS1ng out- or reorgan1z1ng programs, .and 1ater Barak
;Ji’ . ”;and Berdah1 (1978, pp. 68- 74) surveyed the 1nc1dence of the use
.. of these factors in a nat1onw1de survey. , - o,

. 1

e
N

. :In-1980; the Educat1on Comm1ss1on of the States exam1ned approaches ..
to the review of new programstur1ng the com1ng decade, and ex-

A

| -_panded on its éar11er d1scuss1on of the emerg1ng 1mportance of

P

“the: review of ex1st1ng programs (p 47)

'"Dur1ng the growth of h1gher educat1on in the 1950s\and 1960s,
states had -a strong 1nterest in dec1d1ng where new 1nst1tut1ons
were to be built and what programs they were to offer A]though
Judgments were made1w1th cons1derat1on for demand, for 1mprove-
ment of student access, for f1nanc1ng and for governance, po11t-

_ 1ca1 expans1on1sm and economic arguments often. superseded these s
_}' ' '_' educat1ona1 concerns. One result of this unp1anned expans1on
K is that a number of states find themse]ves w1th a 1egacy of .
. teo many 1nst1tut1ons in the wrong place" and.w1th the wrong
L " progranms. ‘Because these problems ‘will exacerbate as enro11- '
 ments dec11ne, state pr0gram rev1ew w111 focus more on exist- .

K

1ng programs dur1ng the 1980s _." S N

The 1mp11cat1ons of enro11menttpr03ect1ons for state and segmenta]‘
p1ann1ng and for program rev1ew rema1n as. om1nous now as in. 1973

~
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A.E 0. The 1mpact of statew1de enro11ment decl1ne 1s d1str1buted

' ._uneven1y among 1nst1tut1ons ‘and among programs w1th1n 1nst1~'

’to a 'ract suff1c1ent students to Just1fy the1r operat1ona1

) .
LA

State fund1ng cont1nues to be based genera]]y%on enro]]ment I

: Vnnumbers w1th fewer students ‘and state fund1ng dec]1nes,
:'[ d'1nst1tut1ons f1nd it 1ncreas1ng1y d1ff1cu1t to" fund new

‘ prOgrams or to 1mprove ex1st1ng ones w1thout sh1ft1ng resources
5;§Way from others -

-Competition for'students”increaseS' programs compete Within

_1nst1tut1ons, institutions compete within each pub11c seg-
-ment and across segments, the pub11c sector competes w1th

"the 1ndependent sector. The obV1ous danger 1s that compet1-_-

' t1on may take the form of reduct1on of program quality. or’ L

The 1mp11cat1ons of statew1de enro]]ment dec]1ne c]ear]y give

N

_'change of 1nst1tut1onaL§HSSJon merely to maintain numbers .
. N - ’ R - . .. ~ . .

o

rise to the recent 1nterest 1n program rev1ew - part1cu1ar1y

of ex1st1ng programs As first one campus and ‘then - apother find
it d1ff1cu1t to’ enro11 the number of. stpdents expected “the’ 1mp11-

cations of enrollment stab111ty or*dec?wme S1mp1y cannot be 1gnored

fBut demograph1c changes have not been the only ones.to ra1se p1ann1ng
'Y1ssues that program ‘review m1ght address Others are re]evant

-

SRR L

oo Most coord1nat1ng agenc1es were’ estab11shed to assure order]y

growth " Charged w1th preventing "unnecessary dup11cat1on,_
some estab11shed proceduresvébr rev1ew1ng new program pro--
posa]s before a*p]ann1ng context- had been deve]oped and

"-_vd1d s0 because of state governmenta1 concern over uneconom1c_*

"

pro11ferat1on of programs and courses._It 1s not acc1denta1

./.»
ST

_tut1ons. At many, campuses, some programs fﬂnd it d1ff1cu1t v L



= ;ab11shment of new campuses (Berdahl 1971 p 142) w1th

" :no 1onger«an i sue Th “educat1ona1 1mp11cat1ons of program

. . - .
" .

7tdup11cat1on rem, n..,:ff'

.3'

',campuf4s were “e1ng nded at an unprecedented rate Theh' B
’sta‘e 'S’ 1nterest 1n assur1ng that the . 1n1t1a1 steps taken '
jby new adm1n1strators and new facu1t1es at new 1ocat1ons
_ _ jfwere appropr1ate was 1arge1y a respons1b111ty of govern1ng
e " boards =- in. Ca11forn1a, the governing boards ‘of the Uni-' L
i S ﬁ~;vers1ty of Ca11forn1a and the (then) Ca11forn1a State Col]eges
-and a- var1ety of d1str1ct boards for. the (then) Jun1or colleges.-
.0 & The state h1gher educat1on agency a1so -had a ro]e in its . '
-f{f~“mfgjgid . "adv1sory responsﬂb111ty to. comment on’ new program proposa1s

’ ""“{i;Now col]eges and un1vets1t1es are, for the most part, mature _'

Sk _1nst1tut1ons GOVern1ng -and - coord1nat1ng procedures shou1d -
‘be_reSpons1ve to the maturat1on of the campuses and co]legesf_ o

| {o%,?l'h_e two-year coﬂegés 1n the Un1ted States are no 1onger

' 'Q_een as a pr1mary p1ace for sort1ng and se1ect1ng students
for cont1nuat1om in. four-year schools (R1esman, 1980, ‘%ﬁé
184-191) Most are TOW. d1st1nct1y sndependent 1nst1tut1ons

w1th m1ss1ons and const1tuenc1es “of their own. €Even greater

R f“hffa'? 1ndependence from the trad1t1ona1 bounds of h1gher education
“jff}'.%f.;{‘i Lin remed1a1, avocat1ona1, and-commun1vy educat1on is be1ng
)fy_ghfﬁfﬂ_{jt:urged across the 1and The question pf. whether two-year "

k i gjt;colleges should %hgage 1n act1v1t1es ot h1stor1ca11y "co]— 5
s _:h,f}”~fg-f1eg1ate" cannot be answered here. The quest1on of whether

4._:‘]:?& ‘ o .. : : : é‘-‘f .

AT
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'-,ua state h1gher educat1on agency shou1d attempt to eva1uate'-?h¥_"
'fsuch act1v1t1es under procedures des1gned for "co]]eg1ata&
o offer1ngs is c1ear1y presented T

e 'o3;Across all soc1a1 and economic -levels,. the scholast1c pre-""

- ) f'parat1on of prospect1ve students for” higher educat1on has

fvdec11ned ‘The day is Tong past when. i11= prepared students

V?m1ght{be dismissed as "individuals who lack the capacity )
or the will to succeed in. _their stud1es" (Ca11forn1a State _ |
Department of Educat1on, 1960 p 66)

'J.Other changes over the past 15 or 20(years are equa11y cr1t1ca1
f1ncreas1ng .concern w1th equa] opportun1ty through aff1rmat1ve
~ action’ for ethnic m1nor1t1es .and women; 1ncreas1ng federa] 1nterest
;ftthrough ent1t1ement programs in student—ilnanc1a1 a1d,‘ techno1og1ca1 '
;advances in information co]]ect1on and 1ts uses, and concern
) " . for. consumer protect1on.i_; o ST
| Separate]y and qin cooperat1on, 1nst1tut1ons,_segments, and state
: :h1gher~educat1on agenc1es 1n Ca11forn1a and elsewhere have responded
R to most. of these changes._ For all of the1r reputed conservat1sm,
'”dh1gher educat1on 1nst1tutions ‘have- been: remarkab1y respons1ve
Tt the demands for social change.v There is: no reason to- be11eve
_ 'pthat needs and demands for response to change w11] be 1ess 1n
"_the next decade. But - dd%11n1ng enro11ments and: f1sca1 str1ngency .
. are 11ke1y to engender @ "fortress menta11ty" that w111 resist .
‘. ;change. In ourt present context the quest1on 1s whether p]ann' ' "'7;
”and statew1de program rev1ew '‘will or shou1d have a k1gh1 fcant jﬂﬁf'
tVrole 1n enhanc1ng the poss1b111t1es‘—7”successfu1 response to o .

. v
‘!

fProgram rev1ew rece1ves substant1a11y more attent1on than in. the '_'_1‘
@gst but- both the descr1pt1ve and the ana1yt1c 11terature 1s

.
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more re1evant to th1s report g; a source of genera1 concepts than

as one of spec1f1c suggs§t1ons., At the ana]ytnc 1eve1 writérs

focus ‘on either. 1nst1tut1ona1 program rev1ew or on that by- state
h1gher educat1on agenc1es, the ro1es and funct1ons of mu1t1campus
segments are. bare1y ment1oned o R
“The maJor work ir this acea is. Dressel's Handbook on; Acadeiic. ;ddf .

Evaluation (1976), and it 1s undoubted1y of .great va1ue to 1nst1--

tut1ona1 p1anners ‘and, program rev1ewers. " But- 1t recogn1zes the -

:v ex1stence of mu1t1campus segments in. on1y one sentence {p.: 434) -

yet ine 1976— for examp1e we found that 1ess than 20 percent of -
the: 1nst1tut1ona1 members of ‘the Nat1ona1 Assoc1at1on of State
Un1vers1t1es and Land- Grant Co11eges (NASULGC) were’ governed by

a separate board* over 80 percent were part of mu1t1campus systems

In. d1scuss1on of eva1uat1on of state h1gher educat1on agenc1es,

he does not cons1der the d1fferences between s1ng1e, statew1de _
govern1ng boards and coord1nat1ng agenc1es to be of “great 51gn1f1-"
~cance" (p. 436) Dresse1 s d1scuss1on is va1uab1e -- if somewhat
one-s1ded ---in qeta111ng the. adverse 1mpacts that statew1de or

s segmenta1 program p1ann1ng and” rev1ew can have on 1nd1v1dua1 campuses

e , , '4t‘.

‘More d1rect1y re1ated ‘to prog:gm rev1ew at- the state and segmenta]
1eve1s, a percept1ve art1c1e by DonaId Sm1th states three pr1mary
funct1ons for: ‘such reviews (1980 p. 45) g B

1 ,@stabl1sh1ng a context w1th1n wh1ch effectlve 1nst1tut1ona1
f processes of program evaluation are at once encouraged ' -
© facilitated, and made necessary, L

£

"f 2 conduct1ng certa1n mu1t1 1nst1tut1ona1 pkogram eva1uat1ons ’

for purposes.ref1ect1ng stétew1de ratheW than 1nst1tut1on- ,
aspeedf1c prob]ems or. concerns, '
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3[ protect1ng, 1nsofar as poss1b1e, the pr1mary respons1b11- ‘
ities of the facu1t1es from 1ntervent1ons by . agenc1es ex- o
"'terna1 to.or disassociated from the academ1c commun1ty 1nto

~ the work of 3udg1ng academ1c _program qua11ty or. need

The-first: two funct1ons stated- are 1ndeed pr1mary ones. we‘are:
somewhat dub1ous about the th1rd‘ Assured1y state execut1ve ‘and”
: 1eg1sTat1ve fiscal’ agenc1es fand these are Smith's concern) shou1d
v av01d intrusion into mattens of academ1c Judgment. Our exper1ence _3~t
. indicates that such~ 1ﬁtrus1on is rare in s1tuat1ons an which the
first two. funct1ons are performed - Protection ‘of academ1c pre- )
'rogat1ves 1s ar benef1t of’ statew1de program.plann1ng and rev1ew, L
- not a purpose that can be pursued or ach1eved in the1r absence.
"Accountab111ty for educat1ona1 ob3ect1ves cannot be separated

from the processes which assure program qua11ty at the 1nst1tut1ona1“
T . -

Tevel. .
Smith, as- -does DresseI recogn1zes the d1fference between a s1ng1e
fstate govern1ng board for all pub11c 1nst1tut1ons in a state ‘and
- “"boards of stateL1eve1 coord1nat1ng commissions." - .But ‘other than
K suggest1ng that there is "cons1derab1e convergence" between- the
0 two - types of agenc1es (p. 43) does_not further cons1der the dif-

' ferences N Interest1ng1y, Sm1th 'S art1c1e 1s t1t1ed "Multi- Campus N

vﬁsystem Approaches to. Academ1c Program Eva]uat1on," and is con- . _

"cerned with the ro1es of - single state governifig boards, not mu1t1-A'7' -
campus segments such ‘as. the University of Ca11forn1a and the Ca11-
forn1a State Un1verS1ty and C011eges. ) '

'Zwe'find'1itt1e’1tterature on the're1ationships among:the three
_ E ,]eve]s -of program rev1ew 1nst1tut1ona1, segmenta], and state
. "_agency The Education Comm1ss1on of ‘the States ment1ons that e ;1
| - program review "in many states is comp11cated by the ex1stence
[,saf";;' of segmental systems that‘also engage 1n_program.rey1ew .:_ and

y .
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: jeduéat1on..v

- Ne.bring to i 3 ‘

on]y urges that "coord1nat1on amdng- a11 three 1eve1s 1s essent1a1""'
(1980 Pp. 51) As1de from a brief descr1pt1ve art1c1e about coor-

Jd1nat1on 1n 1111no1s (Groves, 19795 M111ett S ear11er comment

on the state of kﬂow]edge about re1at1onsh1ps between mu1t1campus -
segments and . te higher educat1on agenc1es rema1ns true today i
(1975 p. 62) R _;. p ' B '

&

“A]though there has been one maJor study of the mu1t1campus
X un1vers1ty (Leé‘and Bowen, 1971),. and although there are two
-51mportant.stud1es of state coord1nat1ng and govern1ng boards
. of h1gher educat1on~(GIenny, 1959, ‘and Berdah] 1971), there
.. are no comparat1ve stud1es of the three different k1nds of -

.structures'« Undoubted]y vary1ng c1rcwnstances, vary1ng h1story, :,"
and vary1ng personaJ1t1es have had much to do: w1th the part1cu1ar ;

_ arrangements that ex1st in any part1cu1ar state In-the: absence
" of any carefu] emp1r1ca1 analysis of. compar1son or contrast

one must fall back upon exper1ence and observat1on 1n order
-pto comment about these d1fferent arrangements,

§ .
~

,Exper1ence and observat1on* can bé supp1emented by the approaches ;,*A
. ysed by others' to s1m11ar ‘problems. An exam1nat1on of _program

rev1ew,procedures in other states can"be 1nformat1ve but” these R

' procedures must be- v1ewed in the context of’ enormous diversity
in state organ1zat1on, governance, and coord1nat1on of higher"

-state;1eve1 u_ord1nat1on and governance, w1th mu1t1campus gover-
of at 1east equa] 1mportance -= our 1979 80 exam-




_ A natlonal survey "of state 1eve1 program reV1ew act1v1t1es ‘was ,
L undertaken by Barak (1975, updated., 1979), and\\hese acttvqttes:
4ﬂ§re analyzed by Barak and Berdah] (1978). Thei :
summarized in the’ report of a NICHE-NC EMS workshop on- Postsec- “3
_’ondary Education, Program\Rev1ew (1980), and wou]d appear to form
' the basis for recommendat1ons rn th1s area 1n the recent report :

: Studies are

“oon: state-]eve] coord1nat1on and- governance of the Educat1on Com--*“
'szs1on of the States (1980) A co]]ect1on of - comm1ss1oned ar-

. Program Eva]uat1on (Craven, Ed. 1980), and 1s part1cu1ar1y usefu]
- .in present1ng bothﬂ%nst1tut1ona1 and'state-level pract1ces

T ,«1_... ’

Some"t%hdjngs‘from other statg?sfﬁdtese;?;mg,ﬁ-fif
o 'The number of statew1de or 1ntersegmenta1 program rev1ews
vshou]d be kept sma]] and -be clearly focused on part1cu1ar
E statew1de issues to avo1d dup11cat1on of 1nst1tut1ona1 reV1ews
,ov%Program rev1ews are not ]1ke1y to turn up great budgetary
':sav1ngs, but serve to ach1eve programmat1c change qua11ta-* o
t1ve 1mprovement and the order]y p]ann1ng and deve]opment ;
" of new. programs and opt1ons Prun1ng of weak programs. is’ S
';'-_cons1dered cons1stent w1th pos1t1ve p1ann1ng obJect1ves
-0 Each 1eve1 of adm1n1strat1on has a d1fferent and va11d per-
flspective on program. review.’ The purpose at: 1nd1v1dua1 1nst1-
tutions 1s to ma1nta1n the. qua11ty and currency of programs
and’ to fac111tate the coord1nated deve]opment of new program
v a1ternat1ves within- ex1st1ng resources. A]though less pre-
cisely def1ned the role of- segmenta] govern1ng boards 1s
to contro] the mod1f1cat1on or de]et1on Qf ex1st1ng pro- '
'grams for the purposes of fac111tat1ng the strengthen1ng
/ of other programs or the estab11sh1ng of new ones .

't1c1es, of wh1ch the Dona]d &nfth paper is one, is entitled Academ1c o



'-prepared on state or. segmenta1 concerns

s:qg: P1ac1ng a11 1nst1tut1ona1 and segmenta1 progrmn rev1ew
‘ structures under a statew1de umbrella’ 1ncreases the 1eg1t1macy -
of these' {forts 1n the eyes of outside observers :

AQ’
-.-’-.
L ""'. '

,,Requ1r1ng 1ns§&tut1ons to prov1de forma1 not1ce of 1ntent
".to plan for a. new program can avo1d unnecessary prepar- '
J'_at1on of deta11ed proposa1s and can focus those that are

b

.'Jo1n§ reV1ews by mu1t1campus centra1 off1ces and 1nstftut1ons

of recent1y estab11shed programs f111 a gap in h1stor1ca1
program rev1ew procedures '

.o - . : N
- D A . . B . . . .’ . 3 -

o A» ro ram aud1t" is an exam1nat1on of a pro ram in’ terms
9 9

of a 11m1ted number of. read11y quant1f1ab1e 1nd1cators 1n—

_tended to br1ng prob1em areas to the surface At the, 1nst1- _
7tut1ona1 1eve1, audits may - suggest the' t1m1ng of: ongo1ng -
_;?frev1ews as an a1ternat1ve to- conduct1ng these. on rout1ne,
=h”f1ve-year cyc1es S e .

c_ﬁProgram rev1ews, ‘as’ oppos;d to. program aud1ts, 1ead to rec-

7ommendat1ons on.program change Inst1tut1ons have the pr1mary

'c'responsb111t for rev1ews, but these may be conducted by
: {segmenta1 centra1 off1ces or state coord1nat1ng agenc1es
~ where s1m11ar programs.. across campuses raise questions of

vposs1b1e dup11cat1on,‘program capac1ty, or where such Prob-

f 1ems m1ght ar1se from deve1opment of new programs

\ o

~The current he1ghtened 1nterest 1n statew1de and segmenta1 redhews :
*of. existing programs 1s c1ear1y attr1butab1e to expectat1ons of
enroliment dec11ne and- f1sca1 str1ngency Th1s re1at1onsh1p is

-_unfortunate for estab11shnent or mod1f1cat1on of review procedures
- under present cond1t1ons is suspect as a "retrenchment" device,

v R . Coan T e

O .



'not, as shou]d be the case, "as an. {nteg al part of 1nst1tut1ona1
,.m1d-range and long-range p]ann1ng, rathér than a-cr1s1s react1on‘
to f1sca1 str1ngency“ (Sm1th 'D.K., 1975, pp. 9 10). ~ The most '
fsoph1st1cated review procedures are of 11tt]e use unless those )

- at the campuses~-- particularly. the facu]t1es -- 1nterna]1ze their -

'respons1onl1ty for cont1nuous reeram1nat1on of_program qua]1ty. |

:3:~31-The Ca]ifornia Context .

The f1nd1ngs and recommendat1ons in Part 1 requ1re an. under- ’ R
"stand1ng of the major and' cr1t1ca1 d1fferences among the govermngf’r L
and- coord1nat1ng organ1zat1ons in California. The Ca]1forn1a
_ sfPostsecondary Educatton Comm1sSTon (Comn1ss1on), w1th'respons1b11-:
',,1t1es that comprehend Ehe activities of the three pubJ1c segments
_1s f1rst d1scussed fo]]owed by exam1nat1on of segmenta] d1fferences

.

*;The Commissﬁon:¥ Advice‘and'Consultation»h. e T

K4
.

'_:The respons1b111t1es of the Comm1ss1on comprehend not only: the
-activities of the three public segments,abut for examp]e extend
'to the 1ndependent sector to student f1nanc1a] a1d and to adm1n5 7fg

_ 1strat1on of . federa] programs. To understand 1ts role 1n Ca]1-_ :

@3;. ’__~:forn1a, compar1son and contrast W1th h1gher educat1on agenc1es

i _in.other states, ‘rather ‘than with the Ca]1forn1a segmenta] organ-

,;1za%1ons, is. des1rab]e. Of the. three usua] categor1es of state '

‘h]ghetheducat1on agenc1es, the Comm1ss1on 1s 1n that cons1dered

o Ca]1forn1a s Comm1ss1on is an adv1sory coord1nat1ng agency

_‘ @; | 7‘ It can g1ve adv1ce 1n narrow]y def1ned areas -- as in the
| _ | ‘ estab11shment of new programs but no one is requ1red to ";'
; ps ': "ifA folIow that.ddv1ce. It is: charged w1th 1ntegrat1ng seg-
o "‘mental p1ans, ‘but not w1th p]ann1ng for the segments. It




cah offer adv1ce on budgets only when,/,henfexecutive and‘ T
/ )
quest it. About 13 states have ad-

-, . ‘e

coord1nat1ng agenc1es -f.. oo SRR P*y”‘;«

1eg1s1at1ve agenc1e‘
,,y,vtso-

‘r.’ ' ’ . ' -

o Stronger coord1nat1oﬁ is found 1n about 18 states that re]y
. on regu]atory coord1nat1ng agenc1es that ma
-statutory author1ty over budgets, plann1ng,
‘dards, fac111t1es, and other matters The

‘c1es L "’gi o ,--,h
. o.}Potent1a11y, the strongest form of coord1nat1on is represented
by7a s1ngle consol1dated govern1ng board that both governs
'and coordinates all four-year 1nst1tut1ons in a state. The
"Un1vers1ty of N1scons;;FSystem has such a board and, 1ts '
d‘j*Acontrols over new and ex1st1ng programs are 11m1ted on]y

by . educat1ona1 and po]1cy cons1derat1ons ~ There are some
: 16 boards of th1s type CL ;n——j nv;j5;< CE T Sl
~In an ear11er study of state 1eve1 f1sca1 str1ngency, we found-
~ that. state budget offices were'far more 11ke1y to rely on s1ngle '

‘ ‘Lgovern1ng boards and regulatory coord1nat1ng agen€1es in the d1str1-u

Yl;but1on of programs and- resources dur1ng f1sca1 str1ngency than

an- adv1sbry agenc1es (Bowen and G]enny, 1976 p 13) On the

' other hand “the value of forma] author1ty in a per1od of f1sca1 |

stress may be overstated. Forma] authority a]]ows’%'board 'to hj"f‘“

. _sh1ft funds among 1nst1tut1ons, to tenn1nata programs, 0r to proh1b1t

the 1n1t1at1on of new ones. SUCh authority a]lows th1s 1mmed1ate- ’. 3

; response to. f1sca1 str1ngency, but often. the d1ff1cu1t dec1s1ons
‘are de]ayed unt11 a severe cr1s1s deve1ops Long- ran e plans
" and. 1mp1ement1ng procedures may 1ot be in p]ace *0verft1me, consis-'

"t;tent responses under p]ans prov1de at. 1east as much cr d1b1b1ty RSN
~to an agency as does forma] author1ty (Berdah] 1975;fp -




',-An adv1sory coord1nat1ng agency, such as the Ca11forn1a Comm1ss1on, -
. acquires. 1nf1uence with state execut1ve and 1eg1s1at1ve agenc1es,
- if at a]l on]y through the qua11ty ‘and percept1veness of 1ts

"stud1es and recommendat1ons To be . effect1ve, however, the" Com- ., " "

: mission must have cred1b111ty also with the segmental central
Eoff1ces and the 1nst1tut1ons ‘Such . cred1b111ty depends ‘not- on]y
" ‘on ‘the qua11ty of its- work but a]so on the perceived competaﬁce

‘”-"of Comn1ss1on staff and on- the1r sk111s 1n negot1atnoq and per-»

,suas1on R '"':v.~". co fr;, R
‘»Dur1ng the f1rst 15. years of coord1nat1on in Ca11forn1a, the state .
“higher educat1on agency (the Coord1nat1ng ‘Council on H1gher Educa- :
tnt1on -- CCHE) had Tittle cred1b111ty with e1ther state agencies : |
;or the segments The reasons have been exp]ored by others (Pa]o]a, &d
- et’al., 1970; and part1cu1ar1y Sme]ser,,1974 p. 123), and we

need” not repeat them here. What is important for the present '-
 study is the increasing cred1b111ty-of the successor Comm1ss1on
rits adv1ce was . sought when state, f1sca1 agenc1es 1mp1emented Prop—-
: os1t1on 13 and when they cons ered the poss1b1e passage of the

revenue 11m1t1ng 1n1t1at1ve P opos1t1on 9, in early 1980; its :1

research reports ‘redch | current emerg1ng, and consequent1a1 1ssues --

e.g., the 1mpact of d1fferent1a1 u1t1on on access, off—campus : -_“

1nstruct1on, chang1ng patterns “of art1cu1at1on, etc -For reasons‘
}_exam1ned 1ater, the Comm1ss1on s role in the rev1ew of new and .
:ex1st1ng progrmns has not shared in whgt we- perce1ve as the grow—f'ﬁ
fﬂ;1ng prest1ge, cred1b111ty, and inf ce of ¢ e Comm1ss1on .

4

planned ° *

\;' Segmental'Diversity:'Plann' 'and U

o The 1960 Master P]an for Ca11forn1a h1gher educat1on whether.
:ﬂi3cons1dered as a "p]an" or a “treaty", (See Pa]o]a, et a] 1970
”'“.pp 164-170), clear]y mandated. spec1f1c differences across:the.- o

5.segments thatuwere to cont1nue 1ndef1n1te1y P]anned'dstatutory f"'“

_'., \< a z B .
Lk ] . . . Fe
o el S . ) .- R



. : R Sy . . - '1 T

_ d1fferent1at1on of funct1on is the most v1s1b1e aSpect of'seg—
"ch;<d; mental d1vers1ty, but it hasv1mpl1cat1ons for program review that
' 'gﬁare Tess v1s1b1e., Other factors - pTanned and perhaps un1n-7
“tended -~ have equaTTy 1mportant 1nf1uence on statew1de program o

«

‘review procedures. L e
PTanned D1vers1tx, The two most cr1t1ca1 aspects of the Ca11forn1a i-;'
_ Master PTan are ' (1) d1fferent1at1on of funct1on among the three

' pub11c segments and (2) d1fferent1at1on of e11g1b111ty standards 'EfTT..v

for admlss1on of students ' ' SR

.(;‘wt x-'i ) i, D1fferent1at1on~of Funct1on The Master PTan aTTocates

. responstb111ty for bas1c research, doctoraT programs, and- pro-
>4ff\ C fess1ona1 programs such as Taw and med1c1ne to the’ University
| of Ca11forn1a The State Un1vers1ty and CoTTeges share respon-
s1b111ty for’ undergraduate educat1on and graduate educatton through
.the master's degree w1th the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a, but. can
o offer doctoraT programs onTy Jo1nt1y with it or-with 1ndependent
: institutions.. The Community CoTTeges have respons1b111ty for., "’_1f4vi"'
Tower d1v1s1on academ1c programs, - for occupat1ona1 and Vocat1ona1 '
programs that do not*Tead to an assoc1ate degree, and forvservaﬁe
to TocaT cdmmUn1tnes B - EATR | '

R _ . . .
ot L . . . ol R

. B . . '-'_,_,'., X ;
An 1mportant resuTt of d1fferent1at1on of funct1on has been-an - .

"automat1c" d1str1but1on of most programs by degree TeveT Ne’th¥
CCHE nor the Comission, has- had . to face the prol1ferat1on of pro-

.

B

grams that in other states has. requ1red extens1ve and controvers1a1 - ‘f%‘
N o rev1ews of - ex1st1ng offer1ngs (Lou1s1ana and New York for exampTe, _;*'“
' éﬁ._d_~ see’ Mingle; 4978 pp. 60- 64). Mon1tor1ng adherence ‘to prescr1bed

s 7_: d1fferent1at1on of funct1on, TargeTy through rev1ew of new programs,§w§'T

--.).-'
o




o D1fferent1at1on of E11g1b111ty Standards Under'Mastér
P]an po11cy, e11g1b111ty to0 attend the Un1Vers1ty of Ca11forn1a
1% limited tothe upper 12% percent of Ca11forn1a s h1gh schoo13ﬂ
graduates. The State University and. Co11eges can draw enter1ng
freshmen-from the upper one-th1rd of h schoo1 graduates, and
all Ca'|1forn1a c1t1zens over the age o& '

‘_11v1ng‘1n a d1str1ct'

. may attend a 10ca1 Commun1ty Co11ege. T

A : IS ot i e
' The‘d%*ferentia1 e1igibi1ity standards' ﬁvEn as they have been -

Ol

S re1axed by except1ons over the years, were and are more exact1ng

as a matter o state po'|1cy than those Yn: other states .The high .

se1ect1v1ty for the two four-year segments was Just1f1ed in yfew

of the authors of the Master Plan: “because ‘the Jun1or ‘colleges
' re11eve them of the burden of do1ng remed1a1 work“ (Ca11forn1§;f;_r
State Department of Education, 1960, p. 66). To dea1 with pro= '
spect1ve "numbers" as we11 as "qua]1ty,“ the authors of the Master
P1an also recommended»that even el1gab1e 1ower d1v1s1on app11cants
be d1verted from the fourryear segments to the Gommun1ty Co]]eges
The nat1o of 1ower d1V1s1on to upper d1u1s1on undergraduates 1n
the fourfyear segments was to be reduced to and ma1nta1ned at,
60/40 (p. 59) - Thus, a number of h1gh schoo1 graduates ‘would -
' be, requ1red to enter a commun1ty co11ege a1though their u1t1mat‘
goa1 wou]d be a, bacca1aureate degree. ", A1though d1fferent1a1 e11.1
b111ty is: st111 a v1ab1e part of the. statew1de structures and
processes, the 60/40 rat1o is not, F_L""f- R

. e 3. i U
LT : S R

e P

The 1mp11cat10ns of d1fferent1a1 e11g1b111ty standards for pro-'
gram rev1ew are more s'_t]e than those of.

funct1on

1fferent1at1on of

) " ' ,- vl',.- ) ',‘,' o . . . . . P ’ _. . ‘& . . . v. ] . .'." . "" )
o Bacca]aureate and master S: programs at. the Un1vers1ty of U
| Ca11forn1a may be. d1stfngu1shed from those at Jthe- Ca11forn1a

e




Unplanned Diversigx_” Segmenta1 program reviéw:procedures'are-

;g- ) h1§%¥f se]eet1ve e11g1b111ty standards are supported by

ar
'

%~

‘ state Un1vers1ty and Co]]eges by the. sCh01a5t1c q“a11f1ca-}.v“ S
“t1ons of their students as we]] as by program content

- 9

o -The ex1stence and d1str1but1on of lower d1v1s1on academ1c - : .
"'transfer programs in ‘the Conmun1ty Co]leges appear ‘to be. "f,'f?. F!
"the only assurance of .access to foyr-year programs for the .
_scholast1ca11y 1ower two- thirds of . high school graduates a-if;;

at 1east those- who cannot be- adm1tted to anour-year segment'

" as. an except1on to regular standards. - e e

Y e

= 0. Remed1a1 educat1on 1n the Commun1ty Co]]eges 1s a. matter

~of statew1de ‘concern’ to the extent&that d1fferent1a1 and -
. T / :
? ey ; ) SRR ."
S ’*}~\‘ nt ﬁ R |

. PREGE
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'part .of the goverﬂ&ng and coord1nat1ng processes of three very

| d1fferent segmenta] organ1zat1ons . Some. Five’ maJor d1fferences ‘;;

'are re]evant to th1s report B AT .~';,aﬁ ;
Lega] Structure and Respons1b111t1, The. mu]ticampus Univerﬁ";~vi

: ’P .’

';l70‘d1str1cts Program revfew procedures that are des1rab1£ﬁ

s1ty of Ca11forn1a and Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co]]eges
v‘have govern1ng boards, but the Board of Governors of the Commun-f=“" =
Lty Co]]eges is a coord1nat1ng board. Far more than the two. four-%tw“
;year segments, the Communigy CpJTege centra] of¥1ce depends on
' spec1f1c statutory éfthor1ty to obtain comp11ance from the 1oca11

governed 1nst1tut1ons fdr wh1ch it is respons1b1e

e

_ﬁ, Size; The Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a has n1ne campus;s, the

1ty Co]]ege centra] off1ce is respons1b1e for 106 co]1eges 1n

:,.
- N

Do
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'ﬂf;feas1b1e 1n one’ segment may not be 1n ~the: other two s1mb1y because
~of the numbers of programs and 1nst1tut1ons 1nvo]ved

L2 R o PR S
. el B o - oo . ’ . e
. T : v : e,

F1nanc1ng and Budget1ng., The two four-year segments rece1ve?
state fuﬂd1ng based on “the numbers of students that they expect

. need arxses The Commun1ty Coi]eges, on the other hand;@'fceiye,v '
Vf state funds based on’ actua1 student attendance 1n courses and gy
ffprograms that have been approved for fund1ng by. the segmenta1 _

;:ntra1 office. Within: 2 reasonab1e .tolerance for ‘the- accuracy .g’ .
”of proJect1ons (2 percent), the two four-year segments h1stor1ta11y'° '

L« .
i

'f{[,/'; ;5:;_T_,. Facu1ty Roles The systemw1de FacuTty Senate of the;gn1ver-*‘f

gram review.. . Fqcu]ty 1n the State Um. ers1 _ and CoHeges have
e not had a s1m11ar ro1e«1n segmenta1 program rev1ew until the recentf
estab11shment of a segmenta1 P]ann1ng and Program Rev1eW'Comm1ttee 3
_oonm wh1ch the1r representat1ves sit’-- “the comm1ttee is adv1sory ,h )
,'1’ﬂ; to the centra1 office adm1n1strat1on. Facu1ty at the COmmuh1ty>;‘=?f_,;~

.- -
Voo R )
e

'ﬁ' Co11eges have no ro1e 1n segmenta1yprogram rev1ew

‘_ state—supported system of h1gher educattpn. A1thdu'

B



& var1ety of - fund1ng formu]as,»the 1nterdependence of the 1nst1tu-

‘gions in d11 three segments s re&] -The Comm1ss1on and the seg-’
f'mental centra] off1ces must manage th1s 1nterdependence, for they
‘have respons1bﬂ11ty for econom1ca1 operat1on of programs across

the d1str1but1on of programs across the state. State and. +seg-.
;menta1 procedures must eV1dence accountab111ty for program d1str1-

but “"%ave value to}students and the commun1ty- i u,uf-;v‘
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campuses and for. student access on.a geograph1ca1 bas1s <= for.. /'ﬂ7

'fasy]ty and adm1n1strators can assure that programs, however d1str1-
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e : PART 1. 'RECiOMM_E-N'DA]'._IONS \—f o
i ,Our recommendat1ons env1sage an 1ncreased ro]e for state and seg- ’ J}y_

_"mental program rev1ew, but, for the most part without 1ncreas1ng .;f'?,. . h
_ 'current j&afe and segmenta] author1ty The f1rst 11ne of: defense} ugjﬁéhff,
o of 1nstruct1ona] qua11t¥ must rema1n at each 1nst1tutlon. The | By ’ _
"“to three broad, over]app1ng areas: _;n"»ﬂ SR

ﬁplann1ng, new programgproce ﬂ,es and accountab111ty

.nine recommendat1ons’

1 Strengthen1ng state and segmenta] p]ann1ng 1n its re]at1on
_to rev1ew "of- new and ex1st1ng<programs is. emphas1zed in ; N

the f1rst f1ve recommendat1ons for- . '°:{:“ o ';:

'._-; T

go baSTng review of new and ex1st1ng programs on operat1ona1
- state and segmenta] program p]ans (Recommendat1on 1),

PR

e PR 0 deve]op1ng operat1ona1 segmenta] program p]ans and 1nst1-
S : tut1ona1 missions (Recommendat1on 2); ey L :

L i.'» o :o 'sh1ft1ng emphas1s away from rev1ew of detaﬁ.ed'proposals;

- ;J5t0 proaect1ons_1n program p]ans (Recommendat1on 4)
. '_d 0 reduc{ng the number ofﬁdeta11ed proposa]s subaect”fB\e &
.o.‘ »

.rev1ew by the’ Conmnss1on (Recomnendat1on 5)

3 Increas1ng accoUntab111ty for educat1ona1 obJect1ves 1s
By ﬁEmphas«zed in the f1na1 four recommendat1ons for:.

. B e ] ) - o ) L ..._ - . . . o g .
. -

R ] s
.\'-.vm ;
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ROSE -0 increasing. re11ance on 1nst1tut1ona1 and segmental re-
- ' 'V1ews of ex1531ng programs (Recommendat1on 6),1

T .”g:' o identifyihg,and_addressing statewide issdes‘aqroés-sege o
ERER _Q.._menta]fboundariesQ(Recommendation )5 '
-0 -assess1ng the 1mp1ementat10n of a sma]l number of new]y
T vestab11shed programs: (Recommendat1on 8), '
. . 0 e11m1nat1ng the direct re]at1onsh1p between program and _
s course approval and. state ?und1ng 1n the Commun1ty Co]]eges
' (Recommendat1on 9) e S
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RECOMMENDATION 1 THE COMMISSION AND THE SEGMENTAL CENTRAL OFFICES ’
SHOULD BASE REVIEW OF ‘NEW AND EXISTING PROGRAMS 0N STATE AND _.'._
v SEGMENTAL PROGRAM PLANS ' L C S T -

Academ1c program p1ann1ng 1n Ca11forn1a s pub11c sector shou1d
cons1st of at 1east three 1eve1s of re1at1ve1y forma] act1v1ty
S | N
. 1 Each 1nst1tutTon shou1d have a m1ss1on from wh1ch operat1ona1
'obJect1ves can be der1ved to Just1fy cont1nuat1on of ex1st1ng
'Jprograms and to perm1t proJect1on of new ones.o '

~“2;,Each egment shou1d have operat1ona1 obJect1ves in program
' p1ans under which: ex1st1ng programs and those proJected
in campus plans can- be ana1yzed and related to segmenta]
3 concerns that cross 1nst1tut1ona1 boundar1es. i
o 3. The Comm1ss1on shou]d have a state pTan under wh1ch ex1st1ng
.o :'-}f jr". and proJected programs in segmenta] p]ans can be ana]yzed '.
; L . and re1ated to. statew1de goncerns that cross segmenta1 bound-
A V&";ér1es. ' A B ‘
The maJor cr1ter1on in eva1uat1ng e1ther an ex1st1ng program or-
one- that is proJected for future estab11shnent shou1d be 1ts con-
s1stency w1th and contr1but1on to, an ;nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1on. L

et

-

. Discussion S

The maJor f1nd1ng of this report is. that state and: segmenta1 rev1ews
of new and ex1st1ng programs are not gu1ded by -ordered expectat18ns
of the reldtionships between academ1c and occupat1ona] programs

' _and state and segmenta] po11c1es ‘and planning obJect1ves Current]y, .

on a progr m-by program:bas1s, each new 1nst1tutlona1 proposa1
is measured by Comm1ss1on and segmenta] centra1 staff aga1nst "

~ . a
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. - . )
ﬁ”val1d ang 1mportant but almo t free float1ng, concepts that in-
_clude, for example, d1fferent tion of funct1on and unnecessary
’-program dupl1cat1on. These fra ented. rev1ews are blunt 1nstruments
at best for reach1ng precise prggrammat1c obJect1ves. . Is a new
-,program “unnecessar1ly dupl1cat1ve“ of one at a nearby campus? '
".The qlest1on can be answered only with knowledge -of the ingtitu-
~ tional~ m1ss1ons and obJect1ves of the s egmental plans for the
-; ;}Il 'funnst1tutxons, and of. the Comm1ss1on resolut1on or, 1ntegrat1on S
e . of segmental plans. o |

~

?Ne have no ev1dence that fragmented program rev1ew has caused D
- ahy harm to h1gher educat1on in. Cal1forn1a It 1s d1ff1cult to
‘lﬂfknow whether past controvers1es would have been: avo1ded by pro-“
 gram plans or. whether they would have: merely moved to -an earl1er
. stage’ of - the process. Probably, however, program-by program rev1ew :

'of detailed proposals has caused l1ttle harm because it has been ‘
. - out of the malnstream of govern1ng and-coord1nat1ng concerns. at o
‘ \7 .- .the state Tevel. In a per1od of growth most new programs could
.’\Y' " be JUStlflEd w1thout d1ff1culty More recently--- part1cularly

Ve since Propos1t1on 13 -- programmat1c issues have been subsumed
J";_l\#"gunder more urgent f1scal ones. ’ T '

\ Even in: fragmented formt Comm1ss1on and segmental program re;;gws
have . been of some help They have not been 1dle exerc1ses,

\/they have been 2 forum n wh1ch statew1de 1ssues and ob3ect1ves
have been brought to beal on spec1f1c program proposals Each

* i success1ve level of. the currently requ1red rev1ews of deta1led
_ o new program proposals doubtless added someth1ng of value to the .
e ‘lerograms . But . the 1ncremental values added were. unl1kely to be L
R Y .
] worth,the costs A . ‘
//)_ ”L}"More shouldfbe expected of. the program review respons1b1l1t1es

of the Comm1sS1on and the segmental central off1ces than that

et
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. they cause 11tt1e harm’ and ach1eve some good ReyieWs'of new
';‘and existing programs shou1d be ‘one- of -the maJor ongo1ng pro- . _
y;-' - cesses for ma1nta1n1ng the 1argest and most prest1g1ous system f' ?; o
gv'v - of pub11q;h1gher educat1on in the Un1ted States over the next L **lf},ft
- ;‘decade. he ba]ance of our recommendat1ons state our be11ef that:" :
"th1s more’ va]uab]e ro]e can be ach1eved by R

e

0 p]ac1ng rev1ew of new and ex1st1ng programs on ‘the f1rm : _
foundat1on of 1nst1tu‘ a], segmenta] and state program
p]ans, 17 ' ‘ "

L N . . R - -vt‘
A H_r_.." .. ;;».f-'-"- - e . o - . ”
ffiY; e s1mp11fy1ng procedures for rev1ew of new programs to h1gh-u‘
‘ '_gJé‘ - 11ght statew1de 1ssues for reso]ut1on in-the. context of .
T program_p1ans, o :_ _;Lﬂ'*» |

-

t;?,tf.y o mod1fy1ng procedures for rev1ew of ex1st1ng programs to
e ?reach 1ssues of accountab111ty for the obJect1ves in pro-- L
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o RECOMMENDATION 2 ALL SEGMENTS SHOULD ggNTINUE CURRENT EFFORTS T0 .

~° .\ DEVELOP OPERATIONAL PROGRAM PLANS AND. INSTITUTIONAL MISSIONS FOR™ _“f*

. L UEIN REVIENING INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM PLANS T SR
o Segnenta] program p1ans shou]d aggregate TnstTtutTona1 program pro-

- _;i{_JECt10nS ‘and . re]ate these to existing. programs at 1eve1s of gener- S

” "a11ty deteraned by the need to reso]ve re1evant state and segmenta] v;'
Tssues Segmenta] program p1ann1ng shoqu ref]e.t uanue segmenta]

responSTbT1TtTes, onganTzatTon and governance to be operatTona1

each. segmenta1 plan shou]d _ S LT _]_xijﬁ':“f

o be based~on a,current inventory oT eXistjng programsi_}ﬁj",

Y - o state’ campus mTSSTons w1th at’ 1east enough spec1f1cnty to Tn- Y
5c1ude 0bJECt1VES oﬁ eXTstTng programs or program areas,< o

R annua]]y PFOJECt p1anned new programs or program area§ over
.. the next five years,: B : .

' ,o.fre]ate proJected new programs to segmenta1 0bJECt1VES, TnstT-?*
‘ tutTona1 m1SS10nS, and 51m11ar programs e1sewhere in the state, .

o 'segnent and regTon where approprTate

o oiscuss'ion' )

4
- InstTtutTona1 m1SS10nS and. segm tal program p1ann1ng are probab]y ;J,;n7§§¥
more Tmportant than state-]eve] CommTSSTon p1annTng Segmenta] ex- . bt
pectat10ns of TnstTtutTons can -- at 1east in the two four-yeaw)seg-3 '
‘ments -- be. encouraged by governTng authothyipver budgets, personne] )
.and bu11d1ngs, as. well as by program p1ans and program rev1ew 1t /. a o
_ is not acc1denta1 that program p1ann1ng in the CommTSSTon and in
. the CommunTty Co11eges both coordinating - not governTng -- agen- c
'p‘CTes,y1ags bethd that of the four-year segments Nor 1S it.a coTn-’




T S

e v .:41‘-.’:"‘ I .
c1dence that program p1ann1ng in the State Un1vers1ty and Co]]eges
' appears more effect1ve than that in ‘the - Un1vers1ty of - Ca11forn1a, _
- for the demaﬂds of planning at segmenta1 1eve1s p]ace it in the hands .
ffv;‘ of adm1n1stratgrs rather than facu]ty ' Adm1n1strators in the Ca11-

‘ forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co]]eges centra1 offtce have almost -
comp]ete contro] over academ1c programs, ‘a pos1t1on enJoyed in the |
Un1vers1ty of- Ca11forn1a by the Facu]ty Senate . ’

’ ’ A . : ' 5 .

D1fferences in govern1ng vs. coord1nat1ng author1ty and -in adm1n-}

) 1strat1ve vs. faculty influence create d1fferences in the ease with
wh1ch effect1ve p1ann1ng ‘can be ach1eved and in the pretise form ?

that 1t can take, but they are not excuses for avo1dance of p1ann1ng

»'TémnhunttyECo1Iege Program#P1annfng f-',;" /Z o

- : AN
[ - .

Current]y vft”1s easy to cr1t1c1ze segmenta] p1ann1ng in the Com-h"
'; mun1ty Co]]eges, but-is 1s equa1Ty easy to. understand the many prob-
‘~1ems ‘that make p1ann1ng 1n th1s segment a1most astronom1ca11y more
d1ff1cu1t than in: e1ther the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a or the Ca11-'»
: forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Colleges. It:is far more d1ff1cu1t to
T suggest so1ut1ons than to state;the prob]ems. '

The Commun1ty Co]]eges 1ssu

Y . ‘.-L“_

Co]]eges, 19768) and updated it
“on program rev1ew. Inst1futtona1 pr L.afﬂz

L4

gram proJect1ons are - sent to the Comm1ss1on , .
" Community Co]]ege central staff, and the Comm1ss1on staff do not -
ana1yze them because of the1r apparent 1naccuracy (See Append1x A).




"1’f <j;\context for segmenta] program rev1ew j:_ ,~;:A.--'

-

P]ann1ng in the Commun1ty Co]]eges does not prov1de a fru1tfu1 ;:

As a p1ann1ng agency, the Commun1ty Co]]ege centra] off1ce sharesﬁ“_
w1th the Comm1ss1on the probTems of be1ng pr1mar11y a coord1nat-:;-
"ﬁ 1ng body The sheer number of d1str1cts and campuses and the1r o

'great d1vers1ty pose obv1ous prob]ems, and S0 does the dependence'

":_/of program offerings "-- espec1a11y occupat1ona1 onés\-- on widely -

-f vary1ng, somet1mes rap1d1y chang1ng,_loca1 commun1ty needs Most
recently,’ the greatly 1ncreased dependence on state funds had

I dom1nated ‘and continues. to dom1nate, Commun1ty Col]ege centra]

'}, office, pr1or1t1es Four - add1t1ona1 11m1t1ng cond1t1ons on effec- f

- tive. p1ann1ng are found .
X’AEOmp11ance w1th 1eg1slat1ve mandates and assur1ng d]StP1Ct
~.and col]ege comp11ance dom1nate§‘f ﬁt;al staff - act1v1ty

The number of mandates is 1eg1on5¥f‘lussbaum, 1979A), and '

mandated pr1or review and approval of all’ new. cred1t pro=:

~

grams and courses 1s one of part1cu1ar concern to th1s study

: 2 The Commun1ty*Co11ege centra1 off1ce comp11es w1th the’ 1eg1s- o

1at1ve mandates as . best it can within limited resources,~n ‘
. but 1acks an organ1z1ng purpose from which comp11ance with
o what the‘ﬂaw requ1res can be extended to. educat1ona1 1eader-
o sh1p to benef1t students and the state.
/’ N —
- 3 The Cgmmun1ty Col]ege centra] staff concerned w1th program
K reV1ew appear ‘to v1ew the d1str1cts -and. coT]egeS'w1th dis-
trust -and. susp1c1on Some tens1on between the coordinators
and ‘the. coord1nated is both 1nev1tab1e and hea]thy, but .
the att1tudes of the Commun1ty Co]lege central staff were ,
qu1te d1fferent than those found 1n the centrai off1ces '
“of the two fourayear segments ‘

W



:These toﬁg:iii$t1ng cond1t1ons@are ser1ous, and the First . three N
‘may be inherent in the. 1ack of c1ar1ty of- purpose or mission of .
_the two-year co11eges._ An exper1enced ‘and ‘perceptive- observer -

:suggested that ‘the two-year 1nst1tut1ons differ. from the four-

T

i

4 In urban areas, d1str1ct boundar1es can art1f1c1a11y 11m1t

*. 1student access and rational program d1str1but1on among ad-

. 1Jacent d1str1cts. _At the same t1me, very 1arge mu1t1campus

o districts can ‘plan for, and d1fferent1ate among, a number &
of co11eges serv1ng Targe popu1at1on centers.v -

s v
m--‘ HE

year ones in 1ack1ng public, ‘consensus on the1r offer1ngs. [Ihe

: Adom1nance of: mandate over. d1scret1oﬁ ‘the uncerta1n role of the

‘central off1ce and. the d1strust of d1str1cts and co11eges may
’ a11 have a common source in reasonab]e d1fferences of op1n1on
'"about the substance of two-year co11ege offer1ngs.n Effect1ve :~}.” o
-program p1ann1ng and rev1ew in. ‘the’ Commun1ty Co11eges may be de-~’»'
‘pendent on reso]ut1on of d1sputes over educational- matters -- :
'7,controversy that 1s overs1mp11f1ed under the rubr1cs of "basket-V-"‘
. 1pweaV1ng“ and "macramé " . '

Recommended Change.‘ The Commun1ty Co11ege centra] off1ce shou1d.

”:assume a leadership ro1e in educat1ona1 po11cy 1n its areas of -

statew1de respons1b111ty It shou]d requ1re rea11st1c d1str1ct

rather than goven1ng author1ty, and comp1ex and uncerta1n state

-fund1ng pnocedures comb1ne ‘to make effect1ve p]ann1ng 1n the
‘Gmnmun1ty Co11eges far more; d1ff1cu1t to ach1eve than 1n the ‘
1j:‘other two' pqp11c segments. t;df S I

oL

Lo

3

D E
(E T

-

. and co11ege program p1ans, shou1d deve]op appropr1ate c1ass1f1--;3“%%*n
“'cat1ons for ana1ys1s of them that are related to stateW1de con- - -
_V_fcerns, and shouId prepare segmenta] program p1ans that ref]ect
" such¥ ana1ys1s and state and segmenta1 educat1ona1 po11c1es. 1_§&*
'g‘.H1stor1ca1 or1g1ns 1n the pub11c schoo1s, 1ack of publnc andr~.,."‘_"
' profess1ona1 consensus on program offer1ngs, 1arge1y coord1nathng “‘;0



~ .

4 urrentlx Program p1ann1ng‘, '.., tlf___,&."ahforma State Un1vers1ty-.;.‘

’and Co]]eges is thh1y structured at the. segmenta] 1eve1, and

, ‘.has a_ 1ong h1story. New programs are proJected by campuses and

- rev1ewed by the segmenta] central off1ce in. the.context of thos
':pYOJECted in the plans of all campuses (See Append1x C) ) Unt11'&
lg;recently, however, emphas1s has been on rev1ew of the deta11ed "
-~proposa1s that are subsequently subm1tted Currently,_rev1ew .
'f-of proJected programs 15 receTV1ng greater emphas1s. .Plann1ng _~,
v procé@ures have been recently mod1f1ed to requ1re that campuses )
-justify ‘the new programs ‘that are. proJected in pTans in terms I j:j .
: of campus m1ss1ons - The add1t10na1 p]ann1ng requ1rements -seem p. g __»;1,5;
_d1rected pr1mar11y ‘oward: 1mprQV1ng campus academ1c plann1ng, ' S

-
P

but their benef1ts also enhance the program p1ann1ng and. rev1ew
capab11ﬂi!Es of 'the. central off1ce of the California State" Un1-"
. vers1ty and Co]]eges. Attent1on is be1ng de11berate1y sh1fted
o ;lfrom detailed proposals to program proJect1ons that are br1ef1y
h '"and expressly related to emerg1ng c pus m1ss1ons

u;Recommended‘ﬁhaﬁﬁzfﬁ’we assume that;th' sh1ft toward greater em-
has1s -on_ review of program proJect1ons w111 cont1nue ‘and that
the - Comm1ss1on w111 be 1nformed of the. resu]ts of the ana]yses
_ 'fwhenever appropr1ate If th1s 1s the case, the procedpres in
2.t 7 -the Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty»a'd'Colleges may prov1de a model
- for the other segments -- not onea{
) hut rather of the concepts thétxkf‘s“recommendat1on endorses

L.pec1f1c formal procedures, -

)

}raf"UﬁiVEFSity ofttalifornia?ﬁrogram,p1ahnihg:;

o -':‘————lcu"enﬂ University of Ca“fm‘ma program p1ann1n9 at the seg-' | .

- menta]‘ﬂeve1 is:dn the f‘“31 stages of change.- At present the .--:,"
. centra]»off1ce co]]ects campus proaect1ons of new. Pr09rams by o

.
Lt
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"“*frft1t]e on]y, 1arge1y, we. be11eve, because Of Comm1sslon requests f-
" that it do so.. These proaect1ons are fqrwarded to the Com-
ym1ss1on w1th ana1ysts be1ng 11m1ted to reconc111at1on of the cur—
'rent proaect1ons w1th ear11er ones (See‘Append1x E).. Programsv
o) proJected range from those 1n the “final. ,stages of.approval

5“~-¥i;tgto those ‘that are mere asp1rat1ons. The segmenta] Faculty Senate

f_; o (to wh1ch author1ty over programs and courses has been de]egated _
27by the govern1ng board) does: not appear t0" be a party to the pro- ;-"7 ]
'Ject1ons forwarded to. the Comm1ss1on In a structured but 1arge1y
' undocumented three-year rol11ng resource a11ocat1on process that

}1nvo1ves a- number of, “campus v1S1ts," campus program p]ans and.

, '-f3Recommended Change. Although st111 under d1scusslon emerglng s
}“ft ’ Univers1ty of Ca11forn1a planngng procedures contemplate thatih‘i' _
A “the. centra1 off1ce w111 revﬁew new programs to acgjeve "the1r gﬂ f_:bw

' cons1stency w1th maJor Un1vers1tyw1de obJect1ves vee [and] - '
'select1ve coverage on. each campus in. 11ght of Tocal: strengthsrf
‘and opportun1tleS" (Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a, 19800 "pi52).°
. ‘heve1op1ng more precise campusf”isslons . "selective coverage"'-é_
“.;« -after: a history of “general campus" asp1rat1ons w111 not be easy
"'It is necessary, however and should resu1t in more 1nformed JUS
tification to ‘the Comm1ss1on than &n the past of new programs
'that on the1r face, are dup11cat1ve of those at other campuses
S _dﬁ-And responsrb111t1es for research and doctora1 educat1on along
: ~With the IEg1t1mate author1ty of the facu]ty over academ1c proo ' ‘
‘grams w111 probably prevent Un1vers1ty‘of Ca11forn1a program p]an--
{:n1ng from be1ng as order]y and. formal : =that in the Ca]1forn1a
;State Un1vers1ty and €o11eges The cha ges recommendedf_n.th1s

'~

i-.}report ‘appear cons1stent ‘with the d1rect1on of emerg1ng procedures B
:?j.'1n the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a. . ' C

".‘ )




f Discussion E

' 1vﬂlThe Commissron s statutory respons1b1l1tyffor prepar1ng a f1ve—'ﬂ.¥' ‘
'Lflyear state p]an for postsecondary education and updat1ng it annually V:;ﬁ
~1shou1d be 1nterpreted to. 1nc1ude 1ntegrat1ng segmental program -
o p]ans 1nto a: state program: plan.’ Such a state program p]an wou]d
» be in add1t1on to, not a subst1tute for, the current 1ssue—or1ented
- Cann1ss1on p]ann1ng processes At:a m1n1mum, the 1ntegrated~state
5prog?am p]an shou]d 'j_' L | :

' _;1dent1fy 1ssues to be 1nc1uded 1n'the revaew of segmenta]
',program p]ans for the. fo1low1ng year :

”Comm1ssTon and segmental centra] off1ce staff should. make d1i1gent

efforts in the program p]ann1ng process to resolve most stat

.1.' de

. issues -- e. g5 poss1b1e unnecessary dup11cat1on, appropr1 te
' "d1fferent1at1on of; funct1on, etc. -- at least two years pr1or

to the date pﬂanned for estab11shment of the proJected new program.‘

x'.‘.

ol
SH

The Taw and current Comm1551on gu1de11nes for program rev1ew are,f‘

”‘fwe be]1eve cons1stent u1th this’, recommendat1on But change\fs'




o reason for ana]ys1

j requ1red because pract1ce has not desp1te good 1ntent been°con-
;os1stent w1th po11c1es Commlss1on staff ‘is Jusb1f1ed ins attr1-

but1ng much of the 1ncons15tency of pract1ce to sh1ft1ng po11cy

= prxor1t1es, turnover of.staff and 1eadersh1p, some 1ack of respon- -

s1vengss of ‘ane segmenta1 centra] off1ce, and most recent1y,
genera1 d?srupt1on 1n the aftermath of. Prop051t1on 13. We: dbb'
“not underest1mate these d1ff1cu1t1es, many of” wh:ch w111 per-v

, s1st, but 1f effect1ve program p1ann1ng 1s g1ven h1gher priorlty

by the Comm1ss1on, 1t can be achieved.

! =‘#a "\'/4 -':_Y._j;‘_ff. ‘ ‘v

KRR . 'i-»,

Curren The empha51s gfvthe €omm1ss1on in-its f1rst F1ve-"-.
Year Plan (Ca11forn1a Postsecondary Educat1on Commlsszon, 1975)
has been on statewwde 1ssuEs that ére ‘ot re1ated to spec1f1c

programs._ Thﬂs emphas1s 1s\necessary and shou1d be contlnued

L I

e

1t 1nforms Commassnon 1:1t1at1ves and responses at. the state 1eve}'

1n-1ts d1ff1cu1t and tehuous mwddle pps1t1on between ‘the’ SEgments
and state government But the Comm1s51on s statutory 'harge to- o

~'"1ntegrate the4p1ann1ng efforts of the‘pub11c egmentsﬂ'%Educat1on

Code;, Sec. w66903)lcan be 1nterpretedrto 1nc1ude another form of -
piann1ng Ex1st1ng‘academ1c and occupat1ona1 programs can. be -

n1ng stage The prec1se form of . order1ng viguTd’ depend on the

: A1though 1ntegrat1on a10ng this’ 11ne was ,‘"
'0r1g1na1]y contemp1ated, it seems to have become 1nc1denta1 to .
he,Comm1sslon s 1ssue—or1ented p1ann1ng (e g.,: the 11mtted dlS-
cUssion of p1ann1ng and program rev1ew re1at10nsh1ps 1n a recent

update Ca11forn1a Postsecondary Educat1on Comm1sslqﬁ 19780 -

-

. .'b" e :

BecaUSe 1ntegrated program p1ann1n¢ 1s 1ack1ng, the segments cur-

jrently submrt on1y the‘t1t1es of proJected programs at the p1an- ggﬁfk

': ordered a1ong w1th proJected new programs that are 1n ‘the, p1an- -vj*-;' .

o
gy




S

f~as thpy ar1se 1n proJect1ons of‘programs two'fo'

A

bas1s Deta11ed proposa]s encourage probes of curr1cu1ar and
staff1ng detahls to the detr1ment of attent1on to statewvde con-

cerns ‘and 1nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1ons B S

Recommended Change. Comm1ss1on staff shquld deve]op an. 1ntegrated
program p]an from segmentaT“program p]anst, The Comm1ss1onaand

the sggmental central off1ces shou]d reso]ve stateW1de ISSUES

advance of the1r estbb]1shment ,.Resolutlo sheui )
_ ferred’ 1n the absence of - exp11c1t Just1f1cat1on‘based ‘on pend1ng

A- or proposed stud1es oﬁ“on a need for. add1t1ona1 1nformat1on d1rect-
"fg 1y're1ated to~the program under cons1derat1on ' ”i*vz '3 '

s

The 1ntent of th1s recommendat1on\4s to requ1re the. Comm1ss1on a
to ex@m1ne new' and ex1st1ng programs at a.level of genera11ty o
appropr1ate to- Tts statew1de concerns.-- to exam1ne the forest i

| ~rrpther than the ‘trees: It 1s not the 1ntent to have the 1ntegrated
' -etate program p]an be. one from wh1ch dev1at1on wou]d be cons1dered

a defegt. Program proJect1ons have not been part1cu1ar1y re11ab1e

\‘ d1n the” past (Elms, . 1980 p. /178 Lee and‘Bowen, 1975 p.- 44)

' although reT1ab111ty may 1ncrease when more than a t1tJe must E

- be proJected. »But needs change over t1me, and response to these

n1ty Co11eges Chang1ng needs, soc1a1 cond1t1ons, fund1ng, and

| fbgp égm faculty minds- a11 requ1re an expectat1on that the 1ntegrated
t

e program p]an adapt w1th ease to add1t1ons and de]et1ons

oﬁ@broaected programs :“"‘; ;_ ‘4~ =.;,* ; '}f_ ' qf ("._.t _:f;i;' 'lill

7

The COmm1s&1oan 1ntegrated state program p]an should be cons1d- -
ered pr1mar11y a framework for ana]ys1s 0n1y secondar11y,_1f
at a]] should 1tgbe taken as a ref]ect1on of - Commnss1on expec- s

tat1onsathat part1cu1ar programs w111 be estab11shed on a day .,
. ;_ e .__‘-'. I T 5 o ..' - -ﬁ' .
; . Y 4 v k3
L - ) CE
4 “.".. .q'l. L IJ‘ ! .
s o o ”' . L8 . B '_..'
’ . a o * )
. ‘- " . r' ;

~/.- .

T _ ,s“g

Li‘s may be urgent part1cu1ar1y for occupat1ona1 programs in the Commu» :,qff.
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~certain. This
’ athe Commss1on s

shou}d know ‘the pL esent p'lans om"‘z a‘h others when these have- reached A.v”'.."
_the stage of forr P
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. B R w d ,. ..>'* ‘!. o . . . .{‘..
commendat1on 1§ 1ntended ;o focﬂs, .not toanncrease,, S
: 1m11;ed aut;homty over, and‘ mesponﬁswbhty f,or, & 2 fe.'.g.

acadeﬁm program pla‘hmn o “ﬂy A SO 3 ";’,;g
L -‘, -.l_ .\ ) . , N v @’e &3 . : X :.._....é.\‘v‘,, ) .  ,.
«Sfioutd ‘there be"m'de _tr1but10h -of theguFtegrated state program ,. 5
i plan. _.th,"1ts orderly f ""3ject1'3ns,‘;.éf ngw ‘programs” into e future® o
e Certam'ly, _facu?ty and admnvstrators at each pubﬂ ic 1nstartt‘lt1o'n : },;'-,:}5- : ’*

'1 proJect1orf On the othe\u hand h1gh school

;and other student counselors m1gh1: wel'l gwe‘ proaectfons m a f:‘;-'

R ~'formai~‘ mdely d1str1bute'

~LL L T
'pla_n more credence ‘than 1s warrented Lo
»Un1\/ers1ty of . Cahforma ‘and. the States -

1,

‘Un1vers1t¥ 'and Gol'leges _that are rev1ewed by the: Comm1ss1on are I x

current proJect10ns of t

“not* mdely ,utrtbuted fon that reason We wou]d urge ‘as. w1de ' e
*d1str1but1on as poss1b1e, but w1th su1tab1e warn1ng about the ot
~'poss1b1ht1es of change...:.,_. T T T AP

Gy . : - .

‘Imp1ementat1on of th1s —recommendat1on shou1d not 1ncrease Comrmss1on .
: staff worldoad T1me now used .for. rev1ew1ng detaﬂed prop&saPs. o
‘Would sh1ft to rev1ew1ng them as’ proJect1ons in segmenta'] p1ans., ,

The :_recomnendat1on would : requ1re c]oser work1ng ‘"elatmnsh?ps _ .

betwee'?.Comm1ss1on p]anmng staff anq t‘pse respons1b1e for pro- .o
gram rev1ew. e




O REEE N SR
o _RECONMENDATION 4. THE COMMLSSION, .IN REVIEW OF NEW PROGRAMS,

‘A 'SHOULD SHIFT EMPHASIS FROM DETAILED INDIVIDUAL PROPOSALS TO SUMMARY . ‘
) ;PROJEGTIONS OF PROGRAMS THAT APPEAR IN SEGMENTAL PROGRAM PLANS ,"-I ,¢§%

. PR e : y

q'»The Comm1ss1on should: evaluate new programs at the p]ann1ng stage

_ ;”and at “a ‘level of . aggregat1on and genera11ty that is. approprTate

o L for cons1derat1on of statew1ge concerns ‘that_cross segmenta] bound- '

R 735- aries. Inst1tut1ona1 _program p1ans and the segmenta] program L '

' ’;_p1ans thah aggregate or conso]1date them shou]d project. new pro-.
grams’ f?om £two to f1ve years 1n advanee. As part of the state -

:fprogram plann1ng process, the Comm1ss10n should be. funn1shed W1th o
‘2 substant1ve but® br1ef éprospectus" of each proJected program

,;i tha§ wou]d 1n§1ude. “522;:' ~, | Ii_" 'ftf v; ifj . f IfI;:‘f

o _flw, o”ia descﬁjption'ot the program, as wel] asfthe tit]e}_;
o a, statementiof the-perceivedfneedfforithefprograméfv'

: ' 5i o a statement of the re1at1onsh1p of the program to{the 1nst1--
s y.-“'.,ﬂ!tut1ona1 m1ss1on and to other programs at the«1nst1tut10n,
‘ o "-.h . - L e :=, e R . o ",-(' ) T -
. o;;an 1dent1f1cat1on of the statew1de or. segmentw1de 1ssues, :
“if “any, presented by the prOJected pr/gram, and a- state-= -
1ment of. the1r reso]ut1on or proposed reso]ut1on )
at. 1&:- . . _. s : »
;,_;gf*[ASegmentaI centra] off1ces shou]d consgder s1m11ar sh1fts in emphas1s S
n?the1r rev?ew of new programs p1anned and proposed by 1nst1tut1ons ’

m,eiﬁ.;'. :._w "_ ’ﬂ
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: m .. ) e - g . .. A . .'v)', 4. ,' . Coe .
‘»‘Tﬁ1s recommendat1on comp]ementsothose for program p1ann1pg struc- L
”hjtures and processes Programgﬁgann1ng u111 enhance the capac1ty _f B

' i:of the Cgmm1ss1on and the. segmenta] centra] off1ce§ to reach Jand

"
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- for 1nst1tut1ona1 select1on of pol1c1es and- pro
: g_op1ng the1r own eva1uat1on pract1ces (Sm1th D K 1980 P 47)

'ifAt state and. segmenta1 1eve1s,,the easy.dec1s1on is. to "ask for ' N
3'everyth1ng from everybody," ‘and’ thenfto&sort through what s~ g1ven o
;for solut1ons., The easy dec1s1on*at these 1eve1s .is not-the easy '
~one for the 1nst1tut1ons, nor is 1t the most 11ké1y one to reach
51*cr1t1ca1 statew1de issues. A more. d1ff1cu1t dec1s1on requ1res
E d1scr1m1nat1on‘between what shou1d be.: requ1red from the. institutions
”j-:and what shou1d not on grounds of exp11c1t statew1de or. segmenta] :
‘ tfconcerns., It s th1s more d1ff1cu1t course that is- recommended
chere. o T LT sy

_§ oo g - . . .
A}
t

vresolve 1ssues of statew1de and segmenta1 concern. Imp]ementat1on

_ of the present recommendat1on will s1mp11fy and reduce,1nst1tut1onal
x1nvolvement in Cmnni&;;on processes.

-

- Dona]d Sm1th (1980 p 45) states that a pr1mary functlon of program
~1frev1ew at. the. state and segmental 1eve1 shou]d be'"estab11sh1ng
A context w1th1n wh1ch effect1ve 1nst1tut1ona1 processes of pro-. '
52gram rev1ew are at once encoUraged fac1?1tated and made necessary _
' Current requ1rements that every deta11ed propoSa1 for a’new program f
“must be subJect to rev1ew by the Comm1ss1on are not a- context

for effect1ve 1nst1tut1ona1 p1ann1ng
% . . :

s 0p1n1on wasuunan1mous dur1ng the~1nterv1ews that eﬁfect1ve program
',reV1ew requ1res that those conduct1ng it be11eve in the, usefu]ness
- of the1r efforts._ State “and segmenta1 po11c1es~shouh¢ encourage

camphs ‘pexceptions of usefulness by allow1ng “tie widest Vatitude
edures for deve1---

?' urrently The 1aw requ1res ‘the Comm1ss1on "to rev1ew proposa]s "3.‘_ -
. ,'by the pub11c segnents for. new programs" (Educat1on Code Sec.
| "f66903) It def1nes new programs as ‘a sequence of courses 1ead1ng -

’

¢



: ondary Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 19783, p. 1) Instead of sCreen1ng“’ v
out programs at the p]ann1ng stage, rev1ew Qf PFOJected Programs,{ S N

-rev1ew,»[-.v IR ot S AR

e

o i : : S ' . )

' .to a degree or cert1f1cate and appears to 11m1t these to programs
- that "have not appeared in a- segment s or district's academ1c .

plan W1th1n the prev1ous two years...f (Educat1on Code, Sec. (

O 66904) Comm1ss1on gu1de11nes state (Ca11forn1a Postsecondary
a ,Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 1975, p F-6) ' s

+

._"BY cons1der1ng programs two to f1ve years pr1or to the1r ' ‘t°'hj

'1'1ntended 1mp1ementat1on date, Comm1ss1on staff will diminish
- the need to- subJect each program. proposa1 to 1ntens1ve rev1eﬁ.c"~7','

f 7The staff w111 neverthe1ess request, as; 1nformat1on cop1es,
;proposals for al] programs approved by the segments and w111
reserve the r1ght to comment on any proposa1 submltted no

A

-;nIn the absence of 1ntegrated program p1ann1ng, proJected programs

' ”~have not . been- screened out. 1In 1978, Comm1ss1on staff 1dent1f1ed
1over 1 000 proJected programs ‘as represent1ng poss1b1e unnecessary
' dup11cat1on or quest1onab1e need, and stated that these would

-"be rev1ewed thorough]y by. Comm1ss1on Staff" (Ca11forn1a Post-~
:ysecondary Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 19788, p. 15) " Thi's. large number i

shou1d be. contrasted to the 139 new program proposa]s actua11y
rev1ewed 1n 1976- 77. and the 136 in 1977 78 (Ca11forn1a Postsec<’

p o

:fOur cr1t1c1sm is. of the process, not of staff, whose fau]t, 1f
N any, is.in overabundance of - caut1on - An operat1ona1 program p1an-.' o

n1ng context does not. exist, and on1y the t1t1es of the proJected ‘b

~ pro rams are ava11ab1e for review. Caut1on 1s understandable
S 0 he other hand the 1arge number of programs 1dent1f1ed for

g tens1ve" yeview in - 1978 1s ‘some ev1dence of 11tt1e attent1on

L.;:'topthe cost of the caut1on., Interv1ews prov1ded add1t1ona1 ev1d- '

,o«.

i 7}55537"
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: ence at both Comm1ss1on and segmenta] staff }eve1 “We d1d not :

. f1nd as much- concern as we expected about the burden that prepar-

L ation of deta11ed new program proposa1s 1mposes on 1nst1tut1ona1
_?fj-“ifacu1ty and- staff Yet this burden obv1ous1y erodes t1me ava11- :
e i able for- pr1mary respons1b111t1es, moreover, it d1scourages r1sk '
<5ﬂf‘ o and,may_encourage,controversy :

. o v"'. E-- R -
n;o'VThe estab11shment of a new program entan]s substant1a1 rlsk'"
_ ‘on the part of 1ts proponents - part1cu1ar1y now that sup-
. i ;port must be drawn from another part of . the 1nst1tutj 0,
'ﬂ., y', .R1sk must bé‘bncouraged however, for ne1ther expand1ng‘ ,
' . y'7 _,know]edge nor commun1ty needs. w111 d1m1n1sh because of de-Q/
€ {: | clines” in’ enro]]ment or state revenues. Unnecessar11y cum-jf 2
: ' , 'f"' bersome procedures have what' a. co11ege pres1dent ca11ed
| - L o "ch1111ng'effect" ‘on 1nst1tut1ona] ‘initiative. Inst1tut1ons o
o . ,ﬁshou1d be able to test creat1ve ideas at- segmenta1 and Com- . '5;,,
- mission’ 1eve1s without the burden of prepar1ng 1engtry1and '
E~deta11ed proposa1s. ’»‘ - '

Lo

B If facu1ty and adm1n1strators may be re]uctant to undertake o
ia new venture because of burdensome procedures, they ‘are ,V}'V.
.re1uctant to abandon even m1nor facets’ of it once a deta11ed . _
r.proposa1 “has been prepared - Current procedures probab]y s f’.;
E f»assure unnecessar11y sp1r1ted defense of tr1v1a :

\;:%ecannended Change Under th1s recommendat1on, Comm1ss1on stafi L
'-:3 would review short, summary proJect1ons of new programs rather e
than deta11éd proposa1s- o ' : : R

; 0 New programs shou1d be proJected in segmenta] p]ans at 1east
' %wo years in advance, and the- Comm1ss1on should be. furn1shed S
w1th a br1ef but substant1ve “prospectus" for each



5,

o E1ther by cover 1etter forward1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 program
.‘proaect1ons or in a segmenta] program p1an conso11dat1ng
”these, the segmenta1 central offices shou1d adv1se the-
]mComm1sSﬂon of segmenta1 and statew1de 1ssues presented and
. the reso1ut1on of them. Segmental submissions. should rev1ew‘
o the proJected programs of all the%r 1nst1tut1ons for the
'1'§_ 371 ent1re per1od for wh1ch proJect1ons are made.,- '

Our recommended program p1ann1ng and rev1ew procedures wou]d sub- - .
st1tute brief statements of proJect1ons for most types of: deta11edfv'i'1"? f
_ proposa1s. But even greater s1mp11f1cat1on may ‘be poss1b1e R
, fﬂﬁ? B S . e : o ;
el 0. We ser1ous1y quest1on whether the Comm?§s1on shou1d review. . ke
. new occupat1ona1 cert1f1cates either’ as proposa}s or as R
;. proJect1ons. -Rap1d 1nst1tut1ona1 response to chang1ng 5 o
f emp]oyment markets'1s°not conduc1ve 1o accurate Jonguterm ) 5“(
"~ planning: Moreoger,vComm1ss1on st;ff q‘ ' g
,'state-1eve1 p1ann1ng and‘program rev1ew are not 11ke1y to _
- include sens1t1v1ty to the nonco11eg1ate roles of. the two-mf"”

"year co]]eges. ; '5‘ R T ¥ F;;}_,
'fﬂ,' o Proposa1s for ﬁ%h undergraduate degreegprograms 1n‘tradfttona1
" '11bera1 arts areas from. the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a and*;w'.i;‘__
T the Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co11eges are- now appar h
" ently rece1ved "for Jnfonnat1on" only by the Comm1551on,b
.'although the r1ght to comment on them is reserved It woui'
seem that 11tt1e of value would be lost if: apprpvaJ oF a11
‘but certa1n spec1f1ed bacca1aureate and assoc1ate degree E
fprograms were the respons1b111ty ‘of the segmenta] cent' T

% N

: e 'L, : - : AN
' The Comm1ss1on cannot of course, 1gnore a11 occupap1onaT

and a11 undergraduate and assoc1ate degree ones Assurance that
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R

1nst1tutlona1 offer1ngs are w1th1n Matter ‘Plan boundar1es of
d1fferent1at1on of function need not subject e every’ new: program
to poss1b1e deta11ed exam1nat1on of curr1cu1um, staff1ng, and
the 11ke. Spec1f1c statew1de program concerns % e. g., computer
- science and techno]ogy, b1o med1ca1 techno]ogy, etc._- -arise
from ‘an - econom1c need to 11m1t access on a reg1ona1 bas1s for

exampTe, or fro\ art1cu1at1on issues between two-year and four-
year 1nst1tut1ons.. The Comm1ss1on might avo1d seeing even pro-

Ject1ons for- cert1f1cate and undergraduate degree programs "that L
do not fall w1th1n 1dent1f1ed areas of state concern. Access L
“ta segmenta] program plans would show when the segments were pro- L :?*

~’Ject1ng programs outs1de of these‘areas, and cou]d alert- the Com-
’mlss1on to. emerg1ng state 1ssues.,01“ e T
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RECOMMENDATION 5 THE COMMISSION SHOULD REVIEH DETAILED NEw
PROGRAM PROPOSALS ONLY IN EXCEPTIONAL SITUATIONS
The Comm1ss1on shou]d base dec1s1ons about new programs on the.
summary statements of the programs that are proJected in annu_
'Tsegmenta] program p1ans. The 1n1t1a1 proJectﬁon of a progr' s
_‘ "“'1ve years before its p1anned estab]xﬁhment maytcons1st"
- of oukyftwo»or three brief paragraphs, but 1t‘shou1d be suff1c-ﬁ
e "1ent1y spec1f1c to raise poss1b1e, substant1a1 statew1de 135ues -
" '”;,e g.s access, poss1b1e unnecessary program.dup11cat1on etc Com- 'ii
,_miss1pn ‘and segmenta1 centra1 gff1ce staff shou1d identify, explore,
_,‘;':and resolve these: issues as” the proJected date for - progragyestab11sh?
-.xw‘ment moves forward in: success1ve segmenta1 program p1ans A

. e

.I*

g,.

_ o In exceptlonal s1tuat1on_, the Comm1ss1on may be requ1reg‘to.'j
AR _ﬁrev1ew detai]ed proposals, and may do so if: T

b

e M

"Oo Ihe program has not”been*projected;in prior segmentalgplans[fh

SO x L e L
‘iYIE,_ ~ 0 The 1ssue is such that a dec1s1on  Woule
G _not ava1labJe unt11 short1y before the proJected'“ate_for

requ1re 1nformat1on _

PR _program estab115hment -- e, g-, a dec1s1on may - tu'“ ‘n'enroll--

ment trends. 1n s1m11ar programs at other campuses in. the
o 'reg1on, or- on compTet1on of art1quat1on agreements, etc

:;”__vThe COmm& s1on shou]d not defer comment on a program proJected
"";’1n a. segmenta] p1an w1thout stat1ng the reason for deferred comment :;'
';e'and adV1s1ng the seg@?gﬁ of the add1t1ona1 1nformat1on requ1red R

;i.- B ’ é!) Q‘
. DTscuss1onﬂ ‘

,Th1s recommendat1on ?% separate]y st d for emphas1s It 1s
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_‘_the current emphas1s away from rev1ew of deta1ﬂed proposa]s to
' ;ear11er rev1ew of summary statements of proJected new programs
'71n segmenta] program p]ans. o ’;.:A T T A R

iA]thopgh v1ew of 1nd1v1dua1 proposa]s w1thout ‘the context of
,aﬁstatefor:segmenta1 program p]an can reach,gome statew1de 1ssues
\LﬁEng., rem1nd1ng a segment of: 1ts respons1b111t1es for reg1ona1
o -_d1str1but1on of graduate programs), exper1ence suggests that it -
T may not do §0 (e g., 1ssues ra1sed concern1ng a new school of ‘ ‘
I pub11c health in San D1ego) Add1t1ona11y, fragmented exam1nat1on -
T of deta11ed proposé1§ encourages excess1ve attent1on3t“icurr1cu1ar N
-art1cu1ars that are matters of Judgment for,. 1nst1tut1ona1 facu]ty
omm)ss1on and segmenta] proqram“rev1ewerf?shou1d be. persons'unth __f'7'f"
lappropr1ate*academ1c backgrounds; :but - thes; backgrounds make. it
a}most“ mpos51b1e for them toﬂ_v01d act1ng asrthoUgh they were
embers,of a campus curr1cu1um comm1 '”e,when faced w1th a deta1]ed _
: 'One exper1enced staff member suggested that the deta11 f”lf
am proposals submergep analys1s of state or segmenta]
der. a sea of cr1t1c1sm of curr1cu1ar deta11s. IR QNLA

_:;:Currentlz 1 Because of Iack of an’ 1ntegrated state program p]an
A<and because of requ1rements for 1nformat1on cop1es, alt deta11ed

‘new program proposa]s are SUbJECt to rev1ew and comment by the », -

“?fComm1ss1on. . : S o

“ifRecommended Change 0n1y br1ef summary statements of the new ]fffh* -
. ‘programs proJected 1n segmenta] program p1ans wou]d be rev1ewed
B The only except1ons would be those regard1ng new programs that
are not proJected in p]ans “and those that require specific stud1es
.. or, more current 1nformat1on than wou]d be. ava11ab1e at ‘the pro- .

"TJéct1on stage




tPerhaps the maaor prob]em that we foresee w1th 1mp1ementat1on .
- of. th1s recommendation ar1ses from d1ff1cu1ty in accurate]y
' d proJect1ng Commun1ty Co]]ege occupat1ona1 pr0grams

“To,*Occupat1ona1 programs are 1ntended to be respons1ve to cur- a
- rent 1oca1 needs, and a- short 1ead time between percept1ons j

t(of the need and esiab11shment of the program is essent1a1
: It wou]d;seem*11ke1y that most phograms not. proaected 1n '

’

o But 1f the;Comm1sS1on7{s'to rev1ew deta11ed proposa]s of
'a11 programs not proaected two years 1n advance of estab--

‘;proposa1s for néw occupat1ona1 programs. _Ne1ther by L
lrf-exper1ence nor qua11f1cat1on are Comm1ss1on staff 11ke1y'

‘@ . "to be sens1t1ve to - 1oca1 commun1tyoneeds, to the 1nstruc-'ﬂa
f}ﬁu:l’t1ona1 requ1rements of. occupat1ona1 pﬁograms, or to’the
o P°551b1e urgency of estab11shment L.

) . .

] B
- . ’ 1 .
1 DN

3:_As suggested e]sewhere 1n th1s report the Comm1ss10n m1ght 11m1t

1ts program p1ann1ng for occupat1ona1 pr0grams to spec1f1ca11y

' 1dent1f1ed programmat1c areas, and re1y on the Commun1ty Co]]ege
central office td: be the f1na1 Yeview :agency- for the great: bu]k
”; of occupat1ona1 program proaect1ons and proposa]s The Commun1ty .
’~3Co11ege centra] office shou]d cons1der the necess1ty for its own . N

' :-11shment .then’most of 1ts rev,ews wdu]d be of. deta11ed .

Apr1or rev1ewhqf;a11 of these prograﬁk S -f’-l‘: o .AA:“y o
: o . ;, 3 — . ’
;“ - o . A ' ..— 1’.::
M e : Y S d
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':::RECOMMENDATTON 6 THE SEGMENTAL CENTRAL OFFICES SHOULD CONTINUE
\ :”TO DEVELOP AND IMPROVE PROCEDURES FOR GMEN$AL REVIEW OF EXISTING

-

o: 0: at“1east n. 1nforma1 basis,: the other segments and the N SRR
d%ommsswn shou1d be. adv1sed of prospecf1ve segmentW1de :';f?"'
-_f )rev1ews of ex1st1ng programs or. program areas /_ 3 1,';.4
‘ S : . N ,f;-
zfr'ff_f ,1}' 0 The Commun1ty Co11eges thtral office ‘shoild - 1) determine o
SRR whether 1ts current procedures for r4§1ew of ex1st1ng°occu-
‘_7 pat16na1 programs (COPES SAM etc ) are adequate to meet fﬂ '
. segmenta1 program p1ann1ng resoons1b111t1es, and (2) deve1op
gu1de11nes for 1dent1fy1ng areas\1n wh1ch segmentw1de reV1ew Ay
may be; requ1red to resolve 1ssues re1at1ng ‘to’ ex1st1ng academ1c .
programs e e . . )
"0’ The centra1 off1ce of the Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and
Co11eges shou1d deve1op gu1de11nes for 1dent1fy1ng areas ,
o -Nfr- ' :_ “in wh1ch segmentw1de rev1ew may be required to reso1ve seg- :
T menta1 program 1ssues ; - i'.' L 3,A N '

‘ _'°~o The centra] off1ce of the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn¥a shou]d KRR
. r{vye{*fju deve1op, to the extent feas1b1e, comparab1e def1h1t1ons
R i of 1nstruct1ona1 data eIements for use by the campuses in -
rev1ew of ex1st1ng programs.# ;_;, . r;.'; ;n3; _'”-‘aifﬁ'f
: : S ' cedr

A11 1nst1tut1ons shou1d have program p1ann1ng and rev1ew processes S
that re1ate ex1st1ng programs, proJected new programs, 1nst1tut1ona1 -

S R Cn - -
- . .o ’ ll‘l_,‘g--
e =y )

R
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€

£y duct1ng certa1n mu1t1 1nst1tut1ona1;

'ex1st1ng programs.a B
';ocommunttﬁtto11ege:Pr0cedurss_

f‘Current1z Comnun1ty Co1]ege procedures for rev1ew of a11 occu
' pational: programs across a11 co11eges on a four-yea

'_Co11ege procedures are more comprehens1ve,‘1nvo1ve centra]?off1ce
fschedul1ng, and appear to be cons1dered a permanent p1ann1ng and;

purposes ref]ect1ng statew1de rather tha
prob1ems or concerns" (Sm1th D K., 1980

T oo
Lo
vy

. VL
O

cyc]e d1ffer
”-Communlty

substant1a11y firom those in the two’ four’year segments

rev1ew act1v1ty (See Append1x B) Ear11er eva]uat1ons of -the A
masor e1ement.1n the procedures - The Commun1ty Co11ege 0ccupa- o
t1ona1 Programs Eva]uat1on System (COPES)_-- recommended "Ldent1- .
f1cat1on of exemp1ary occupat1ona1 education programs ‘and prac- ~:'“_;i P~'
t1ces to ass1st other: co11eges" (Ca11forn1a Commun1ty Co11eges,._:ﬁ' L
1976A p 11), and see Auv11f 1980, in wh1ch s1m11ar rec0mmenda;-

67




. t1ons appear-for federa11y funded proJects) Ita1s contemp]ated
;f._' g‘, that the resu1t§ of the’ four-year cyc]é revrews w111 1nform seg- .
3¥**i' menta1 p1ann1ng (Morr1s, 1980), but: 1t does .not 3ppear that seg-.»f _— :
'?b:;fif menta1 ceptfa] staff keep Comm1ss1on staff rout1ne1y 1nformed _"'». ‘f”'rhf
of these p1ans. In. contrast to the’ carefu11y structured rev1ew
procedures for occupat1\hal programs, it does not appear that
the Commun1ty @p]]ege centra1 off1£e p]ans exam1nat1on of academié;
programf‘across campuses.ix N ;4 }, L ; - 'lg:'_ij :“f"

.

Recommended Change,. Current procedures for"rev1ew of occupt1ona1
programs shou1d cont1nue but shou]d be" assessed for ut111ty ln ;},
segmenta1 program\p]ann1ng The Comm1ss1on shou]d be’ adv1sed ' S
‘of the resu1ts of these rev1ews.} Because of t apparent1y/shr1nk- {1
‘-1ng numbers of" transfer students and col rses in theaco11eges, ',f; J}}ft
’the Commun1ty Co11ege centra] off1ce shou]d deve]op procedures :
for 1dent1fy1ng poss1b1e 1$sues re1at1ng to academ1c programs : B
and for assess1ng these on a segmentw1de basas. f‘Fvv e ,ﬁ3jf,ggi_‘ft

SN ey ﬁ s K f_-ﬂcs__ e
N ’.'p‘roc.adu_ﬁas of the St'»ate"Un'i-v'e'rs1ty‘-."'and_.‘;CoT?]'fefée:s;.'-;‘7'” e
The State Un1ver51ty and Co11ege : present1y engaged

;_ear study g% teacher educat1on to exam1ne the segmenta1
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“ ‘,' ,.5":‘;'1 '_’ B .' B » “ "- ’ "’ "0.. 0 RN '." ) ', "-- ‘ ) i@’..“.» - “
: ‘Recommended Change.1 The Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co]1eges SRR
_f_shouﬂd cont1nue ex1st}ng procedures, adopt procedures for 1dentn- e
c Sy
ag;fy1ng segmenta1 1ssues that ‘may: requ1re cross campus rev1ew, andt .g, s
X notify ear1y the Comm1ss1on ‘and other segments of prospect1ve - o
. raﬁstud1es e D f‘;’”.v,“'f P 4.5;7*
‘ C.Un'-iver'sity'ﬁ‘of' Ca]ifo'rn‘ia.."'Procedures. B T O

._f urrent]y The Un1vers1ty of Caﬂ1forn1a present1y has eng1neer-f~'__fjf,y

A--Af1ng under study in a cross campUs rev1ew of ex1st1ng programs

‘fhmember rev1ew comm1tttee 1nc1uded representat1ves f&om the 1ndepen~

'*i}}7Un1vers1ty and Co11eges (Che1t et a1 1976) S1m11ar 1ntraseg-~
ffifmenta1 rev1ews have been conducted s1nce about 1974 (see Lee and.

. In an ear11er study 1ntrasegmenta1 rev1ew of educat1on ‘the- n1ne ?Jﬁpélf

. dent sector, the. State Department of Educat1on, arid. the State f,?,;f;[*’}

.;Bowen, 1975 -pp. 52- 53) Recently, the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a .
_ z, cen%?a1 off1ce adgpted forma1 po11c1es for 1dent1fy1ng and co"'f:*ai5; S
”‘,J”ductlng 1ntrasegmenta1 rev1ews (Saxon, 1980) . ..g;uve_ ,ﬁ5s-}:f%f o

: Recommended Chang_; The Un1ver51ty of Ca11forn1a shou1d cont1nue

jex1st1ng procedures, and not1fy ear1y the Comm1ss1on and dther e
_ vsegments of prospect1ve stud1es “An’ ear11er Nn1vers1ty study ‘ RIS
7‘yof 1nst1tut1ona1 prqcedures recommended the deve10pment of 1nfor- [
‘mation for - use across campuse§7to 1ncrease the ut111ty of 1nst1tu- Qfg_‘fiﬁ’
) t1ona1 rev1ews (Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a, 1976 “p.-19) . We endorse .
:f'th1s recommendat1on /gThe Comm1ss1on recommended that the Un1vers1ty

-"undertakeomore systemw1de eva1uatons of spec1f1c program areas

'](Ca11forn1a Postsecondary- Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 19783, P 24)
”;suggest1ng that they be as frequent as resources m1ght a11ow :
 Such rev1ews are usefu1 but the1r frequency shou1d be determ1ned

by the need . to decide substant1a1 segmnnta1 1ssues, not by resource

'i‘ava11ab111tj “The - cost«1n t1me and d1srupted re1at1ohsh1ps may fy
be greater than’ the do11ar‘cost of the review. Lo :gf
TN - B \ ‘ SR d'.-“‘ T
! w0 : s :
:" a i | .v."‘:"‘v.‘- b
: . . x N i Lo SJ . .
. T “.! ’a b ‘
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& Ind1v1dua1 programs;or programxareas ace rev1eued 1nten-, R
»ffs1ve1y¢by faculty for. the’ purpose of program 1mprovement.£ 7gj'ht ,j'"

_ .+ In the State Un1vers1ty and’ Co1feges, 1nst1tut1ons must 'V.;;f;"'
Ee xrev1ew aprogram every f1ve years: and ‘the’ su ry refults -, %

f.are reported to ‘the centra1 office and the govern1ngfffardhw B

‘ ,_.’(Ca11fornha State Un1vers1ty and Co11eges, 1981) In the ™ e
: R
'*_'ﬁn1vers1ty of Ca11fornia campuses set the1§powh schedu1e$ T

1'~for rev1eWs, and programs are rev%ewed on. f1ve to- seven
‘ «ﬂﬁxe!rﬁﬁycles (Uf? ers1ty of Ca11fo¢n1a;“1976 Sm1th s, S
22,1979) Our most recent 1nformat1on about the Commun1ty -

{ngo11eges 1s‘that 33 of them regu]ar1y sghedu1e reV1ews of

s

. 19788, p 12)

tf‘:cAdm1n1strators of an 1nst1tut1on:g1ve some rev1ew annua]ly’
ko a11$programs, Drrmar11v as part of 1nst1tut1ona1 budget
?3(:5protedures The nature and extent of such review var1es

‘:a;fj.-and G]enn¥ 1980) - 3

Th1s report re11es heav11y on state and segmenta] program plann1ng _ |
and rev1ew to assure that Ca11forn1a S edutat1ona1 needs are43et ]a!h; v];
over the next decade._ But th1s re11ance will- be m1sp1aced unless’ Q;fﬁgjt. y
state and segmenta1 procedures have' a f1rm foundat1on in effect1ve_v"h ;
1nst1tutlona1 .program* p1ann1ng and rev1ew In our earlier report,ilf

} we urged annual” "honest assessment of program~qua]1ty, pr1or1t1es, e

o and,staff1ng '(Bowen and G]enny, 1980 p 61) S Such assessments o e
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: are crht1ca1 1f state and segmenta1 program p1ans are,to be more
' than paper exerC1ses., The type of assessments that we urge
requ1res“a departure from past. pract1ce in that it fa]]s ane’
*between the two h1stor1ca1 pattergs of 1nst1tut1ona1 rev1ew of
_jex1s;1ng programs o It cannot be as protracted deta11ed and

\_ ;ecomprehens1ve as ﬁacu]ty rev1ews 1ntendedato 1mprove qua11ty,: yu "'Jf;j'ﬁ
a;_Lbut tvmust be more “%han an. annua1 attempt by adm1n1strators to - SRR
f keep the books 1n ba1ance and. to assure that current faculty. and - :
T 'fstaff keep the1r JObS. Each qnst1tut1gn mus? deve19p 1t54own,r"-'.;f'*.3.fgg
é;_f!aai;un1que procedures for so1v1n§ the basic. proB]em of g1v1ng program- |
| '“~}mat1c 1ssues and_pr1or1t1es a- dom1nant pos1t1on in annual re-. , o
“soufce- a11ocat1on\processes. The task is-diffjcult, and it s ;f'fff- s
sgrf:fj -:encouﬂagxng to have ev1dence-that some are perform1ng 1t ( .g., : ;;i)(’“; :
PIRRIRE j_ ;Stwiff 19&0) - ‘ tﬁ-.:'i ‘.‘. R _-_. R i » : B ’.‘_-‘;"_
iilaThe seﬂments can assure that certa1n fundamenta1 procedura1 safe-vf: .
5;fguards are pnov?ded Where, for examp]eg program term1nat1on or _Tﬁj. 'Zf:
”;1consol1da;1on may re§u1t from reviews: (Saxon,'l979 Dumke% 1979)t." '. |
© - But. they- shou1d not == and thus far, “Have not -- attempted "to N
‘;ﬂ1mpose deta11ed and un1form procedureszpn theénnst1tut1ons.».1n' T
. this regard the Commun1ty gb11ege centra] off1cg should probab]y DT e
":jextend its Program. Adm1ﬁ1strat1ve<ﬂev1ew act1v1t1es (Ca11forn1a ;gf ;*‘Qtﬂf

: 3Te;Commun1ty Col]eges, 1980C) to obta1n1ng assurance that the d1s—‘51
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' RECOMMENDATION 7 THE COMMISSION IN COOPERATION NITH THE SEGMENTAL";J' :

_ CENTRAL OFFICES SHOULD DEVELOP PROCEDURES FOR. IDENTIFYING AND.
& REVIENING EXISTING PROGRAMS THAT PRESENT MAJOR STATENIDE AND
INTERSEGMENTAL ISSUES '

. A
. -_Q'u-, o 3

i

~ As the, need is perce1ved the Comm1ss1on shou]d cont1nue to exam1ne
- statew1de concerns that. are pot’ reTated to individual academ1c
(."-H.IG" or Ocqglpt1ona1,programs It shou]d also’ deveTop reTat1ve1y
forma] procedures for‘1dent1fy1ng statew1de 1ssues ‘that are"
program spec1f1c apd that may require review across segmenta1
boundar1es At a m1n1mum, such procedures shoqu

2

S o:‘be deveToped in cTose cooperat1on w1th the segmentaT centra1
R ,off1ces, A e |
”‘)..‘ ;‘ ovidef1ne wuth reasonabTe spec1f1c1ty the state- 1eve1 1ssues
' :chat m1ght requ1re a. rev1ew of eX1st1ng programs across

;‘gments, . '", . ‘ﬁ%’

. o=

~_£; B o prov1de a: context>1n wh1ch -issues w1th1n.segments m1ght o
' * b, 1dent1f1ed for poss1b1e segmenta] review. across- campuses

The Comm1ss10n shou1d encourage the use of the IhtersegmentaT .

‘ Program Rev1ew Counc11 (IPRC) as a forum for Comm1ss1on and seg—

'-~: meTtaT centraT staff to share exper1ences and 1ns1ghts

D1scu§sfon

e LT e e g

his recommendation addresses the:role: of'the Commission in the.

_ ,“.onduct of "muTti 1nst1tut1ona1 program evaTuat1ons for purposes

},:.ff: . of refTect1ng statew1de rather than 1nst1tut1on-spec1f1c prob]ems

f'?hﬁlt or concerns" ($m1th D. K 1980 P 45) Recomnendat1on 6 concerﬁs'; L L
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o nonprogrammat1c concerns that ar1se from statutory or other .

69

' po11cy sources, but- that do not re]ate to spec1f1c d1sc1p11nes
~or 1nstruct1ona1 programs~ :

\ [

| the segmenta1 role 1n such eVa1uat1ons. At the Comm1ss1on 1eve1 '3.'
: statewxde concerns appear 1n.at 1east two forms o

3

ol > ‘ .

o programmat1c concerns that re1ate to spec1f1c 1nstruct1ona1

j'd1sc1p11nes or programs. --~1ssues of’d1fferent1atmon of

,funct1on, for examp]e, ar1s1ng between segments. T S

I3
¥

i
-

The authority to eva1uate ex1st1ng programs is exp11c1t in such .
areas as’ manpower supp'ly and demarid: or adu1t and contfmg educa-
t1on, antl . 1mp11c1t in the,statutory perm1ss1on to "undertake- such .

- _other. funct1ons and respons1b111t1es as are compat1b1e w1th its

ro1e as the statew1de postsecondary educat1on p1ann1ng and coord1-'

nat1ng agency '(Educat1on Code Sec 66903) The: same code’ sect1on
requ1res the Comm1ss1on to schedule "segmental rev1ew of selected

educat1ona1 programs

Do . SR l'f g ' _ _
EBEEEﬂElX." The Commission has’ undertaken a number of. va1uab1e

T

L

Iy

stud1es across the . segments in po11cy areas which do not re1ate

to. spec1f1c 1nstruct1ona1 programs or. d1sc1p11nes -- e g., tu1t1on,

col1ege—go1ng rates, off campus 1nstruct1on etc. (Ca11forn1a .
Postsecondary Educat1on Comm1ss1on 1978A 19808 1980F) It has «f.h
not, however, as yet, rev1ewed d1sc1p11nary areas or. spec1f1c o

ments or program deve1opments,ﬁ_the f1e1ds of teacher educat1on . T

. .\‘j'-';f'

N

ﬂy,’programs, as,)for examp]e, d1d the Comm1ss1on s predecessor in ,szgzﬁgfﬁ
’M'Tﬁa study of eng1neer1ng (Terman 1968) ' B o "'?EF L
i;-. . : . _ ,~' ] . , .;é;?'”_
- In its f1rst F1ve>Year\P1an the Comm1ss1on found that because
"“'"of apparent Tmba]ance in supp1yr2hd demand: 1n the émp]oyment .
market or. because of 4£gn1f1cant ﬂﬁrges in- prdfess1ona1 requ1re-s,yf§:ii‘-[




’ “and the health profess1ons shou]d be stud1ed on an 1ntersegmenta1 L
'--; ba51s (Ca]1forn1a ‘Postsecondary Educat1on Comn1sS1on, 1975, p. 63);:ru -
',;A study of the health profess1ons was 1n process at. that time. ')_

- under a ]eg1s]at1ve mandate._ The study of . teacher educat1on was

' need for an 1ntersegmenta1 teacher educat1on study Although o -

3 pr1ate 1nstruct1ona1 areas ‘and procedures for 1ntersegmenta] re-
'»v1ews, but the d1scuss1ons do not appear to be progress1ng w1th"“
3much urgency : : S

'H""-should proceed exped1t1ous1y iV
\“and the Callforn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co]1eges have recently

delayed because-of other: Comm1ss1on pr1or1t1es did not reach .

\'the prospectus: s age unt11 Tate. 1978 (Ca]1forn1a Postsecondary
w,Educat1on Comm'ss1on, 19780), and was-. not undeetaken in ‘the. after--
,math-of-Prop ition 13. PR TR i

s1on wes probab]y corregt in 1975 1n perce1v1ng ‘the

an 1ntersegmenta1 study was not undertaken the Un1vers1ty of

_;3:Ca]1fornha comp1eted its segmentw1de review of educat1on a year N
j!__]ater (Che1t et.al.,’ 1976), and the.California State Un1vers1ty
s and Co]]eges 1s current]y engaged 1n such a rev1ew.’

_'?'In 1980 Comm1ss1on staff 1n1tﬂpted d1sCUss1on 1n the Interseg-: o
,ﬂmental Program Rev1ew Council (IPRC) aimed’ at determ1n1ng appro- -

B .," *
SE o

RecOmnended Change The Co

"fof nonprogrammat1c state concerns as.the need ar1ses :



prq;:edure "wg. a1so urge;" that take"gr
e than,.m the past of the expemence xand ; b111

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



be: characterized. .
-1ack of directionilhu”’

_programs 1h‘Ca]1forn1a7 what are the respons1b1ﬁ3t1es,'nguiif
if ahy, of,gach pub11c segment for remed1a1 educatwonﬂ‘ L

Is cempet1t10n for students 1ncreas1ng between thef”"T
a"dx‘-he mdependent sectors? - If 'so’, what are’ ‘the P
rEVTEW 1mp'*hcatmns of such compet1t1on? W

‘o

- o what 1s of.shou]d‘be the ro1e of accn251tat1on 1n program' ““%a»,r«
: rev1ew7 Nhat has been the: exoer1ence w1th segmenta1 ob—-i I
fwservers on’ wo-year accred1tat1on v1s1ts? what 1nterest

E]Nhat has been the exper1ence of the State Un1vers1ty
San Bernard1no campus 1n the use of accred1-‘ !



| L t1 t]"éd‘-

I

1n a tommun1ty co11ege d1st1ngu1shed from one w1th

Or “1dent1ca1“ profess1ona1 master S degrees across the
“two four—year segments’ h_' B _v7; ARy

&

The potent1a1 for IPRC S becom1ng a maJor asset to the Comm1ss1on T

':. and to 1ts members is great. 0n1y more effort wou1d be requ1red
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the same name offered by Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a extens1on7..1’

.
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RECOMMENDAFﬂiTEF

| .(MENT SHOULD, DEVELOP PROCEDU ES FOR AND CONDUCT ANNUAL REVIENS
" OF A SMALL NUMBER OF PROGRAMS NEWLY ESTABLISHED NITHIN THE. PRIOR
THREE TO. FIVE YgARS."; R R :

o s e

_ The segmenta] centra1 off1ces are respons1b1e for 1mp]q§entation ;~¢¢gf,“- “;
. d’; of their: own. and 1nst1tut1ona1 program- p]ans;’and should"develop o 4
- procedures for assur1ng themse]ves and others that: the1r respons1- R S
T 1} b111t1es are be1ng met Annua] 1nst1tut1ona1 and segmenta] p]an-
- n1ng processes that re]ate ex1st1ng and proJected programs to

'}_5{ f maJor assurance More d1rect and spec1f1c assurance shou]d be . v
- prov1ded by segmenta] processes for examining a. 11m1ted number f:f;f“whh

-0f recently estab11shed programs The fo]]ow1ng cons1derat1ons I

are app11cab1e to the deve]opment of such processes .{f ]E{ : :f{£:;§; '-j

| '?f3i 0 A small gymber of newly estab11shed programs shou1d be S

' rev1ewed o fﬁp;]'_ ,'n;atﬂlrzg;_:,jni;u_‘;‘;,j,_: g;rf’_fﬁf;fgeff;":

o'JProcessesgshoulb”

éldeyeIopegfinvc]ofefcooperation;with_l:v}”"'

-to_FTWO or three program§= at 1east shou]d be random1y = R
"}*‘,,se1ected for rev1ew ‘1f57-7-g,357“ = 31_,,j»~_ t;{f—}fngvagj;=7ff’?
JR R 'fof:Processes shou]d be\cons1stent w1th and (1f poss1b1e), L

“’J_ !;i-' ;;'re1nforce ongo1ng 1nst1tut1ona] programs rev1ew :

Rev1ews of anly estab11shed programs should be based on or1gs ~ﬁ11Jﬂh
o ‘inal- proJect1ons and proposa]s, on or1g1na1 p]ann1ng assumpt1ons, R R
" on relevant Changed c0ndft1ons,land on ‘such additional quant1tat1ve4];;diff:f
§ and qua]wtat1ve 1nformat1on as the Comszslon and the segmenta]

'Q&ff‘fh_ centra] off1ces may determ1ne 1_~;.,‘ B '_5v‘r;;',_ Jo-

1 ﬁ‘;nﬂ*hi‘-'7
(i




'".fifor a: necessary bradge between state and segmenta1 program p1ans ”

'ijirev1ewsf§f ex1st1n§%g;ograms may or: may not’ tie the1r f1nd1ngs

“E{Th1s recommendat1on for rev1ew of new]y estab11shed programs 1s

'ffand‘1nst1tut1onaL program operat1ons Interna], 1nst1tut1ona1

“oto ‘state’ and*segmenta1 p1ann1ng 1ssues, the1r narrow but 1mportant 'ffi Ffl

w,, " aim. is to accept a program as it is found and’ to propose 1mprovement

;fState or segmentaT rev1ews of ex1$t1ng programs across 1nst1tut1ons'~‘»

.. are major enterpr1ses ‘that. only by. accident. will reach a new1y
.A.estab11shed program Instltut1ons shou1d be acc0untab1e for the h'
i ,fd1mp1ementat16n of the1r p1ans, and the segments for 1mp1ementat1on

”;;:'of the1rs Such accountab111ty requ1res 1nformatTon that present
if';fprocedures ‘do. not provxde ' Sy o

‘, . v . ?{ St EE TR S O
N Current]xg‘ ﬂe1ther the Comm1ss1on nor the segmenta] centra1 R
"f'goff1ces now exam1ne the success of newly: established. programs . f”;-jf{

(;,lIt is. assumed that new programs are estab11shed as proposed --T

s 1o become regular parts of curr1cu1a In the norma] course of

-:1"

.IL"events, 1n the fOur-year 1nst1tut1ons, at 1east new1y estab11shed -7: 'ﬂ]‘E
v:programs are subJect 1o 1nterna1 rev1ew w1th1n about f1ve to seven I

B years under procedures for rout1ne, perlod1c rev1ews of a11 ex1st1ng

_ ff‘progrmns But rev1ew f1nd1ngs are_ava11abTe to Comm1ss1on and s
?“ff_segmenta1 centra1 staff on1y 1h h1gh1y summar1zed form.;, 3,'vf,

'_'-;“Apparent 1ack of concern about new1y estab11shed programs may
Lo bet part1y Just1f1ed by current requ1rements for Comm1 jon.and .

S ment ‘as. proposed Neverthe]ess, conm1ttment to_an. or‘g1na1

EEERI

i!segmenta1 rev1ew of all deta11ed pr0posa1s for new pro rams“rThéun;ii:, &
;a};effort expended in prepar1ng ‘such pr0posals may assure estab11sh- _vvhev_‘;;

| wproposa1 1‘ Jttt1e guarantee “that: progected enro1Jments w111 be

L ¥
'ﬂ,rea11zed that ant1c1pated fund1ng w111 be ava11ab1e, or that

. ,a,i




LN

the program can adapt to other s1gn1f1cant.changes that m1ght o
‘j;requ1re dev1at1on from, or mod1f1cat1on of the or1g]na1 p1ann1ng [f_"'“i

'jRecomnended Change.- Th1s recommendat1ob fon post hoc rev1ew of L
] ;newly established programs is an accountab111t¥|neasure to assurefiif

6 *both Comn1s51on and segmenta1 bentra] offices that' thgﬁ? own pro--"-"

. vgram p1ann1ng processes and those of the tpst1tutqons are more ” -

than bureaucrat1c busy work We do not see these rev1ews as {.‘;‘--_ e

. -'"aud1t" dev1ces to detect poss1b1e m1srepresentat1on in or1g1na1
iﬁproposals :or prOJect1ons, ne1ther our exper1ence nor the 1nterv1ews"'
“even. h1nted at. m1srepresentat1on The prob]em addressed 1s the ls 7‘f
".fr1sk 1nherent 1n a11 new ventures = gett1ng new programs underway
' a1s not an except1on to the ru1e that noth1ng ever rea11y turns ' B .
~out’ as p1anned -~ But w1th fundamenta] respons1b111t1es for;: p1an¥ -;375E,ﬁg‘j‘f
*.Qn1ng and the 1mp]ementat1on of plans, the Comm1ss1on and the. seg-j;“'jo'”
'”_g’menta] centra1 off1ces §hou1d know how and why rea11ty dev1ates
“ﬂfrom p1ans. Th15 know]edge is* part1cu1ar1y 1mportant because
vrij}dgznewly estab11shed programs are at the 1ead1ng edge of educat1ona1
:fj‘{change..{;jy‘f; ‘yff,' T R .

BETS I

....it;QThe procedures deve]oPed by each segment ShOU1d mesh W1th that |
t“%f.,ff'f”part1cufar segment s un1Que program p1ann1ng and review proceSSes;ff'”r,...
fﬁ;:There’ws'11tt1e 1og1c 1n attempt1ng to prescr1be a. un1form proce-f'; T
'T“&]dure—%°r a11 three, but four cons1derat1on o

: nLapp]icable to
) all: g i ANOS R
i . - .
‘ 1 0n1y a sma11 number of newlymestab @;amsineedfbe‘; L Y
"’,i_ rev1ewed, in our op1n1on.v The usefu__v§§v"f survey1ng a11
- such programs wou1d be far 1ess than the cost o ;-L' r
i»w: - !r . R .
o 2“‘Cr1ter1a for se1ect1ng new1y estab]1sﬁ§d programs for r"T” i o
' w111 emerge as the segmental centra1 off}ces beg1n develilifg'g t?




4?_ 0 The cr1ter1a for se1ect1on shou1d be w1de1y understood

" 03 ‘In deve1op1ng rev1ew procedures, segmenta1 centra1 off1tes :d.ﬂ{

-random t0/ke§p 1nst1tutlons a1ert to Comm'ss1on and seg-
'“3’~_menta1 centra1 o?fiqe 1nterest in, the 1m?1ementat1on o
hfof 1nst1tut1onaL pr gram p1ans. :

: "

h jdivOther programs may be rev1ewed as they re1ate to current
o p]ann1ng 1ssues»—— e 9¥u to progect1ons of s1m11ar pro- '

*fff{fffgrams on other campuses, “to enro11ment'trends in: the e Co

'bsubaect matter area etc.ﬁyl .A“: | :fa,vj,__t

e

_. \“: L. D .
.oj-The programs from wh1ch se1ection is made should be those
for Whtth e1ther a; program progect1on or a deta11ed pro-"*

~ T

. b ﬂgram proposa1 has been subJect to comment by the Comm1ss1on.b'_5g]

R - e
: -

at 441 1nst1tutfons before the f1rst reV1ews are undertaken

S o 'c';-.-e""' .. ;("" ’ ’ s

ks vfoﬁ se1ectlon of programs.e Jhey shou]d be responslve a]so
".ito the Comm1ss10n 5" néeds for 1nformat1on - quant1tat1ve Ay
”and d9a11tat1veo-- re1evant+to state program p1ann1ng

5;d1rect1y in. the'conduct of«rev1ews“ They shou]d however,_-
5fbe c1o§§1y conné%ted*to the report;ng and the ana1ys1s of

Tw
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t1ons and proaect1ons\ana
and soc1a1 cond1t1ons after the1program wf

'.’.' -

0ur concept1on of the form such rev1ews m1ght-take 1s not as

procedures
'v1s1t and

mented or what 1mpact thex have on fnst1tut1ona1 p1ans once they

'are 1n operat1on. Th1s 1nformat1on s V1ta1 to ef?ect1ve state

"“-and segmehta] programfplannrng and to account"b111ty.for educa-




RECOMMENDA;;ON 9 THE LEGISLATURE SHOULB‘EEIMINATE THE DIRECL_
o RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRIOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE CENJRAL OFFICE. - .
'%/2 APPROVAL 0F DETAILED COURSE AND PROGRAM PROPOSALS AND STATE 'gf{
S ﬂmnnm L -;g-,lﬁ, _.4_,e. _ K L

PURE

2 . L R R R - . -

A The Community Co]]ege centra1:of¥@§ ‘
s '4 p011cy 1eadersh1p of the d1strtc;§£._*

f “.{§=,5 1eve1 It shou1d have at’ Teast as. ﬁﬁc}.
i‘#)'}}ﬁ-' segmenta1 ‘program p1ann1ng and: review a: tf
DA forn1a and the Ca11forn1a State Un1versity and Co]]eges ,wefs'

"i;k recommend

_ . . \ . PR oy

e Un1vers1ty of Ca1t-3 ;;Kp ) -

.

s

l"‘»ZLCJok Program~by program,_course-by-cou?se pr1or segmental cen-'? PR
CL T e tral office approval of a1l courses: and programs be e11m1-4 AR
: fw,ffugg;;?ff nated as'a cond1t1on of state. fund1n9- Ve sl .;fj"s o
":}?.f,iﬂ;'l o Adm1n1strat1on of the deta11s of state fund1ng prd@edures
el be separated from program p1ann1ng and program rev1ew

respons1b111t1es.4, %.%V v’;uﬂ'» R

£ :
e -

o T 'ff j-h_ s "; I ,ésﬂ
If f1nanc1a1 sanct1ons are requ1red to’enfprce 1eg1s1at1ve : -
or: segmenta1 educat1ona1 p011c1es, these sanct1ons “not " be
measured d1rect1y by the number of students 1n courses or

programs found to v1o1ate such pol1c1es. } :

‘; The Commun1ty CoTlege centra1 off1cek5hou1d haxe a MaJor roJe Qt;fi;fy"ff

’ hiuggggte f1sca1 and educat1ona1 poi1ty for the d1str1cts and ;}f";jr‘ip ‘
X ;;'c011eges.t Perfonmance of th1s roTe ise fnh1bated by the current .;i
_ -*‘one-to-one re]ét10nsh1p between state fund1ng and deta11ed re- ;‘efjif’;f

i




'S

_j;'p1ann1ng’ we do not be1*eve that it is

f.}:Current1

"off1ce for the approva] of creth programs and courses and _
;unoncred1t and certa1n other types of.’ courses (See Append1x B)

‘ﬁf"Cred1t programs and Cred1t courses that are. not part of programs
R : | ,

’0;

pnagrams ref]ect 1nterna1 agadem1c program p1ann1ng and resource

T aT]ocat1on cons1deratyahs, and procedures would probably not - e
'-v‘change in the absence of 1eg1s1at1ve mandates or Commission -

'requests based ongsuch mandates :a But Comnumty C‘Hege program '

'&7"1

A

i or nohcred1t courses unTess the courses have been approved by _
the board of governors;a(Educat1on Code, Sec..78412) {;I’ L

<)

S

_"‘The re]at1 nsh1p between state fund1ng and the approva] process ,
f.f1s dqugt Funds f]qw to the co]]eges based .on %ge average da11y

attendaqpe (ADA) for studentsw1n courses If the cgurses have '

T

. been appnoved fund1ng 1s a]]owed ‘Jf programs are operat1ng _
f;watnout approva] then the sanctwon of re1mburse2§pt of state funds"

is. “imposed.- The* Commun1ty Co]]ege centra] offi approves courses

N

b, - _-@' A 3

ce et

- “.N.’

S

v e

,.wln both of the four-year segments, procegures for rev1ew of new o

r

:,D1ffereﬁt.procedures have deve]oped 1n the segmenta] centra] {f'ij.

@

' nt1oned to any commun1ty co]1ege d1str1ct oo-account of the atten-‘ B
- dance ot students enrgiged in; commun1ty co]]ege credlt programs }‘*m

_ _‘f,1nd&v1dua11y or as- part of cred1t programs “Local govern1ng\y9ard5~”'
‘.“f;,fmay~add or mod1fy courses Tn ex1st1ng programs where.add1t1ons

' fsly apDroved by the cEntra] off1ce 'lfﬁjfiﬁ,; f'.a,f_"f’ "lh'

aa 0L



ey U e St : Lol
'fare*rev1ewed and eva1uated and approved programs are forwarded
_ to.'the’ Comm1ss1on for comment. Course approvals’ do not go to 5 B :
4 'Tthe Comm1ss1on.- If due a11owance is. made for d1fferences 1n s1ze,_7‘q 2t
4-H/¥"; ;\‘m1551on, and concern w1th courses, th1s "approva]" process is. T

. jicomparab]e to program review in the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a and
- 7the Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Go11eges Techn1ca1 and per-'
'»~tsonne1 factors that reported1y caused protracted de]ays in the~ Q%

y -

:past appear to have been 1arge1y overcome.- Under these procedur
"58 new' cred1t programs and 71 )ew cred1t courses were approved
-3dur1ng ‘1979 (Ca11forn1a Commun1ty Co11eges, 198OB LE 6)

[ ]
T o,
e

. jThe appgova] process for noncred1t courses d1ffers in that 1t |
-requ1res substant1a11y 1ess exerc1se of . 1ndependent Judgment and ’7;’;:;¢
'4,4d1scret1on by segmenta1 centra1 staff. The process 1s essent1a11yf{ ;
gone of . reviewing a data co11ect1on form and enter1ng data into’ BRI
"“,'a_computer ed 1nformat1on system. The four-year segments do ..
"not have cgz

mparab]e review procedures In 1978-79, l 833 non-“
~cred1t cougses Were approved through th1s process - a11 subJect o
wto ADA fund1ng (Ca11forn1a Community . Co11eges, 1980A p 4) ,L--;f.._

s
Py -
o

' "The "approva1"'processes ‘of the Commun1ty CoT]ege centra1 off1ce PR

shou]d not. be - character1zed as "rubber stamp" operat1ons They
= are not.; They are the bas1s for "acc ntab111ty"’1n the most_

fﬁstr1ct and narrow senge of. the term If 1nd1v1dua] col]eges

, fnzate programs or. courses that have not: been "approved," and. ‘7%
“'<; p'a Department of F1nance aud1t of ADA catches them, substant1a1 : n
t“-::f1nanc1a1 pEnaJt1es can ‘be’ 1mposed But th1s narrow purposellas ‘ij_;"
4 “idrlven out the poss1b111ty of accountab111ty in the broader ise | :.
'_ of.- eva1uat1on for purposes of reach1ng and reso]v1ng state af

4ftgsegnenta1 educat1ona1 1ssues ’ Current procedures cannot ad S
'_:;maJor concerns ra1sed by the: chang1ng ro1e of ‘the ‘two’ year col]eges,',]

'lﬂpart1cu1ar1y in an era of susta1ned ﬁ1sca1 ‘and enro]]mentdstress . j};.@
For examp]ev . o .' ‘;.._‘. . 3"7 j o - " ',"‘:'l- . %
‘7. ,,‘4“ 4 . . e ."'. . s . 2: ) L. . oL L 4‘ '. J
v 85 S
B T




| o g.ﬁj o Most of today S commun1ty col]eges students take'courses, L
| B weyare to]d not programs that 1éad to cert1f1cates or de-. -
: grees.' They are more 1nterested in spec1f1c vocat1ona1 =
'3 avocat1ona1, or academ1c‘sub3ects than in credent1als , -
Courses may requ1re greater attent1on than programs in- the é‘
future -- perhaps they may at present “The. current course
1nventory 1nformat1on base and the’ develop1ng course c1ass1-
~ fication. system (Ca11forn1a Commun1ty,C011eges, 1979 80) -

| are valuable and necessary f1rq¢ steps, but on1y f1rst
steps, toward educat1ona1 accountab111ty '

. o ‘ho The two four-year segments have accepted the 1dea that some '
j,,7.f R expens1ve, 1ow enro]lment programs must be restr1cted to '
e -;fhi[“' “specific campuses “In the commun1ty co11eges, however, ,

: o . the. belief still seems to be that every student shou]d be . :
h 7351:¥£f,;;. w1th1n commut1ng disthnce of any desired course. A1though N

e

) 2 . . A -.:_» : B .. ) | :
_’, . . IR “a .' IS . = . e )

:;; '-; a rat1ona1e for d1str1but1on of" h1gh cost programs was de- -

;@' ve]oped (Brossman, 19767, it does not appear to have been

ﬁﬂ { used for rev1ew purposes or made current (Callforn1a Post- R
f! s seﬂondary Educat1on Comm1ss1on, 1980A, p 16) el e hi _,’:

‘ o Many statew1de 1ssues (e g 5 art1cu1at1on w1th\the four-'p
,hzt;f g~ﬂﬁf; year segments, remed1a1 educat1on, etc ) cannot be ra1sed

:;-jgg by current fragmented rev1ew and “apprdva]“ proce§%es, ,
o even to the extent that absence of state or- segmental program._
p1ans m1ght aJ]ow.. Here aga1n more soph1st1cated course -
. o class1f1cﬂ!ﬁon would beﬁg step forward. _
L e . T - , - . S

» Yy

‘_The Commun1ty Colle;}>central off1ce faces, as we have deta11ed :
f'e]sewhere, greater d1ff1cu1t1es than the two four-year segments
‘{Hn developing effect1ve prog“am p1ann1ng processes “But -at- pres-.~

‘@ent academ1c p1ann1ng' at the segmental Jevel 1n the Conmumty

\.uf i R L

; .




"what we perce1ve to be*one of the“maJor procedura] barr1ers to ﬁ”
b‘effect1ve program p1ann1ng 1n the Commun1ty Co11eges. Oun:Ven-" <
fture rnto the th1cket of Commun1ty Co]lege Finance has taken us }):,;Q:d

“‘Héﬂhq,not pred1ct how current rev1ew procedures wou]d change 1f
“;'the 1eg1$1at1ve mandate re1at1ng them to fund1ng were removed
'-'jProgrém rev1ews that are presently comparab]e to those in the

»_extent to- which, 1nd1v1dua1 districts and co]]eges wou]d be re- ~\S“
n-

™ ’ . B - . . . .
- . . 4 it b’ wire e o e e e '
. ) 2 : T T RIS 4
. . ! ® . ‘ A
) L 3 . s . .. . . Lo L@ »
hOTI Lo v : - ’ L) ¢

oﬁ]y so far, however ‘Tt has not enab1ed us to pcescr1be much P

_moye. thén thﬁ e11m1nat1on of the mandated pre-aud1t barr1er 'I;[fﬂ,;-- i)

R R TR 4_n‘r«}jﬁé{;'iw

4.'four -year: segments m1ght be expected to cont1nue but perhaps -:‘tff‘; i 3
.. be reduced in namber by 11m1t1ng attent1on to co]]ege proJect1ons :
and se1ected proposa]s (See Recommendat1on 4) Course rev1ews - f""
-on -an 1nd1v1dua1 bas1s Should probab1y~be e11m1nated (Harc]eroad
1975 p 20) Courses are 1mportant but post -hoc review of - - ’fff,%: |
d 1nformat1on der1ved from the computer1zed 1nformat1on system and o
' ordered by emerg1ng course c1ass1f1cat1ons wou]d be~more -
”d1scr1m1nat1ng than current course-by—course rev1ews A L T ,r{:&\-
"A maJor quest1on that ‘arose in ‘the’ 1nterv1ews centered on the ' ffu"f .

-spons1bi1e for the1¢ educat1ona1 m1ss1ons in the absence of f1na
5fc1a1 sanct1ons d1rect1y~dependent on pre-audﬁt ‘program approval. - f'd
Wil the cq]]eges "run w11d " as one- stafF member suggested7 We. 7§ A
?ﬂ,do not th1nkuso Overly zea]ous entrepreneursh1p 1s un11ke1y '

& .;fto mesu]t in any_substant1a1 mqsuse of funds.a Not many funds o L 9,4‘“'
S w111 be ava1]ab1e\ 0 m1suse -The segmenta1 centra] off1ce at -
.. | . ) N ‘ ;
LoEy S - 4
B . R ,@ﬁ
. &{'; ‘ ; ﬁ‘ s, [
i : - "i - i
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" ? ..&‘_
’\.‘f ’* Heé

dotng,!for th_ mosb%pa

)

mu'lar tune what we";ﬁbﬂncf Tack’fng ere :
. W € e

seg'??éntaiﬁ*program plafé’ f'mm,,y_lmch ¥ieE

and thema deteﬂﬁnned A]Ways de '

5) r'abf'

i w&tfqnsf’,_ we&r:xus& "attempt 4
Qn*ake déc1s$ags foa_cLeaHn'

t,

éThe@ttom J}ne o‘f. ;} oh

“of; pmﬁ aamorgg I
""_app?ma on an- ad “Hog

fhen;ed eff%rts ar'Ye not‘:=ent1re1y wasted oggc%urse, but 1dent1fy- . Lo
'ng«@rﬁ ré%ohmg;g' tersegmental - and ‘statewwe issues 1in the ab- .
ence: of ppe{ t1ona1 p?-ogr m p1a,n notﬁeasy Even w1th an T
nomous‘?amgt of pgper . _

1ss'ues 'zmay be oveﬂoo:ke@ Nhether ghey have or not, 1t 1s cer- -

e ® P

PRGN L

the cost]y'efforts f :_'nstééuvtwna] facu1 ty and adrmmstr'ators.




j de ;the'best of c1rcumstances, the preparat1on of a deta11ed
roposal for a. new program- requires extensrve t1me and effort

onerous and inhibits risk. - The burden- .should. be 11ghtened and

-

J/Ject1ons in p]ans aga1nst both 1nst1tut1ona1 missions and oper-.
fat'ona] segmenta] rogram p1ans Faculty energy shou]S\be re-

D,

'u:”_?”ffa(ce and 1mprov ent of program qualaty R v_j-;,

"'f:_Our recommendat1ons contemplate 1ess paperwork at the 1nst1tu-'
4 ;t1ona1 1eve1 but they also requ1re greater accountab111ty for
_'feducat1ona1 obJect1ves ‘at 31 1evels, state, segmental, campus,

N "and d1str1ct or co]]ege o ' :

4

S 1. Inst1tut1ona1 m1ss1on statements to gu1de program deve]op—
ment advise segmental central off1ces and ‘the - Comm1ss1on j}s

rogrammat1c expectat1ons of Tnstﬂeht1ona1

- of the prec1se,;ﬁ
< - faculty and adm1n1strators (Recommendat1on 2)

Tew ..

ﬂgnf‘ tz.:,Jected from two to, f1ve year5\1n advance of estab11sh ent,
S : and at that time, Just1f1ed under 1nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1ons

(Recommendat1ons 4 and 5) ' i,'; SR

.

S 3.\In segmenta] program p1ans the 1nst1tut1ona] prOJect1ons .

.t;are conso]1dated and ana1yzed ig terms of. statew1de and

cons1stency w1th state level- ob}hct1ves and concerns

PR (Recommendat1on ) e e “L-Q .
: . : e . RN
) _-"’_ @ ‘v:ﬂf . 'r‘,l : ,
» 2 i . a 1
PR TRE S XU T :
: . EE P Xe- ¥ . -
’ o SRS (0 v 4+

that'1s on]y poor]y ev1denced by documentat1on B Meet1ng state “-'_
rand segmental requ1rements for Just1f1cat1on and - 1nformat1on is ... s

;{r1sk of new ventures encouraged by ear]y test1ng of summary pro-‘f:}

o ﬂsegmental concerns (Recommenga ion. 1) a Lo

;4 The Comm1ss1on 1ntegrates segmental program p1ans to assure :f e



1 . . J—

. . 5 At each 1eve1, 1nst1tut1ona1, segmenta], and state program

'd;‘qggj :,;p1ans are the context - for rev1ews of ex1st1ng programs, SR
S d:,'both per1od1c, 1nterna] reviews and, Conm1ss1on or segnenta] IR
"‘h'ones across 1nst1tut1ons (Recommendat1oﬁs 6 and 7) ' L

~f;ﬁ».comp11ance w1th program p1a snand test p1ann1ng assumpt1ons .#Ef

e

;‘lf°ff:.:7:¥5egmenta1 district, nd coT]ege program p]ann1ng is- encbur-.
' ;» ?aged 1n the’ Commun1ty Co11eges by e11m1nat1ng the current
: d1rect "approva]"/ADA pe1at1onsh1p (Recommendat1on'9) ’,;

"P

e

VI:we see at 1east two d1ff1cu1t1es 1n oUr a1most tota1\re11ance .
~*on state and’ segmenta1 program p1ann1ng F1rst, a1though p1ans §
and p1anners are mov1ng.1nto the ma1nstream of governance and

»wcoord1nat1on they do so at a. t1me when resource a11ocat1on is
. an even h1gher adn1n1strat1ug pr1or1ty than 1n the. past -Theory
‘.f subord1nates budget1ng to. p1ann1ng and program rev1ew, but the '
I ‘urgency of. many . f1sca1 dec1s1ons makes subord1nat1on d1ff1cu1t
O in pract1ce Y '

_ ’Jlm'ortant re1y on 1nternaf\ 1nst1tut1ona1 p1ann1ng and p{ogram
ST review rocesses that r1gorous1y and. honest1y address*curr1cu1ar -

.’%:1"changee§n re]at1on ‘to these m1ss1on!land to staff1ng patterns ’ .
. ~g5'(Boweﬁ and G1enny, 1980) C1ar1f1cat1on of‘1nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1ons,,'
.is an, unavoidable respons1b111ty of segmenta1 “central of¥1ces £

At ‘each 1nst1tuthon facu]ty 1eaders “and sen1or adm1n1strators
1must deve]op the necessary p]ann1ng and program rev1ew pchedures




2

o Hard dec1s1ons are requnred to ma1nta1n and 1mprove educat1ona1
ffhf T qua11ty in the next decade, but hard decv51ons are not 11ke1y
Yoo in the abseﬁ F

The context mus

procedura1 context des1gned for that purpose.

‘be suff1c1ent1y flex1b1e to encourage prompt

v and 1nformed%4nst1 utfona] response for qua11ty can 6nly be 11;"; .
o ach1eved at the campuSes - At ‘the same time, " co11ect1ve campus ‘ff‘_°f'

respogses must be measured aga1nst stat* segnenta] concerns :
that cross 1nst1tut1ona1 boundarles. DR ,._»\ Ciao

‘,. The swn of c1ear 1nst1tut1ona1 m1ss1ons and processes 1s the foun—'ifTJ
| ; dat1oh on wh1ch state and segmenta] p1ann1ng must rest CItds’
*ﬂ not yet ful]y 1n p1ace., Inst1tut1ona1 facu]ty and sen1or adm1n- :
' 1strators must start. g1v1ng f1rst pr1or1ty to academ1c and occupa-;
t1ona1 programs, to. who staffs them, and, to the1r future --"not - f
to organtzat1ona1 surv1va1 and Job secur1ty State and segmenta1'
, “QI adn1n1strators--- and state execut1ve and 1eg1s1at1ve off1cers ,'
wul[l";;d and staff -as we11v-- mnst realize- that "accountab111ty“ in h1gher
R educat1on 1nvo]ves more than numbers._ If qua11ty is to be main- - :
ta1ned educat1ona1 accountab111ty must be founded on. qua11tat1ve I
B Judgments and expectat1pns at campuses and co11eges, and made ' | '
e exp11c1t in state and segmenta] program.plans.,”" '

.
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NI ) ST meRENIXA LT
K ;g,?RoGRAMf;REv;{Ew IN THI_E'%CA‘LL?QRNIA PosTSEco_NDAiiY EDUCA‘[ION COMMISSION - -

1{{1The pd11c1es uﬂder wh1ch the Ca11f0rn1a Postsecondary Educat1on _HJ_me"
'_1Comm1ss1on (CPEC) reviews programs are- found in the. 1974 1eg1s1at1on

”under -which CPEC rep]aced the former coord1nat1ng agency. Three‘p

) éeg1s1at1ve requ1rements are part1cu}ar1y re1evant (Educ. Code, ,

“?"‘ if CPEC sha11;prepa;e f1ve-year state p1ans "wh1ch sha11 .

' ; 5 "3 1ntegrate the planning effqrts of. the pub11c segments, _.i
) : "; and "sha11 requ1z§’the govern1ng boards of the segments o
fi} , to dergfop and submit 1ong range p]ans._ _ S '{_A”ngmé

";'* " 2) CPEC sha]1 "rev1ew proposa1s by ‘the puB11c segments for
 new programs and make recommendat1ons regard1ng such
proposa1s to the Legﬂs1ature and the Governcr.

o ) - . '__{ . e e
L8 . . . .‘r‘

SR ' 3) CPEC sha11 "1n consu]tat1on w1th the, pub11c segments, Lo ;.h
| X " estab11sh a schedu]e for segmenta] rev1ew of se1ected v N

l'i; C ."educat1ona1 programs, evaluate thQaProgram rev1ew pro- Lo
' o cesses of the segment§ and\report its f1nd1ngs and Q

recommendat1ons to the Governor and teg1s1ature.

R = " By ',‘
° - . R 0 - SN
\ -

e Current CPEC p1ann1ng and rev1ew procedqres are set out in “Th
~ Commi'ssion's Ro]e 1n the Review of Academ1c and 0ccupat1ona] Plans.”

’land Program's. iﬂbpted by the Comm1ss1on 1n‘1975 after consu]tat1on ?}11 L
;w1th the segments.,: S , ;-f, T jv' < _ S

-_. '._f" L. -

The 1975 gu1de11neg estgblashed the Intersegmenta1 Program Rev1ew R :

- Counc11 (IRPCl,vcons1st1ng of representat1ves from the three publ1c o
. A L E
“ e 108
¢ - i e



b segments the Assoc1at1on Qf Independent Ca11forn1a Co]]eges and

, u 1vers1t1es (AICCU)‘ The Ca11forn1% Adv1sory Counc1T*Sn/yocat1oga1

'..fgsecondary Educat1on, The Department of Education, and CPEC staff.
.fUnder the gu1de11nes, IPRS’was to adv1se CPEC. staff on all matters‘
're1at1ng to. program 1ann1ng and rev1ew. In pract1ce, IPRC meets

ucat1on and Techn1ca1 Tra1nﬁng, The Counc11 for Prlvate Post-

f\_gtwo or three times, a yéar\\attendance is génera]]y 1]m1ted to repre- ff
, sentat1ves “of the three pub]lc,segments (andfperhaps Bf. AICCU), and

the pr1mary top1cs of adv1ce hpve beef: CPEC staff s annua1 summar1e§”‘

r'of segmen€a1 program rev1ew\act¥v1ty. ' -

. .. , 7
N LT A . ~
.' S ‘,.‘_._ : v

RO [

‘_'MaJor staff‘respons1b1]1ty for program rev1ew in GPEC is w1th the

Assoc1ate'D1rector,»Academ1c Affa1rs, and d1rect respons1b111ty s .0 T

fw1th the head of the’ Coord1nat1on and Review Section. _The: head of

’the sect1on and. two' other profess1ona1 staff members review new

lprogram proposals. Approx1mate1y one-ha]f the t1me of these threejj_p
if'f“staff mémbers. s spent onprogram, rev1ew -- approx1mate1y six per-
© cént of total adm1nastrat1ve act1v1ty of CPEC professﬁona] staff. -
ddition to ‘their program review’ responsib11tt1es, the three 1_"

‘staff member's part1t1pate in spec1a1 stud1es, p]ann;og, and re1ated
;'5CPEC act1v1t1es.- DA - Pl R

L — T i T

’ a3

i:ﬁ'CPEC act1v&¢y in th1s area falls into three re]at1ve1y d1screte
'ﬁj? catagor1es' (1) new program rev1ew (2 ﬂeva]uat1on of segmenta]
‘ procedures, and (3) rev1ew of ex1st1ng programs._ N '

New Program Rev1ew * : v .o
"Under the l975 gu1de11nes, the review of new programs begnns w1th
'CPEC rev1ew of. f1ve-year, segmenta] program prOJect1ons. As
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1g;%a11y contemp1ated; CPEC«staff wourg/exam1ne each new program,':
proaected concentrating on (1) the numger and regional d1str1but1on??
of e}1st1ng programs, (2} enro11ment trends, (3) job market v
cons1derat1ons, and (4) probab1e costs. _Problem a!?as would" be -

'1dent1f1ed -- e. g., poss1b1e dup11cat1on -- and these prob]em aaeas

~wou1d be taken to IPRC for d1scuss1on and reso]ut1on. In

gconsu]tat1on ‘Wwith IPRC CPEC staff wou]d a1so identifyr spec1f1c :j
- programs in the f1ve~year proaect1ons that were be11eved to- requ1re

ffur%her cons1derat1on by -the 1nst1tut1ons and segments befOre forma]

proposa1s were subm1tted. CPEC staff wou!d aTso identify. programs _
- 1nc1udfng, but. not necessar11;\$$ﬁ1ted to the f1rs{ group -- that -
would be subJect t04"1ntens1ve review" by CPEC.. Mthough CPEC

- regserved, the r1ght to rev1ew any new program proposa1 it was

9ontemp1ated that on1y 1nformat1on cdp1es of a proposal wou]d be

. requ1red for a program that had-appeared on a segmental master p1an

e

afor two years prTor to nts 1ntended estab11shment and that.was not '

, 1n1t1a11y 1dent1f1ed for 1ntens1ve rev1ew. CPEC S f1rst five- -year

_p1an in late 1975 11sted twe]ve program areas for wh1ch "add1t1ona1

: Just1f1cat1dn" wpu]d be ﬁﬁhu1red.. A far greater number of spec1f1c

. ;programs were 1dent1{lsb in a 1978 report in wh1ch they. were ;

_c1aS§1£;ed accord1ng tp the reasons for more 1ntens1ve rev1ew.,

»

Thﬁ 1dént1f Jon(f: spec1f1c, proaected programs for. 1ntens1ve.
rev1ew under the 197 procedures has not operated as-p1anned )
part because of the d1$rupt1on of segmenta] p1ann1ng fo]]ow1ng the :
adopt1on of Propos1t1on 13.~ The current 1mp11cat1ons of the: attempt :,.

. to identg fy spec1f1c brograms for rev1ew d1ffer among the three

:.segments

For CPEC review o?’Commun1ty Co]]ege proposa]s, ar1y 1dent1f1cat1on

" has had'I1tt]e, if any, jmpact. Proaect1ons from 1nd1y1dua1 colleges -




%

have been- forwarded to CPEC w1thout regard to schedu1e and w1thout
:ana]ys1s by the segmenta1 centra1 office. The prob1ems of large B

numbers of prOJected programs was compounded by apparent un-

_re11ab111ty of the’ prOJect1ons -- e. g., some programs a1ready in

operat1on were shown as prOJectgd. Dur1ng the. past two years, CPEC

staff has not reviewed prOJected programs ‘of the Commun1ty Colleges

‘ becabse revised 11sts of prOJected programs were ot prov1ded.
" Individual program proposals do 1nd1cate whether ‘the program had
. been prOJected in co]]ege p1ans. ' - ‘

A

aﬁor CPEC review of State Un1vers1ty proposa1s, ear1y 1dent1f1cat1on
_ has resulted in greater segmenta1 attent1on to programs earlier .
L des1gnated for 1ntens1ve rev1ew by CPEC. In. 12]8 79 the State :
Un1versﬁty'suspended f1ve-year program prOJect1ons in the face of

*uncerta1n fund1ng, but resumed prOJect1on? 1n 1981. -

@

"‘For CPEC review of n1vers1ty proposa1s, the ear]y 1dent1f1cat1on
_ ‘procedures appear to have resu1ted 1n more 1nten$1ve rev1ew of
.des1gnated graduate programs by both CPEC and segmenta1 staff.

[}

:~'fUnder the ear1y fdentification proéedures'and as a?matter'of'po1icy

- as these were suspénded CPEC has genera]]y reviewed: Un1vers1ty and

- i,State Un1vers1ty proposals’ for new undergraduate programs in detail.

._;‘fonly when 1n1t1a1, 1nforma1 d1scuss1ons indicated that they m1ght '
"fa11 outs1de customary 11bera1 arts offer1ngs.

5.

"“?CPEC staff propose reinstating ear1y'rev1ew of prOJected programs in

'segmenta1 p1ans as conditions perm1t._ Current1y, however, the maJor
-_act1v1ty of CPEC staff is in rev1ew of new program proposa]s as
. these are. rece1ved from the segments ﬂi

R . - . . ) P B . .?'



e Teee,. educat1ona1 va]ues other'than those based on 1abor market‘b -

)

'; may taﬁe on of the fo11ow1ng pos1t1ons (1) ReqUest-additiona]
: 1nformat10n (2) concur w1th the proposa], (3) not concur, with the ™
>proposa1, (4) concur but with cond1t1ons.‘ In the case of a proposa1

f 1mprovement of qua11ty.

4

Us1ng"he s1x pr1nc1p1es, a CPEC staff member prepares a written

' D1rector, Academ1c Affa1rs, part1c1pate 1n the review.

A1though each of the three profess1ona1s 1nvo1ved fs pr1mar11y

Q. respons1b1e for a11 proposa]s from a part1cu1ar segment the review .

" of new programs is a co1]aborat1ve process. -The proposals that CPEC
rev1e;?“fo11ow gu1de11nes 1ssued in 1975 that prescr1be both the B
1nformat1on requ1red in proposa1s and the pr1nc1p1es under wh1ch
CﬁEC staff rev1ew them.:‘f'. c
The s1x princip1es“'or criteria whfch»CPEb'staff;use:in'reviewing,
new program proposa]s are: (1)'student demand; (2) societal heeds -

est1mates, (3) ‘employment, prospects; (4) ex1st1ng and proposed
programs in the field; (5) program costs; and (6) ma1ntenance and

~l

2

analysis of the proposa1 ‘that is reviewed by the head of the _ s
Cogrd1nat1on and Rev1ew section.. If.forther 1nformat1on 1s.not | _'
needed .the head of the. section w111'recommend either concurrence,
concurrence with cond1t1ons, or nonconcurrence. 'Commission«staff'

wh1ch the staff f1nds controversial, the D1rector and Assoc1ate v :.-,':.'jf
e

.. . N

o V1rtua11y a11 d1fferences between CPEC staff and segmenta] staff are

reso]ved at staff 1eve1 If agreement cannot be reached at the ;F' .
staff level, the gu1de11nes prov1de that e1ther Commission or seg- )
mental staff may br1ng the issue to the full Comm1ss1on: ’In rare
-instances, segments haye o] appﬁaled -a nonconcurrence comment (e, g.,_
a. c1ass1cs program at a Un1versrty campus) ‘ '

3



. . : . - .

. The 1/u_requ1res that CPEC act “on proposals for,new programs w1th1n SR
"o 60 days -of their rece1pt. Th1s time is extended by agreement if
add1t1ona1 1nformat1on—or c1ar1f1cat1on is., requ1red CPEC . staff try
to comp1ete the1r rev1ew w1th1n 30 days. s _-;. e T %"<
S1nce 1976 CPEC has: been deve]op1ng a computer1zed 1nformat1on
ystem that prov1des comparat1ve data on enro11ments and. degrees,
genera1]y accord1ng to the HEGES -taxonomy of d1sc1p11nes for the
. three pub11c segments and the 1ndependen{ sector. " CPEC staff jg
e routﬂne1y use~1nformat1on from this data base and from 1ts annua1 |
- Guide to Ca11forn1a Co11eg;s and’ Un1vers1t1es which’ 11sts a11

v program offer1ngs by campus.-~w><' ' ‘f B .K;. ,.--"_..‘ .
2. : ._ o K co RUTARTE e
Eva]uat1on of‘Segmenta] Program Rev1ew Procedures Q-A L
* In 1976, after consu1tat1on w1th segmenta1 staff, CPEC undertook a

-

survey -of institutional” program review procedures, 1nqu}r1ng about e

both the nature of procedures genera11y and all rev1ews conducted -of .
ex1st1ng programs durTng the. part1cu1ar year._ The responses‘to the -
quest1onna1rg survey were found to be of 11tt1e use because\of 1ack T
: of comparab111ty, and the resu1ts were pot pub11shed In add1t1on
to the. comparab111ty'prob1em, on1y about one-ha1f of the commun1ty
co11eges responded to the survey o o ‘
S1nce the 197% survey, CPEC has not forma11y eva1uated segmenta1
procedures, but has commented on these if the annua1 staff reports
. on segmenta] program review act1v1ty.' For examp]e, 1n the 1978
report CPEC staff suggested that the Chance11or s 0ff1ce of the -
Commun1ty Col]eges deve1op gu1de11nes for college rev1ew of ex1st1ng
programs,_that the Un1vers1ty S Systemw1de Adm1n1strat1on undertake :
”,' more systemw1de evg]uat1ons of spec1f1c program areas, and that the i
| procedures in ‘the: State Un1vers1ty g1ve greater empha51s to the

'V poss1b1e term1nat1on of programs as a consequence of campus rev;ew{//
'A N . v“: - . aE . ._‘v' . -_~.‘ :

ui.
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In 1980;'fndependent.§ontractors'werereommissionedjpy CPEC *to’ tw

eua1uate segmenta1 procedures?asmyglljaspthose of CPEC itself.

[EREEEY AR
o~ R

oL e ‘.

Rev1ew of Ex1st1ng,Programs . c fi'. P ;

The 1ega1 requ1remeht that CPEC “esfab11sh a. schedu]e for: Z:gmenta]
rev1ew of se1ected educat1ona1 programs“ has been 1nterpre

d to
author1ze cPEC staff coord1nat1on oﬁﬂ’uch reV1ews. The comm1ss1on ;\\

f1rst f1ve-year p1an 1ndrcated that CPEC st FF wou1d undertake a
"comprehens1ve segmenta1 rev1ew" of teache educat1on programs. ‘

3

‘A“r: Lack of staff 1n1t1a11y°de1ayed ‘the. prOPOSed rev1ew- An 1978’ 3

prospectus was prepared but pr1or1t1es assoc1ated wnth re%ponse to
Propos1t1on 13 then 1ntervened As a results. CPEC has not yet

-undertaken an 1ntersegmenta1 rev1ew. CurrentTy, CPEC staff have S

1n1t1ated d1scuss1ons through IPRC to determine areas of statew1de

'"‘ and 1ntersegmenta1 concern in wh1ch coord1nated 1ntersegmenta1

@
.
e

program rev1ews wou1d be cons1dered appropr1ate?
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| vs;r”j V"B;Lft;A oL
£ . PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE CALIFORNIN e—BMéNITY','.,COLLEGES. T

,Ihe Board of Governors of the Ca11forn1a Commun1ty Co]]eges 1@ a

' ,coorﬁ1nat1ng agency rather than a govern1ng boand. It -prepares’

' f1ve-year p1ans, but po11c1es and procedures for. program rev§zw have '

deve]oped 1n response to state and federa] 1eg1s1at1ve requ1r ments
' rather than the p1ann1ng process. Three such requ1rements ,
predom1nate L T A]_,_ J,:' v;',"_ - - ,‘.% .

_.‘AA. - . .

oy l)g_State 1aw cond1t1ons state support of programs and courses
L on their approva] by the Chancel]or S 0ff1ce.-

R

- 2) State Taw requ1res that a]] new programs be rev1ewed by

f'tf. - CPEC the state h1gher educat1on agenoy. T ,‘“ | :,_n; o

3) 1Federa1 law cond1t1ons federa] support of certa1n
: occupat1ona1 programs on eva]uat1on df these programs. j'“ﬁ'

N

.Respons1b111ty for program review in. the board S, centra] off1ce, the..

'Chancellor s” Office, is. one.of severa] magor respons1b111t1es of the .«

Execut1ve V1ce Chance]]or. Direct’ respons1b111ty for review is w1th
the Adnngnstrator Program Eva]uat1on and Approva] whose office f

B (Program Rev1ew) consists of approx1mate1y ten profess1ona1 staff
members.A It 1s est1mated that -‘some 17 percent of tota] adm1n1stra-

lft1ve activity 1n the Chance]]or s 0ff1ce is in. four types of program

rev1ew act1v1ty (1) new program and course approva] (2) non- A'.“f“

' cred1t course app?ova] ( ) 1ndependent study. course approval;. d:5
:f(4) approved course 1nventory f11e and the 1nventory of approved
'prognams. Program Eva1uat1on staff, in add1t1on to perform1ng these

o

': re1§t1ve1y d1screte funct1ons, serve as -program spec1a11sts to,

) .
. o



ass1st co11eges and are responswb1e for eva]uat1on and mon1tor1ng'
“ﬂ; systems for -- pr1mar11y - occupat1ona1 programs.-»» '

~

A
< °\.'

) A1though current1y under rev1s1on Program ‘and Course Approva]
\Procedures in Cnlhforn1a Community Colleges (Apr11 1977)

substant1a1ly acéﬁrate in descr1b1ng,curreht Chance11or s Office
program rev1ew aCt1v1ty and requ1rements.ﬂ

..
A ' .- - -
- . L ' I : ) . T A ) . v

e

. 9 New Program Rev1ew - Cred1t Programs and\$ourses .

The bulk of program rev1ew act1v1ty 1n the Program Eva]uat1on off1ce :
~invblves d1str1ct—prﬁpo§p1s for (1) new pr amms for credit and (2) _
 new COurses for credit when these courses are nq_\part of ex1st1ng A

.

. h:1~ programs. Co]]eges éubm1t "academ1c master p1ans" annua11y to the, _"_‘Tf

L Chance11or S 0ﬁf1ce that proaect program offer1ngs for: the next - fwve

? years. ' These progect1ons are transm1tted to CPEC by the Program '
Eva]uat1on off1ce.‘ Coe o ”:' S

o

. Lt . Sl T
a . =y - - o, P *.

Current]y, 1t does not appear that co11ege program proaect1ons

u°7; receive s1gn1f1cant ana1ys1s e1ther\by Program Eva]uat1on or by
CPEC. As a result of an extens1ve study of long- term f1nanc1a1 -
. 1ssues, however, the Board of Governors 1s exp1or1ng neW’procedures
o that wou]d emphas1ze ana1ys1s+of proJected programs and, reduce,or
‘ e11m1nate current re11ance on course-by course and program-by- .

[ ’

program approva].

Co]]eges use 1oca1 procedures for deve]op1ng new proposa]s which

they subm1t on an app11cat1on form prescr1bed by the Program Evalua-

tion office.. . The formis: deta11ed and requires - a11 1nformat1on that

CPEC requests for rev1ew as. we]] as’ 1nformat1on re]at1ng to. 1nter-
'_%.'_“ ‘ests of the Chance]lor s 0ff1ce. In the ProgramEva]uat1on off1ce,

“the staff member respons1b1e for new. program “and course. approva] in-

, o 1t1a11y determ1nes if the proposa] 1s comp1ete, and then d1str1butes-

.

: 1t for three types of anh]yses& _v;

!




1) A discipTinary-specialist revieWS the proposal- from the o
,curgzcu1ar perspect1ve, prepares.’a -summary --. usua11y very

-d1sapprova1 -The Program Eva]uat1on off1ce has spec1a11sts LT
- ‘A; | *... in such Areas as m‘!hra] sc1ences, agr1cu1ture, business B |
o L educat1on etc. - Staff members usua11y are spec1a11sts in .
",(*;z%f p, 2 more than one area. | ~_.A; o L E oy f ‘

- I ¢
4

‘fﬁfﬁff.:‘2)~ A manpowe:repec1a11§t rev1ews the' Jougmarket anal
T " proposal; and. if'necessaly, updates the J“5t1f1

S acqu1res add1t1oﬁ=$\c

8

3) A fac111t1es p1ann1ng spec1aT1st rev1ews the propd§a1 £rom i;'_~1 S
' l?@¥<“ﬁ :, ~ the po1nt of vitw of the impact. of  the: proposed program on S
B L 'the co11eges phys1ca1 fac1Pﬂt1es.'\‘7l” = f‘t"_; . ;'_
_‘The staff member responsxb]e for- approval aga1n revxews the proposal ';3.--
j and the analyses of the spec1a11sts, and recommends e1ther approval -
“.or. d1sapprova1 to the head of Program Eva1uat1on.A If the. 1atter :
° . .approves, the. comp]etg,proposa] and‘the Program Eva1uat1on ana]yses
. “are forwarded to CPEC for review. and comment.; A '

'AiProgram Eva1uat1on staff attempt to have proposa1s processéd w1th1n/

" the. Chance11or S 0ff1ce and through CPEC within 30" days, assuming
“that add1t1ona1 consu1tat10h w1th the. co11eges is not required. In
genera] about one- fourth of all programs proposa1s and one-th1rd of.".?'ﬂ‘

all course proposa1s requ1re such consu1tat1on._ In 1978;-Program

_ Eva1uatlon approved 63 programs and 252 courses. In 1979, 58 pro- 7._A
_ grams and 71 courses were approved. The number of d1sapprova1s .or ;_ e

. . .

'"w1thdrawa1s“1s not- known.

Fe
O

‘brief -~ of the proposa1, and recommends approva1 or _ ,5 N .



: for new programs and courses.‘

.f',Program Adm1n1strat1ve Review.. 0

E programs for cred1t w1th the -exc 1on ‘that courses are not

l_transm1tted to CPEC -for rev1ew and 'omment.. Cr1ter1a for rev1ew ‘of

- courses 1nc1udes exam1n1ng the re]eva e of, the proposed course to .o

related, ex1st1ng programs, and.in some cases, Program Evalugtion _'f IR

° staff - recommend to the>col1ege that the course be 1nc1uded w1th1n an

f approved ex1st1ng program.

Quant1tat1ve 1nformat1on on state and rﬁg1ona1 manpower needs 1s

rout1ne1y used in Program Eva1uat1on staff review of - cred1g programs -
™ courses.. Quant1tat1ve 1nformat1on re]aantho 1nstruct1on
_'(e.g., enro11ment proJect1ons, student/facu1ty ratios, etc.) is

.-lotally. deve]oped for the proposa1s by ‘the co11eges. Thersprograg -
'~Eva1uat1on 0ff1ce rarely compares quant;tat10% data re1at1ng \ L
1nstruct1on (e. g., student/facu]ty ratios; product1v1ty data, etc»)_ A
For one co]1ege w1th that for other co]1eges in rev1ew1ng proposa1s. fl‘“

.

L . » SO Ps
el \ - N S LN e ) . / N
?,..f,*, . \ VA E P L

- . - Pt

Imp1ementat1on of new programs and courses is mon1tored as part of
\M—.

3 program s’ aPProved the “5;[
3

: ]oca] govern1ng board has author;ty to mod1fy courses’ w1th1n the .
.program._ The Program Eva1uat1o off1ce uses 1dent1ca1 forms for the

approva1 of two' d1st1nct types of 1nstruct1on

- N - v

1)'.Noncredit courses are (a)’thosefoffered;as part oflthe

) comnun1ty services function of a .¢ollege, and (b)'those'for
" education of adu1ts. In ‘1978, approx1mate1y two—th1§ds of

';" o l;the noncred1t courses were e11g1b1e for state support -

1. & s 4,142 courses out of a total of 6 270 Fund1ng was
mq,a11owed for all noncred1t courses for 1979-80 and 1980 81.



- 2) Independent study courses are ap roved under 1eg1slat1on . - 1
‘perm1tt1ng state fund1ng for co ses of 1nstruct1on evén
f though an accred1ted 1nstructor s not present -- €.0., d -
'1v1earn1ng laboratory, a se1f paced computer1zed?program TV

*’course, etc.,.._ o Y

Y ST e “
: . . : .« . S .

'Noncred1t and 1ndépendent study courses dre subm1tted for approva1 .
on a s1ng]e page "course report1ng and\data- co]1e&§;::“ form pre-, [@i'-:
, scr1bed by the Chance11or sLBff1ce. The form requires, of course, B
4 . d1st1nctmon between noncred1t and 1ndependent study courses, and |
o 'comp1et1on requ1res fO]]OWﬂng some 28, pages of deta11ed 1nstruc-
-t1ons. The comp1eted iorm allows; computer comp11at1on of a

ubstant1a1 amount- of 1nformat1on about tCE caurse -- e. g., nature ': ' ;f ,
T of Just1f1cat1on of program need course

RS .v;;' R

Ject1ves, etc. e

e spec1a11st 1n the Program%Eva1uat1on off1ce hgs pr1mar_'respon-
fs1b111ty for rev1ew1ng each-new noncred1t and 1ndependeng; _
course proposa1 for comp1eteness anq,1nterna1 cons1stency.. After )

... consu1t1ng with the co11ege, 1f this ﬁs requ1red,othe respons1b1e |
' '.' staff member has the’ course entewed 1ntQ the 1nformat1on system._'f"
- - - .Entry in the 1nformat1on system const1tutes approva] that cont1nues -

_ ﬂf-f,unt11 t ollege not1f1es Program Eva]uat1on that the course dis no

. 1onger zsfgred or unt11 rout1ne data co11ect1on 1n the course act1v-"' , ,
1t1es measure 1nd1cates that it has not been offered for three - E , L
,consecut1ve years. . - ' : '

./f'vfﬁ/; Rev1ew of Ex1st?ng Rrogramé/ . . .

"”;. 'State Taw requ1res "that the Chance]]or N 0ff1ce mon1tor cred1t pro-
p;_grams on a periodic bas1s and that program approva1 be w1thdrawn if

j‘ifgvdt \is found that a program shou]d hp Tonger be offered W1thdrawa1

"'-; of approval would d1sa11ow state funding for’ the program.- The _

. Chancellor's 0ff1ce has not yet deve1oped spec1f1c procedures for

S ‘. .
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such monator1ng but doe; engage in f1ve somewhat re1ated mon1tor1ng
f"ér evaulation act1v1t1es ot which PAR is cons1dered re1evant to the

“ 1) The Commun1ty Co]]ege 0ccupat1ona1 Programs Evau1at1on

' state mandate"

.
Y

sttem (COPES) is the result of about ten years"” study and

' co]1ege to undertake a broad]y based se]f—study which is .
3.then rev1ewed by a visiting ‘team of outside experts«From
. ,,'gother co})eges Yho have been tra1ned for this purpose. In -
. »,f;1979 -80, th@ Chancellor s Office 1n1tqated a four-year pro--
ject under ‘which all- colleges and, all occupat1ona1 programs
vowill be: -evaluated under COPES procedures -~ one fourth of‘fu
“the colleges and- one fourth_ofgthe programs*each,year.'_'

.

,2%»'The'student'Accountabﬁlity Modei (SAM) prouidesfinformationf

,requ1red for compliance w1th federal vocational educat1on
-regu]at1ons with respect- to employer evaluation o occupa-
4 t1ona] programs.,vSAM,1s part ofﬂthe ;our-year proae g

l‘;.B)A'A 1ong1tud1na1 study of both occupat1ona1 and nonoccupa-.

,study is jointly sponsored by the Chancel]or s Office and"
'_the State Adv1sory Comm1ss1on on Vocattonal Educat1on.l For-.
~‘the

of the fpur-year prOJect.

- 4) Program'Adm
| by:the‘Chance',
" < the wide varjety

they. are\\:baect.-

'-s-Off1ce to assist co11eges to comply w1th
state ru]es and regu]at1ons to wh1ch
h.he intent of the rev1ew is not the

,§t1ona1 programs ‘was started in 1978 for 15 co]1eges.._The,f ‘
eges concerned, this long1tud1na] study is a1so part

trat1ve Rev1ew (PAR) is a program. 1n1t1ated "‘

-~

1mpos1t1on of sanct1ons but - adece and ass1stance. PAR h%@;

cont1nu1ng procedure. 'WﬂiT_.'

-

'”voluntary use by some co]]eges. Essent1a11y, it requires a -

.

.
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.* - funds.. - " e - . S

'support eva]uat1on act1v1ty.
) of COPES, SAM and PAR" 1n a four-year proaect 1nvo]v1ng al] colleges

,by the Program Evaluat1on off1ce.

U S T CH e 2
5) The Cburse Act1v1t1es Measures is an 1;Zormat1on system uhder
~ which the Chance]]or s Office collects detailed 1nformat1on 4 ”
"_ on courses and enro]]ments tw1ce yearly. Because of the K
','d1ff1cu1ty of obta1n1ng a‘iOO percent return, th1s 1nfor- RN )
4mat10n is not. used for its or1g1na]]y 1ntended plrpose as. a .
4bas1s for, apport1onment of state funds. After process1ng, .-
1nformat1on is. returned to the co]]eges where it may ‘be used :(; s
for 1ntErna] eva]uat1og-- €.Q., re]at1ve course product1v1ty

== and’ as a check -against adverse audits of apport1oned e
——— - v : .

.
1

. o . : L
Rev1ew 3f ex1st1ng programs in the Chanceﬂ]or s 0ff1ce focuses on"
occupat1ona1 rather than nonoccupational pgpgrams because\of federa]
requ1rements for eva]uatlon and the .availability of federa] funds to -
Current COPES act1v1ty represents a .

reduct1on in sc0pe from p]ans of tbe early 1970§ but the 1nc]us1on

R
1

1s con"ﬁdered a new and: 1mpbrtant 1ntegrat1on of: eva]uatlon act1v1tyi
The ChancelTor s 0ff1ce does. not

"
.'curr nt]y p]an extend1ng th1s eva]uat1un act1v1ty to academ1c o ' é'4
prog ams. o e T St ' ‘
- *
) . N £ R - ¢ "t
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ApPENDIX € 0
B \ PROGRAM: REVIEW IN THE. CALIFORNIA'STATE UNVERSITY AND COLLEGES =~
Y .. -~ .Policies and procedures -for progr%m revdgy in the California State

Uni s;ty and Co]]eges“a‘ezset out in annua11y updated ‘five-year
_ ) p]ann1n documents. H1stor1ca11y, each such document has conta1ned ,
N ‘ campus "A dem1c Master Plan" proaect1ons of new programs for the
. fsucceeding} ive years. The current document Academ1c Program and
. fResource Pla n1ng in the California State. Un1vers1ty and Co11egesr. S
' Ju]y 1980 proJects programs for 1980- 81 only, rather than for the
’1“ t fave years, because of the. uncerta1nty of.- 1onger term fund1ngT73*
1n the aftermath of Propos1t1on 13.- F1ve-yea\\proaect1ons w111 bej

< resumed in the next’ annua1 p]an in 19&\» (OO
: , Lo oo
Y - % )

'0vera11 sespons1b11téy for program rev1ew w1th1n the Chaqce]]or s
Office is with the V1ce.Chance11or, Academ1c Affa;rs, and divect - :}
-'.‘respons1b1]1ty is with the Assistant Vice ChanceL]or, who heads the
‘office of Educat1ona1 Programs and Resources (EP&R) ' The EP&R fr; o
'..'i off1ce cons1sts of some ten profess1nna1s who are organ1zed 1nto ‘ |
| f'f_ three c1ose1y re]atid sections: P1ann1ng, Prog ams, and Resources._ R
.;\¥‘ ;'!k Approx1mate1y four percent of a1ﬁ§Chance1]or 'S Office" man years and - ua@;
' . "45 percent of: the act1v1ty in EP&R is related to new program review,
~'-f ' .existing. program review, or act1v1t1es such as: master p1ann1ng and
' :3”;:: -curr1cu1ar stud1es)1n support of rev1ew act1v1ty. ' o
'jExtens1ve quant1tat1ve 1nformat1on is comp11ed in the Academ1c ?
~ ‘Planning Date’ Base by EP&R staff.. Th1s information system i
e current]y be1ng mod1f1ed to, perm1t d1rect campus use for, course " f
'_schedul1ng and. other ggcal purposes. From this base,, quant1tat1ve,=
_comparatwve 1nformat1on re1at1ng to program enro11ments, student/
' facu]ty rat1os c1ass s1ze and degrees is annua]]y d1str1buted to

-
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the campuses for use in 1oca1 rev1ews.of both new and ex1st1ng
programs. S ) S i

. - A
\ -

L Rev1ew of. New Programs . DN

)

o ~

'Govern1ng board policies for rev1ew of new programs were estab11shed
h in 1963, and have remained re1at1ve1y unchanged. In 1§ 73 the
Chance]]or de]egated approva1 of spec1f1ed program. opt1ons and
T concentrat1ons to the ‘campus pres1dents. In 1979~ 80, a- new]y
' estab11shed Academic P1ann1ng and Prognam Rev1ew Comm1ttee, cha1red
by tne Vice Chance11or, Academ1c Affa1rs, he1d its first meet1ngs,;<:.ﬂ~
Consisting of faculty, campus and system adm1n1strators, and .,fff}__‘ ‘
i ‘students, "the Committee is sa1d to have influenced the 11ft1ng of a i
fnew program mor1tor1um 1mposed fo11ow1ng Propos1t1on—13. The . :

o

. jcomm1ttee has also tonsu]ted on the rev1sed requests for campusT
f”p1ans issued in 1980 _ o Lo . i
New program rev1ew beg1ns w1th the proJect1on of proposed programs 2 i:;
fby the campuses in the1r annual five-year “Academ1c Master P1ans. ‘
.These prOJect?bns are rev1ewed by EP&R staff and the1r recommen- o '_h
- .datidns_ may be the bases for discussions’ w1th the campuses. ,Thef,' *
'TﬁmaJor purposes of review: of. projected: programs are: (1) access V
: through planned program- d1str1but1on (2) avo1dance of unnecessary E
. duplication; (3) determ1nat1on of need’ for the program, and- (4)
;gzpre11m1nary determ1nat1on of resource adequacy., ’ e ;e f
-Greater attent1on than in the past is now g1ven to campus master .
' p]an prOJect1ons under a ‘new requ1rement that prOJected programs be(//
.spec1f1ca11y re1ated .to an exp11c1t campus mission and supported by
._p1ann1ng assumpt1ons. Emphas1s 1n the EP&R office may shift ;n the

future from detailed rev1ew of 1nd1v1dua1 programs a1ready 1n campus L

p1ans to c1oser exam1nat1on df projected: programs pr1or to. 1nc1us1on ;'rf,:-»

in those p1ans. o -

pRIC. . T
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‘t;yChance11or s 0ff1ce and CPEC pdT1c1es effect1ve1y preveht campusés (
-h_from proaect1ng programs in some d1sc1p11nes (e.g., no add1t1ona1
: campuses are: to enter the f1e1ds of agr1cu1ture and eng1neer1ng)

| 'Govern1ng board approva1 of new program proJect1ons in campus master

The. goverﬂ%ng board has. de1egated author1tygfor subsequent approva1

“plans author1zes the campuses “to pTan for. the program and is requ1r-.,"
" ed before a deta11ed proposa] for 1mp1ementat1on can be submitted.

U of deta11ed proposa1s~to thé CHance%Jor.The Chanceller's 0ff1ce does

ngt spec1fy the procedures by which new program proposa]s are deve1-'

each proposa1 A resource ana1ys1s is prepared by the Resources

‘isect1on of EP&R,, and when appropr1ate, spec1a11sts in 1nformat1on o
'systems and. 1n hea]th sciences sit-with -the co ee, The comm1t-
 tee: meets at 1east tw1ce .a month the~1ntent be1 $that act1on

shou1d be. taken on each new- proposa1 w1thfn 20 work1ng days of ;ts
subm1ss1on. It is est1mated that about five -weeks are requ1red for

E review when the proposa1 does not requ1re c1ar1fffat\on or add1—»;
. ”t1ona1 data.1”‘ ; ST .

-

Informal and Formal p1ann1hg d1scuss1ons d1scourage campuses from

' }forma11y progect1ng other programs in campus plans.  The f
Chancellor's 0ffice annua11y submits to the governing’ board e
vapprox1mate1y

- process, few programs are- reJected when ‘detailed proposa]s are -
ubm1tted. After review, d1scuss1bn and cons1derat1on of -

add1t1ona1 1nformat1on, however, about five percent of the. proposa1s '

are w1thdrawn, many to be resubm1tted at a later date.

'":oped but does, of course,, spec1fy thé\content of these proposa]s. v
_55The proposa1s for new programs are reviewed: throughout the year by .
_;ER&R_staff through a Program Rev1ew Committee of s1x.ana1ysts, each
- - of whom prepares a wr1tten rev1ew -- usua11y a s1ng1e page -- of

J

to 95 percent of the new: programs- that are , t o
» .prOJected in campus plans, with substant1a1 variation among the j‘f
"_ 'ampuses in the! endorsement. rate. After screen1ng in the p1ann1ng



.£_

N ‘:

. aspects are re1at1ve1y new: ' . o __:," s

. v . R
Cr1ter1a for review of new programs are customary ones, but two" - e

»

,"‘1) Néw program proposa]s must contaqn a comp1eted 'matriX“

1 chart ‘on wh1ch both enro11ment and faculty are progected for

. the year ‘of program- initiation and for the th1rd and f1fth
Ayear thereafter.' The format requ1res proJect1ons and ’

—

IR 'd1str1But1on of all: campus enroliments and facu]ty,‘both

ff'w1th and w1thout the proposed program the ‘purpose be1ng to '
' 1dent1fy red1str1but1on of ex1st1ng resources._ The ﬂntent r;?i“
also 1s to- 1ncrease campus adm1n1strat1ve and facu1ty |
Lo '»awareness 8f the campuswide 1mp11cat1ons of 1mp1ementatlon'

: :of éhe proposa1. 3

?. 2).fBeg1nn1ng w1th the 1980 p1a\n1ng cyc]e, campus master p1ans
N must justify each new proJected program in terms of a spec1-ﬂ
" fic, campus m1ss1on andop]ann1ng assumpt1ons. tn add1t1on to~
.‘ass1st1ng in the determ1nat1on of the’ appropr1ateness of the

B
Y

S - jprogram for the campus, “such §§atements are intended, over

time, to c1ar1fy s1m11ar1t1es and d1fferences among- cam-
'puses, both at'the’ campuses and in the systemw1de off1ce.:f,_f*“

"The Chance1lor s 0ff1ce procedures do not d1st1ngu1sh between- rev1ewtf:
- of graduate and Undergraduate programs other than in the criteria.. '

.for each Tevel ~-'e.g., higher faculty qua11f1cat1ons are sought

'fwhen a: master s program is proposed. 'The Chancellor's Offace
’-encourages, but does. not requ1re, that proposa1s for .new graduate

;programs bé re]ated to current rev1ews of ex1st1ng undergraduate

.ﬁprograms.

 The- Chance11or s Office does not systemat1ca11y mon1tor the 1mp1e-
;mentatLon of new programs, but does conduct an annua1 "cata1og '

129
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"'review.“ Campuses annualLy report course changes that will appear .
~in their cata]ogs together w1th an account1ng of courses added and
}f.subtracted. In past rev1ews, EP&R staff have found a few 1nstances

of offer1ngs that have not had pr1or approva]. 1”\

"EP&R staff perce1ve the1r m;aor concerns 1n‘new program rev1ew to be

‘broader than those of the .campuses -+ i. e., tatewide manpower

_needs, regional program. dxstr1but1on reasona 1y standard term1no1-
" ogy. They a1so believe fhat system 1eve1 rerew 1mproves curr1cu1ar'.

fdec1s1ons in some 1nstances by ra1s1ng quest1ons to a ‘more obJect1ve
":Qperspect1ve than may be ava11ab1e at the campuses.

LR

5 Rev1ew of Ex1st1ng Programs (Campus Rev1ews)

S1nce 1971, the govern1ng board has ‘required: campus review of ex1st-'
o ;1ng programs as- part of the annual. p]ann1ng process. Ex1st1ng pro-

: grams are intended to be rev1ewed in a f1ve-year cyc]e under broad |
“”-po]1c1es that suggest exam1nat1on of program ‘goals" and” purposes, -

E curr1cuTar content resources, past and current accomp11shments, and'

"fi“the number and p]acement of * graduates. Each campus -uses.local pro--

’f_-cedures for rev1ew, and - these are. summarlzed in. the annua1 system-
- wide- p]ann1ng document. Th1s document a]so conta1ns each .campus' s

schedule for rev1ew of: ex1st1ng programs. EP&R staff mon1tor the o

schedu]1ng, b”t have “Ot as Yet ra1sed 1ssues w1th regard to it w1th371""‘
:;the campuses.» . , ‘

-

-

the summaries that 1t rece1ves the assumpt1on is that campuses will:
‘-take correct1ve act1on where th1s is requ1red. uEP&R-does reta1n_the

. . R . - . R Lo
: L. . . LY RS . .
Lo : R . . . .
. St . P . . . . o . ¢
L . . . R .
- . . N - . . . . . \ .

C .

-The campuses forward summar1es of the: f1nd1ngs of the rev1ews to the

’ f:Chance11or S, 0ff1ce, and these. are summar1zed and aggregated by EP&R;"
--staff for: an annuaT report to the govern1ng board .To assure cand1d' v
-.and effect1ve rev1ew at the campus level the Chance11or s 0ff1ce ”>
“does not request complete reports, nor does it take d1rect act1on on._f
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fsummar1es for reference in rev1ew1ng new. program proJect1ons and '
.proposa1s. : oL e AU .;gf's AR

ﬁ}n ear]y 1979 the Chance11or announced systemw1de po11ctes for the

. d1scont1nuance of academ1c programs, spec1fy1ng both substant1ve and
_L procedura1 6equ1rements a proposal to d1scont1nue a program wou]d
' ord1nar11y be the result of a regd%z? or ad hoc, rev1ewk broad _

_ consu]tat1on*woqu-be requ1red during the rev1ew, envelled students
.;,.»-'5 wou1d be protected‘ and facu]ty adv1ce on the proposeg d1sCont1n-7

" uance1w0u1d be~requ1red. The po11c1es a1so requ1red that~campuses F

\ pfwr1tten progedures for approval by the Chance11or.’ To date, -1_ 3§f?

e1ghé of the 19 campuses have subm1tted such procedures. ' L '

e
GO

(S
o

' Rev1ew of Ex1st1ngﬁPrograms (Cross-Campus Rev1ew) - S “ib ”!‘l',.f}
 Reviews of. ex1st1ng programs across campuses are 1n1t1ated by the '

‘Chance]]or s Office ‘when the need 1§ apparent._ Forma1 procedures .

'”for 1n1t1at1ng and_conducting such reviews ‘have hot:béen estab=. - ”'afi.b.‘gf

11shed It. appears that in the past EP&R staff have g1ven maJor T

' d1rect1on to such reviews.

LS

‘-‘A review: of programs in 1ndustr1a1 erts, 1ndustr1a1 techno1ogy, and

v lgng1neer1ng techno1ogy was made-4$L1970, and a fo11bw-up review 1n
. o197, The consul tative. committee, appo1nted by the Chance11or, con-
P :-.i's1sted of two campus’ deans, a department chaeran, a facu1ty member,
‘and an EP&R staff member. ‘As ‘ar result of this rev1ew proposa]s for

programs 1ead1ng to mastergg -degrees in 1ndustr1a1 techno]ogy were
rejected, and campuses were. encourageé’to pursue anaalternat1ve ;”}ff
’,; dcourse of offer1ng ‘an opt1on to MBA ppograms '

: 3

o:'

A similar rev1ew of perform1ng arts curr1cu1a has been completed in
draft form, and-1s current1y be1ng rev1ewed by the campqses and the

Lo . ,,/)’. -t ST
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

or teacher educat1on is current1y in brocess. R

"T,"Senate- - g-'fﬁ“*? ;%ﬂf

#*facu1ty senate.. What is cons1dered al more comprehens1ve review of

Ve e g
\«- b; - - .| )
T

Members of the Systemw1defFacu1ty Senate have a1ways sat as’ ob-
- servers w1th the rev1ew comm1ttees, ahd more recent]y, members of
; the rev1ew comm1ttee$ have been selected 1n consultat10n w1th the
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_-Program reyiews in.the Universityof Ca]ifornia have - remained‘rela-

APPENDIX D -

" PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

o t1ve1y unchanged over the past ten years.\ Both new and ex1st1ng
"~j‘;program rev1ews take p1ace in the context of ear11er systemw1de

L for courses and curr1cu1a by the govern1ng board.x S -

ilrtUnder the Academ1c V1ce Pres1dent the off1ce of the Ass1stant V1ce'-
_ Pres1dent - Academ1c P1ann1ng and’ Program Rev1ew (AVP PPR) has
d1rect adm1n1strat1ve respons1b111ty for -program rev1e act1v1t1es,,.'
. for p1anq1ng, and for: staff ass1stance to both APPRB and<CCGA.,;fo"
-Lg;AVP PPR has a’staff of some 12, profess1ona1s, of whom»one member Lo
5.fspends approx1mate1y full time on program rev1ew matters the-others
‘:belng 1nvo1ved as work]oad'requnres. E KR

'p1ann1ng documents (Un1vers1ty of . Ca11forn1a Academic Plan, - 1974-78

"quarch 1974 The Un1vers1ty-w1de Perspect1ve, March 1924) and of the_ ;
L currently deve1op1ng Un1vers1ty P1ann1ng Statement 1980 (Draft, -
'September 30, 1980) B W U S

R
N o -
oA

) ve'Respons1b111ty for program rev1ew 1s d1v1ded both "hor1zonta11y by
.'organ1zat1ona1 1eve1s and’“vert1ca11y between adi 1n1strat1ve and

t :;,faculty bod1es.f At the systemw1de«adm1n1strat1ve 1eve1, respon-
)5'1 s1b111ty for both new and ex1st1ng program review’ centers on the
. {“ﬂAcadem1c P]an1ng and Program Rev1ew Board (APPRB) w1th f1ve members-ff

from the, Systemw1de Adm1n1strat1on, s1x facu1ty members ~and four

'5"»f'students, -The Academ1c V1ce Pres1dent cha1rs APPRB and transm1ts

'751ts recommendat1ons to the Pres1dent.; At the systemw1de facu]tz

fa.w1eveﬂ prTmary respons1b111ty -for: program rev1ew i w1th the -
PCoord1nat1ng Comm1ttee on Graduate Affa1rs (CCGA), a comm1ttee of .

the Academlé Senate.- Thé Senate has. been delegated reSpons1b111ty"

®

G

@



‘Un1vers1ty and CPEC annua] program 1nventor1es are. used by AVP PPR -
staff, and the Un1vers1ty s 1nformat1on system -- current]y in the
process of extens1ve reorgan1zat1on -- prov1des them w1th ‘data’

“by campus- on enro]]ments by degree, degrees conferred and faculty »
‘z,FTE by- department or degree program. : ‘ ' '

4

' f.-AVP PPR staff act1v1ty encompasses four types of program rev1ew

'[j(l) rev1ew of new graduate programs, (2) of new undergraduate
: programs, (3) campus review of existing-programs; and (4) cross-
4 campus rev1ews. AVP- PPR spends- subtantga]]y more time with new
_ graduate degree proposals than w1th e1ther new undergraduate
programs or campus reviews of ex1st1ng programs. Cross campus
' rev1ews by d1sc1p11ne are. not routmne]y schedu]ed a]though one or
more has been undertaken each year. ' o '

yNew Program Rev1ew == Graduate Degree Programs

Senate procedures for rev1ew of proposa]s for new graduate degree '
"‘programs have been the respons1b111ty of CCGA s1nce 1961, and the
' genera] process has remained relatively constant over time. As .
-'b;maJor change occurred in 1971 when APPRB was 1nterposed between the

' 7'facu1ty group and the President to br1ng a- broader p]ann1ng perspec-

t1ve ‘to recommendat1ons. . S . P
: , A

- Each campus has 1ts own procedures for 1n1t1at1ng proposals for new .f'f

'.-programs .and these remain- substant1a11y as descr1bed in Academ1c

Program Review in the Un1vers1ty of California (October 1976) Both

,'the Systemw1de Adm1n1strat1on and CCGA spec1fy the 1nformat1on to be .

eprov1ded 1n the pr0posa1s that are’ subm1tted for systemw1de rev1ew.

| 'lEach campus annua]]y subm1ts a 11st of the t1t1es ofhproJected new

fprograms to the Systemw1de Adm1n1strat1on as’ an update of its aca-

:'} demic pianxﬁxxhe campus 11sts are ‘reviewed by AVP-PPR aggregated

: *fj”for a report to CPEC and 1ater used by AVP PPR in T8V18W1n9



:fdetaif;d proposa1s'to determine if a proposedtprogram is part, of the ~
' campus p]an. ProJected programs rece1ve more substant1ve, a]though
1ess forma], consideration by . sen1or systemw1de and campus staff
dur1ng the severa] schedu]ed "v1s1ts“ each year to each campus that
i are pact of the Un1Vers1ty S ro]11ng, three-yEar p]ann1ng and K
'.fﬁ.- :[ resource a]]ocat1on process. [ :

Campus proposa]s for new graduate degree programs are transp1tted to
both the faculty. comm1ttee -- CCGA -- and the respons1b1e adm1n1s- _.' ;
trat1ve offdce -- AMP PPR. '

Y
a -

3\”: .

-'AVP-PPR prepares a pre11m1nary ana1ys1s of - the proposa] for
CCGA, ra1s1ng such questions. as student demand emp]oyment
o :outlook unnecessary program dup11cat1on, and resources. N1th1n
S 'the past year, AVP PPR has also been prov1d1ng CCGA w1th com~
parat1ve data on s1m11ar programs at. other campuses.
S : -3 : RO L ! e
'_CCGA ho]ds at” 1east one. hear1ng -- somet1mes as many as four -
" on each proposa], and e11c1ts responses to. quest1ons ra1sed by ‘
- .'AVP PPR and by 1ts oWn réview.. CCGP\ has. pr1mar\y respons1b111ty o
oo at un1vers1tyw1de 1eve] for assess1ng program qua11ty. Recent-
1y, it has taken more 1nterest than’ in the past in resource
' quéstionS’and in possbee unnecessary program'dup1ication-~i .
‘vbecause of uncerta1n f1sca1 and enro]]ment prOJect1ons. 'Gen- :
,era]]y, a]] proposa]s subm1tted to CCGA requ1re additional or
. more cUrrent 1nformat1on, and most of those subm1tted are 2
e T v_u1t1mate1y approved by CCGA.

" If CCGA approves the proposa] AVP PPR prepares an analys1s and
‘recommendat1ons for a program review subcomm1ttee of APPRB.. APPRB
genera]]y re11es ‘on the subcomm1ttee rev1ew and recommendat1on, but
occas1ona11y raises quest1ons of its own, request1ng add1t1ona1




‘!'.-vv‘."'._ _‘- B ' ) ‘ DI .
. 1nformat1on from the campuses. APPRB'sfrecommendations‘are sub-
B m1tted to the Pres1dent.~~. “f; T fv; o

S

Ty

2 The govern1ng board must approve proposa1s 1nvo1v1ng degree titles
that are new to-a. campus (e g., MFA, M. Adm1ns ).

-

“If the Pres1dent approves the proposal, a summary is prepared by

AVP PPR from 1nformat1on prov1ded by the campus,»and forwarded to
-, CPEC for. review -and- comment. On receipt of CPEC's concurrence, the ‘
_Academ1c Vice Pres1dent not1f1es the campus- of final approva1. |
" Three types of new graduate degree proposals are accepted as info
'mat1on items by APPRB and do not requ1re Pres1dent1a1 approva1 (
concurrent degree programs which comb1ne courses in two a1ready
Fex1st1ng programs, (2) graduate cert1f1cate programs 1n which: avﬁff
certificate is issued for- work comp1eted in an ex1st1ng program, ‘and -
(3) master’ s programs within ex1st1ng doctoral programs._ In’ gen- -
. era1, unless new courses or add1t1ona1 resources are requ1red these
R three ‘types. of proposals. are reported to CPEC, not’ subm1tted in

‘ Vew Program Rev1ew -- Undergraduate Degree Programs R .
. H1stor1ca11y, the Systenm1de Administration has not rev1ewed campus

advance for rev1ew and comment. _

_ 'Aproposa1s for new undergraduate degree programs un1ess they involved
. . anew degree t1t1e requ1r1ng governing. ‘board. approva]. Current '
'procedures were estab11shed in 1975 to fac111tate CPEC's then new

_1eg1slat1ve mandate to 'ev1ew all new programs in the three. pub11c L

'segments. :

'.Each campus uses 10 ,procedures to develop proposals.' The -

o] -
_1nformat1on to be p 01ded 1n the proposals, spec1f1ed by the .




7 ! B ) o Lol e

_-undérgraduate programs (1) group and f1e1d maaors wh1ch comb1ne

4 .courses from ex1st1ng programs, (2) profess1ona1 programs; (3)

”"wfgprograms w1th degree t1t1es new to the campus, and (4) a11 other :
4'programs. JE = ‘

o -

P

. ,( ’ » - ...: ' . . F' ) o '4 . '.4'v : - ; - .--:"’ - .
.In-genera], if programs regquire new courses or new (or"rea11ocated)

aresources, the proposa1 is submitted to CPEC for review and coms

. by AVP-PPR.- Information requ1rements d1ffer ‘among: the ‘types of |
| programs -- e.g., a proposa1 for a new profess1ona1 program requ1res

- "any of them.

a2

ment. - 0therw1se, new undergraduate programs are on1y reported

-"_Campuses are requlred to submit all proposa1s to, AVP PPR however, f ;

along w1th a statement ofﬂresource needs and a comp]eted CP£C ques-;l”
t1onna1re, the dec1s1on on whether CPEC rev1ew is requ1red is made '

v'ev1dence of. d1scuss1on w1th representat1ves of nearby State

Un1vers1ty campuses if the: proposaJ para11e1s ex1st1ng programs at

<
bl

-
e-d

. Proposa1s for new undergraduate programs requ1re the: approva1 of the.
Academic V1ce Pres1dent but this approva1_}§ rout1ne1y given when

. pr0posa1s comply w1th systemw1de requ1rements for. report1ng programs

S toPEC. S .

- v‘,

',dAs w1th graduate programs, a list of proJected undergraduate pro-'

grams 1is annua11y subm1tted to AVP-PPR by the campuses. as part of

' cthe1r p1ann1ng processes and AVP-PPR conso11dates the campus 11sts

~

in-‘an annua1 report to CPEC. A o
Rev1ew of Ex1st1ngﬁPrograms -- Campus Rev1ew I

Y

1eye1 is the respons1b111ty of the 1oca1 d1v1s1on of-the” Academ1c

. Senate. These reviews- are: conducted to satisfy the facu1ty and :
"”adm1n1strat1on ‘that . standards of qua11ty areobe1ng ma1nta1ned and to
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prov1de spec1f1c construet1ve advqce about the strengths and weak-
"nesses to the un1t under review and to others- nespons1b1e for the '
:‘fj'program. .- f.- o T '
o Each campus uses: its own procedures for se1ect1on of programs to be
- j; ' rev1ewed and for- the deta11ed cohtent of rev1ews.. Campus reviews’
-:u are: descr1bed at length 1n Academ1c Program Rev1ew in the Un1vers14y
: _of Ca11forn1a (October 1976) and the descr1pt1ons rema1n substan-_
t1a11y aecurate._ A]though the 1976 report js addressed pr1mar11y to .

campus faculty and adm1n1strators,vone recommendation s;;gests the

des1rab111ty of comparab]e 1nformat1on across campuses 0 1mprove
the cgns1stency of rev1ew reports and to 1ncrease the1r ut111ty at "_

‘j:each campus and<§Jong campuses._ L C ﬂ"
Resu]ts of campus rev1ews are reported annua]]y to AVP-PPR in sum— '
mary fogm, and these are conso11dated by AVP- PPR in a report to
CPEC. AVP-PPR mon1tors campus reviews to assure accurate reports to -
CPEC but not -for the purpose of determ1ng campus comp11ance‘y1th

campus rev1ew schedu]es -or po11c1es. AT I
: L e e

"7fIn‘September 1979 the Pres1dent 1ssued systemw1de po]1c1es requir- -
ing each campus: to establish wr1tten procedures for the transfer,. e

.?conso11dat1on, d1sestab11shment,*and discontinuance of academ1c :
;jprograms and units.. These po]1c1es note that such procedures shou1d
~ normally require a regu]ar or ad hoc rev1ew of the program pr1or to

’ .

‘a dec1s1on to d1scont1nue it.. ost campuses have- subm1tted pro-.

: cedures, but, AVP-PPR has” not yet rev1ewed them for comp11ance w1th
”f?"fﬂPres1dent1a1 policies. The po11c1es, in addition: to asking for

"wr1tten procedures, requ1re consu]tat1on with. facu]ty and studen X,
peer review of" program qua11ty, and whenever poss1b1e, review. by -
_scholars from outs1de the Un1vers1ty.. Campus procedures are also to

"';protect enro]]ed students and to make “appropriate accommodat1ons '
'ﬂffor aﬁfected facO]ty and staff.»”n{m.fﬁ."wohweﬂwww oy

-




'Review7of Existing Programs - Cross- Campus Reviews -

" In'the early 1979"s APPRB initiated rev1ews of se]ected program

-areas on a systemw1de bas1s where p1ann1ﬁg—prob1ems ra1sed clear-cut

TR A

systemw1de issues -= €.g., poss1b1e unnecessary program dup11ca-

dt1on, shortages or excesses of Ph. D.,s etc. Croés-campus reviews

under APPRB ausp1ces have been conducted of programs. in. administra- ,
'-.t1on, ‘marine. sc1ences educat1on, and c1ass1cs.
- grams are Curremtly under rev1ew.'-. '

T

Engineering pro-

LY

Rev1ews under ASPPRB ausp1ces were tonducted by ad hoc comm1ttees
appo1nted by the Pres1dent in consu]tat1on with the Academ1c Senate,

and these comm1ttees were staffed by AVP-PPR. , Commlttee recommen-

'7dat1ons were made to APPRB which sought comments from concerned
U:campus chancellors Senate comm1ttees and others. :

i
:APPRB s.recom- -

Zmendations were then made to the Pres1dem§ . :’e:'ef .

In September 1980 the Pres1dent approved new procedures that

"requ1re joint sponsorsh1p of Cross- campus rev1ews by the Systemw1de

-VAdm1n1strat1on and the ‘Acadenmic Senate.

ﬂonmnttees.

: 1n1t1attvf o
;'Counc11;(someuhat of an execut1ve comm1ttee of the Senate), the B

:VQovernance.

IS

view these procedures ‘as a‘s1gn1f1cant step forward. 1n shared

shifted from the administration (i.e., APPRB)-to"a comm1ttee S
composed of the.cha1rs of APPRB and three- major Academ1c Senate
This committee can arrangﬁ'for reviews on its.own
'or act on requests from the Pres1dent the Academ1c

.Counc1];gf Chance}Jors, or an 1nd1v1dua1 campus.chance]]or.

' Cross4campus'review: 111 cont1nue to have the1r pr1mary focus on

the ma1ntenance of academic quality just as do 1oca1 campus

rev1ews. Cross-campus rev1ews by d1sc1p11ne are not rout1ne1y
(s

Systemw1de adm1n1strators Lo

Respons1b111ty for 1n1t1at1ng cross-campus rev1ews 1s T



q: f g
V b8
. . v
,:>"‘ schedu1ed however, and will ‘be 1n1t1ated whenever spec1f1c concerns
' go beyond the purv1ew ‘of any one campus. The procedures note that
'such concern might. arise when a campus proposes a ‘ney graduate
_ ~ program that a1ready exists’ on one’ or more. other Un1vers1¢y cam- (
s . puses. Systemw1de adm1n1strators ;tress the substant1a1 cost and
-effort expended in conduct1ng cross- campus rev1ews._g Lo
. s ' ’
) : 3 -
; . : o .
: ~




“EXHIBIT E

| REVIENERS'; |
The program rev1ew descr1pt1ons (Append1ces A through D) benef1ted
- from review by the organizational representatives for the study:
-Ernest Berg, Carlton Bovell, Norman Charles, and.Anthony Moye.
we, not.they, are respons1b]e for any errors,. however. We' are
gratefu] to them-and to others who took time to respond to our.’
" request for comment on "tentative recommendations." Despite ¢

substant1a1 difference in.format, this final report profits from
the valuab]e suggest1ons of these rev1ewers.h They are:

Kay J Andersen Execut1ve D1rector . S . I T
Nestern Assocxat1on of Schoo]s and Co]]eges I o

A

Sandra 0.. Archibald, Student * . .t
Un1ver‘s1ty Of Ca'l1forn1a, Dav1s

,;{a%~~~ Freder1ck E. Ba]derston Professor
. ' Un1vers1ty of Ca]1forn1a, Berke1ey

| Arnold B1nder Professor

-, University of Ca]1forn1a, Irvine . . B TR
~ . Thomas B. Day,_Prestent. : '._. I SR
.- Sah Diego State UniVersity . R
Tyra Duncan-Hall, Professor . R S N

- San Frangsico Community College’

Yvette M. Fallandy, Professorr  R TR Y
Sonom® State Un1verst1y S o N
Thomas W. Fryer Jr., Chance]]or : -
Footh1]1 -De Anza Commun1ty Co]]ege D1str1ct o

Harold E. Ge1ogue ‘Budget Analyst o .
Ca11forn1a State Leg1s1at1ve Budget Comn1ftee

Milo P. Johnson Super1ntendent ' '.f‘_ - . B
Mt. San Jacinto Commun1ty Co]]ege . : ’ ‘

: Jack gennedy, Budget Ana]yst s
Ca]1é rnia State Department of F1nance

Gera]d K1ss]er Ass1stant D1rector of P]ann1ng 3 Lo
o Un1vers1ty of. Ca]iforn1a, Los Ange]es ‘ o




L Robert D. Ku11y, Professor . 3
o Cal1forn1a State Un1versyty, Los Ange]es

Eugene C Lee, Professor S
': Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a Berke]ey

Donald A: MacPhee, Vice Pres1dent LT e
Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty, Dom1nguez H111s :

o A11en G. Marr, Dean, Graduate Stud1es and Research -
B Un1vers1ty of- Ca11forn1a ‘Davis

T Chester 0. McCork]e Jr. s Professor
0 Un1verSTty of Ca11forn1a, Dav1s

E111s E. McCune Pres1dent :
Ca11forn1a State University, H/Zﬁard

" James H. Meyer; Chancellor =~ -~ - T
Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a, Dav1s ' ' o ‘ e

Morgan 0de11 Execut1ve D1rector o B
Assoc1at1on of - Indepe dent Ca11forn1a Co11eges and Universities

‘Garland P. Peed, Chancellor = . - oo
-San D1ego Commun1ty Co11ege D1str1ct PP SRS .

Sam Schauerman, Vice Pres1dent Instﬂlct1on S
E1 Cam1no Co1]ege . : ‘v e Eet

G]enn p. Sﬁgth Chance]Wor T [ ;;'7'5.',.h if:;

‘1?’“'.;' . San Mateo unty Community Co11ege D1str1ct i e
gj/? . _ Herbert M Sussman Chance]]or . o .”'3-, 'f""ﬁk N
e San FranC1sco Commun1ty Co11ege D1str1ct R
‘Robert E. Swenson, ‘Executive Director .. o . SR ﬂﬁ_“

ACCred1t1ng Comm1ss1on for Commun1ty and: Jun1or Co11eges, 'y;'

T 0 At the Center fqr Stud1es in H1gher Educat1on, Un1vers¢ty of Ca11-'
' forn1a ‘Berkeley, Martin Trow, Steve Weiner, -and Janet Ruy]e afforded.
" us an opportun1ty to discuss ghe study wnth state, adm1nmstrat1ve, o
A and faculty leaders at two, seminars. o Cn Lo

At the 0ff1ce of the Chance11or Ca1nforn1a State Un1vers1ty and

. Colleges, A1ex Sherriffs-and Yvette Fahian&y afforded us an oppor-

. tunity to. meet with' systemw1de adm1n1strat1ve and facu]ty senate
- comm1ttees v :

“, {,

oy e




