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The California Postsecondary Educatién Commission
was created by the Legislature and the Governor
in 1974 as the successor to the California Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education in_order to
coordinate and plan for education in California
beyond high school. As a state agency, the

< Commission is responsible for ‘assuring that the
State's resources for postsecondary education are-
utilized effectively and efficiently; for promot-
ing diversity, innovation, and respcnsiveness to
the needs of students and society; and for advis-
ing the Legislature and the Governor on statewide
educational policy and funding.

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine
represent the general public, with three each

appoinfed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the o .
. Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The .
i « other six represent the major educational systems

of the State. -

’Ihe‘ Commission holds regular public meetings
throughout the year at which it takes action on
staff studieés and adopts positions on legislative
proposals affecting postsécondary education.
Further information about the Commission, its -
meetings, its, staff, and its other pubiications
may be obtained from the Commission offices at
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento) Californic \
95814; telephone (916) 445-7933. ?
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IMPLEMENTATION OF BUDGET ACT LANGUAGE .
. TO REDUCE STATE APPORTIONMENTS TO
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS BY $30 MILLION

k3

BACKGROUND S o,

In response to language in the 1982-83 Budget Act, this report com=

L4

ments on actions taken by the Board of Governors and the Chancellor's
Office of the California fommunity Colleges to implement the Budget
Act's §30 million “yeduction in State apportionments for Community

Colleges,in 1982-83. .

This reduction was based on Commission’ recommendations contained in
Student Charges, Student Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondary
Education, which the Commission prepared in response to Assembly
Concurrent kesolution 81 (Hart, 1982). In its report, the Commission
recommended tnat, in order to avoid establishing a permanent statewide
Community College fee for 1982-83, the Community Colleges should
restru-ture the funding of certain elements of their curricula.
Specifically, the Commission sought greater uniformity among Comaunity
College districts in the 1avels of public subsidy and student fees
" for avocational, recreatioral, and personal development courses. In
addition, the Commission ensouraged the Legislature to grant authority
to tke Board of Governors to establish expiicit State funding pri-

orities within Community College course offerings.

Act

Acting on these Commission recommendations, in the 1982-83 Budget
i

the Legislature directed that:

The Board' of Governors of the California Community Col-
.leges shall develop policies and guidelines from the
options identified below to reduce state appertionments
to community college districts by at least $30 miilion in
1982-83: '

a. Identify .those noncredit courses ineligible for
state, apportionments under Sections 84640.5 and -

84641  of the Fducation Code;

b. Identify those avocational, recreational, and personal
development courses, whether offered for credit or
noncredit, that are offered more appropriately as
community service classes and should not receive

state apportionments; or

c. Identify those adult and community education courses,
whether offered for ciedit or noncredit, which will

-

-
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receive state apportionments at a lower rate of
subsidy per ADA. . . .

On the basis of these policies and guidelines, the chancel-
lor's office shall, for computational purposes, estimate
the number of 1981-82 credit and noncredit ADA affected.
For the puxposés of Education Code Section 84620, the
chancellor's—office -shall-subtract -this—amount -of -ADA--and-
base revenues associated with that ADA, before performing
the computations specified in Education Code Sections
84605 through 84609. Such, reductions shall total at
least $30 million in state apportionments and shall not,
under any circumstances, be based on a. proportionate
reduction of apportionﬁents to all community college
districts. )
The chancellor shall consult with CPEC during the develop-
ment and prior to the implementation of the provisions of
this section. The chancellor shall report to the Legis-
lature by August 15, 1982 on implementation of this

section. -
In addition, CPEC shall submit a report +o0 the legisla- ‘ZZ,/”,::T

ture on the implementation of this section by no later
than September 15, 1982. (Chapter 321, Statutes of
1982). . . ’

ACTIONS OF THE BOARD OF SOVERNORS .
AND THE CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

v

14

In implementing the required reductions, the Board of Governors and
the Chancellor's Office chose to utilize the second of the three
options presentud by the Legislature. The triteria and procedures
that it utilized in identifying the avocational, recreational, and
personal development courses that should be offered as community
STV are scribed—in—detail—in—the Chancellor's Office

publication, The Deletion of Selected Credit and Noncredit Courses
From The Curriculum, which is attached. as Appendix A. The Board-

] approved list of Courses to be moved from State support to a community

services basis is included as Appendix B.. While the title of the
report to the Legislature implies that the avocational, recreational,

and personal development courses identified by the Board of Governors

may no longer be offered by colleges, these courses may still be

offered by colleges in the community services area on a fee-support
basis.

Despite the short time available to the Board to reach its decision,
both the Board and Chancellor's Office made a substantial effort to




involve Community College personnel in the development of the course

deletion list. Due to the initial lack of 1981-82 course data, the

Board's action was necessarily inexact in terms of expected apportion-
ment reductions. Preliminary estimates from district reports indicadte,
however, that the resulting courge list will secure the necessary $30
. million reduction through the elimination of State support for these

avocationgl;*recreationai,“andﬁpcrsonal deveIoPmentfcoufsés. '

* Both politically and adminisératively, the task given to the Board of.

Governdrs was difficult and largely thankless. ether or not one
agrees with each element of the Board's actions, the Board, the
Chancellor's Office, and the Community Colleges deserve recognition
for acting promptly and responsibly in meetigg the legislative mandate
for the $3¢ million™reduction. Yet, in many ways the Bnard's action
must be seen as only the necessary first step in the difficult process
of clearly defining State priorities for funding instruction at the
Community Colleges. The Legislature's action was more than a’one-time
mandate caused by a severe State budget crisis. It ref’ected long-
held legislative concerns about the proper role, mission, function,-
and funding of the California Community Colleges. While the $30,
million amount was dictated by fiscal exigency, the mandate was?®
designed specifically to produce greater long-run uﬂiﬁormity and
clearer priorities in State support for Community College- offerings.
Significantly, the Legislature categorically rejected the notion of
an across-the-board budget cut to reach the $30 million target reduc-

tion. !
At the same time, the elements of the Board's response should not be
viewed as providing a long-term solution to legislative concerns.
Mention has bees-made- already of the difficulties in terms of time
and data which confronted the Board. Moreover, the Board is currently
undertaking several long-range planning activities that should provide
a more comprehensive basis for establishing policies on Community
College mission, State’ funding priorities, and student fees. These
activitie®® include the development of both a contingeidcy plan for
establishing student fees (as recommended in the Commission's ACR 81
.report) and a long-range finance plan to.restructure State support
for the Community Colleges. The Board's recent actions on the $30

million budget reduction eventually should be reviewed in fighl of
long-term recommendations for changes in policy and financing mecha-
nisms likely to stem from these important projects.

4

PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING REDUCTIONS

After Board action on the list of courses to be deleted from State
support, the Chancellor's Office requested all districts to report
the amount of average daily attendance (ADA) generated in such courses
during the 1981-82 fiscal year. It then used these reports to make

"3.‘"[() 9
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the estimated apportionment reductions on a district-by-district
basis that are indicated in'the Chancellor's Office report in Appendix
A. As a:percentage of total district revenues, these estimated
reductions range from 0.59 to 6.03 percent. Statewide, they total
$29.2 million, or 2.04 percent of the Community Colleges'- total
revenue. Currently these reported figures are beirng reviewed by the

Chancellor's Office staff in light of detailed 1980-81 course infor- -

mation developed by thé Course Classification System. The Chancel-
lor's Office staff indicates that this -resolution process -should
result in reductions reaching the mandated $30 million figure.

In ‘apportioning the reductions the Chancellor's Office.will remove
the identified number of ADA for each district from the district's
base revenues using its marginal (two-thirds) cost rate rather than
its average cost rate. The Chancellor's Office staff chose the
marginal rate for at least three reasons: First, it lessens the
fiscal impact of the reductions for those district which have rela-
tively few avocational, recreational, or personal development courses
offered for State support. Second, it requires that a larger number
_of ADA be identified statewide to reach the $30 million target, and

thus meets the legislative mandate for the establishment. of State-
level priorities more completely. Third and finally, in view of the
previous lack of, explicitly-stated State funding priorities and the
fact that all of the designated courses were eligible for 1981-82
funding, it appears to be the most equitable measure with which to
make the base revenue reductions.

. v

Should the $30 million figure not be reached as the ADA reductions
are completed by this méthod, the Chancellor's Office staff will
either develop a secondary apportionment reduction mechanism or
expand the list. of courses to be removed from State support. As
noted above, such: actions~are not likely to be required, but at the
Jyly Board of Governors meeting several Board members argued against
the secondary reduction strategy. They stated that because °‘the
Legislature had given the Board responsibility for making the $30
million reduction, the Board should expand the list of courses to
reach the required reduction based on statewide priorities rather
than having individual districts identify courses without Statewide

-

\
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CRITERIA FOR COURSES TO BE DELETED

>

The Chancellor's Office staff developed the ‘following six criteria
for identifying the courses to be moved to the community services

area:

a. Courses which fall within the meaning of the proposed
Tanguage of the budget bill which expresses legislative
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. intent. That lapguage refers to Mavocational,®,
' - recreational, and personal development" courses.

g b. Courses which do not appear to assist thé_coﬁmuni;g
- - colleges- in fulfilling their mission described as
follows in the Master Plan for Higher Education:

. Education Code 6670l. Public community colleges
" shall offer instruction through but not beyond the
" gbcond -year :of college. ““These institutions may
grant thé associate in arts ‘and the associate in
v e science degree. Their program may include but shall
- not be limited to: standard collegiate courses for
transfer to other institutions; vocational and
technical fields' leading to employment; general or
liberal arts courses; and community services.
(Enacted by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1010.) .
‘ an . .
c. Coufses im which’students enroll’ for significamtly
: greater private than public interest and also which
> appear to have been designed to serve private rather

than public interest.

7 .

K

‘'This criterion attempts to distinguish those course
i offerings which students pursue for purposes of
y achieving an educational objective such as a degree

: or certificate from those offerings which attract a

i large number of casual students, part-time or other=
wise, enrolled for the purpose of recreation or

; . self-interest.- P .
d. Self-help, avocdtional, and recreational courses

which are not-a required component Gf an academic or
vocational program ‘which has been approved by the

Chancellor's Office in accordance with the provisions

of Title 5, Sections 55000 and 55130.°

e. Courses the deletion of which will not inhibit a

——College's response—to—the needsiof local business
and industry. '

-

This criterion has been included to ensure and"

safeguard the maintenance of merging curricula which

are expressly designed to meet the needs of business
7/and indistry, respond to plant closures, and signifi-

cantly aid in the reduction-.of unemployment. '

. o

-

£f. Courses in which students, other than regular students,
might enroll for self-help, avocational, or recreational -
< purposes and which should be offered on 8 fee basis.
- (Board of Governors, 1982, .pages 4-5). ;
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. in nature. Clearly students enroll in individual courses with a

»~

It genéral, these criteria served to implement the intent of the
legislatively mandated 530 million- reduction. “They were not suf- .
ficiently specific, however, to be. useful without a great dealpof .
further ‘clarification and interpretation. Thus the Chancellsft's .
Office stafi was forced to review individual course descriptions in .
deyeloping the course list for deletion from State funding. These <
decisions were based on staff. judgments as to the “"avocational,’ .
recreational, or personal development' nature of the course as -well R

as its-relative priority for State funding. . ‘ R

< 4 -

-

! ve
Clearly‘%uch‘determinatiohs are complex. Given the short time in
which the Board of Governors was required to act, it was impossible
for the- Chancellor's. staff to review .all Community College couxrse
offerings and evaluate each course in light of the prescribeig:riteria. .
Because of this fact, tiris year's reductions should be viewed as a .
first step to more long-range program priorities. There is still a .
need, as noted in the Commission's report on the Implefentation of
the California Community-'Colleges Course Classification System, for
the Board of Governors to.develop more explicit policies as to "the
purposes, scope, and support.of community service classes" and to
develop - more explicit State-level priorities for community college .

_funding. (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1982a, pp..
18, 22). i : .

The Chancellor's Office reﬁort notes the difficulty of determirding. ] i
which courses are avocationmal, recreational, or personal development

variety of educational objectives. Thus a -course which serves a .
transfer function for one student may be purely avocational for

another. The problems, associated with assessing studeut objectives

made it impossible to-use such distinctions for this year's reductions.

In its recommendation that the Board adopt a fee contingency plan,

however, the Commission suggested that the Board consider-differential )
fee policies based on student matriculation in a program of study or '

some other measure of student intent beyond course characteristics.

For purposes of long-range planning and the establishment of State s

priorities and student charges, more explicit criteria will be needed.

-

'DELETION OF REAL ESTATE COURSES o \
: ’ . ] »

Perhaps'thq most controversial aspect of the Board of Governors'

action has been the deletion from State support of "real estate - .

courses except those courses designed to lead to the sales license".

Typically, real estate courses in Community Colleges are "of three

types: N
. N

1. . A "Real Estate Principle%”'course that prepares students to take .
the examination for a real estate sales license. . ’ ’

-6~
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2. A designated block of six additional courses that are required
for students wishing to secure’a broker's license and are part of
real estate associate degree and certificate programs.

4. Other real estate courses that are offered for continuing educa-
tion or elective credit purposes.

Under the Board's action, only the first course will be eligible for

continued State support. It is estimated. that the reductions in

T, State .support for the other ‘two types of coursgs will constitute
- between $3 million and $4 million-of the s,equired $30 million.

The reason for deleting real estate courses“beyondxthe entry level
course is described by the.Chahgellor's Office as follows:
‘The rationale for including real estate courses on the
_ deletion list wassthat the community colleges tradition-
’ ally prepare students “for entry level occupations. The
"o entry level in the case of real estate is the sales
T . license. Normally, the course entitled "Real Estate X
Principles” is the course taken in preparation for writing
the examination for the sales license. After obtaining
' the sales licehse and entering the field of real estate,
e . some persons seek additional courses to prepare for the
v broker's license. Singce the persons who enroll in those )
additional courses are usually employed in their field,
, apd sine the purpese for taking such courses are Up~
- ’ grading, income enhancement, and personal and professional
development, it was felt that such courses should be
offered on 2 fee basis. Although similar arguments could
ge advzaced for the inclusion on the deletion list of
sitourses in.law enforcement and fire science, it was felt
X ) . ‘that because such courses normally do not involve a two-
tiered licensing process "and they enhance the public
safety. .they should be accorded a higher priority for
State -funding. (Program Evaluation and Approval Unit,

1982, page 15). .

o

’

. Real estate proponents argue that”most real estate courses are clearly ..
* occupational 'in nature and are required or elective parts of approved
. degree programs within the Community College curriculum. As such,
they contend, the courses should be exempt from the legislative

v mandate to designate "avocational, recreational, and personal develop-
L ment" courses- for rediction. . S .
= . * , . \ ] *
: The rationale cited in the Chancellor's Office report clearly extends -
= to occupations other than law enforcement and fire science -- among )

,them, accounting, . secretarial services, banking and finance, and

. hotel management -- where the curriculum is structured for career

N advancement or professional development as well as entry into the
field. A more comprehensive examination is needed of the distinction

+
-

L4
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between entry-level and career-advancement courses for funding and
student fee purposes beyond this year. If policies on State subsidies
or student fees are to be based on such career-level distinctions,
they should be genperally applicable. The Board's fee contingency
plan and long-range finance plan should examine this issue for the
curriculum as a whole rather than for real estate as a single subject
area. ’ - - . -

In the meantime, action is needed to assure that students enrolled in
real estate degree programs receive academic cr€dit for the courses

- moved to a ¥ee-support basis. Real estate is the only degree program
which has been moved wholesale to the community services area. In
terms of equity to students currently enrolled in it, academic credit
should be available for those students pursuing degree objectives.
The Chancellor's Office has indicated its support for special legisla-
tion of this kind. .

The Commission endorses this approach rather than an alternative of
legislative intervention to reinstate the real estate courses to the
credit program. Not only would that action reduce the $30 million
budget reduction by $3 to 4 million--thereby requiring the Board of
Governors to identify additional -course deletions to compensate for
real estate program, it would have several further repercussions: ‘

e In terms of timing, it would mean mid-year restructuring of
real-estate“courses from community service classes to credit
classes and from fee support to State support. Colleges have
planned their fall schedules and fee policies in compliance with
the Board of Governors decision. Mid-year corrections would
require record-keeping conversions and fee refunds to students
currently enrolled.

e 1In terms of authority, the legislative mandate to the Board of
Governors to implement the §$30 million reduction required the
Board to establish explicit-State priorities for funding. Although
individuals and special interest groups may disagree with specific
elements of the course list developed by the Board, the Board
clearly was acting within its legislative authorization. Durin;
its discussions on the course list, the Board was closely divided
on the real estate’ issue and discussed other courses and program
areas for inclusion in the list. Despite time constraints, the
Board made a thoughtful and responsible decision. Legislative

¢  reversal would weaken the Board's responsibility for planning and
leadership within the system.

B
-

e Finally, in terms of politics, such action would encourage other
groups, such as instructors in lome economics, physical education,
and fine arts, to seek additional legisiative exemption from the
course list.  The Board of Govetrnors .hould remain the proper

. body for making statewide program priority decisioms. -

¢




EFFECT ON THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE'S MISSION

" The Chancellor's Office has been somewhat ambigious in its assessment
~ of the impact of the $30 million reduction on the mission and function
of the Community Colleges. In.the agenda item presented to the Board
of Governors at their July meeting, the staff assessed the impact of
the budget language reduction in the following terms:

”
@ There is no clear mandate in the 1982-83 budget language
. to decrease services,or to eliminate certain individuals
’ . from eligibility for services. The mandate speaks es- n
’ sentially to an identification of those avocational,
recreational, and personal development courses that are
. offered more appropriately as community services courses
and that should not receive state apportionments. The
remediation mission of the community colleges is left
intact. The removal of courses from the credit area, N .
- which should be more appropriately offered as cgmmunity .
‘services classes strengthens the general, transfer and
occupational functions of the community cdélleges by
ensuring that only courses at the collegiate level are
offered for credit. ‘(Board of Governors, 1982, page 7.

Nonetheiess, the Chancellor's Office report';eproducea in Appendix A
presents a fa¥ more gloomy picture of the impact of the Board's
) action on Community College mission: .

One of the major distinguishing features of the California
Community Colleges has been the flexibility and rapidity
with which they could provide tuition-free education to
meet emerging local needs, especially to educationally
and financially disadvantaged students. In some measure,
that flexibility has been reduced by the impositior of
the list of courszs to be deleted from the credit and
noncredit programs. While it is true that many of the
deleted courses may be offered as fee-based community
services classes, access to those classes will be reduced
becanse many persons will be unwilling or unable to pay
the required fee. Unfortunately, the transfer of courses
from state support to user fee will most likely bear most
heavily on those least able to pay. Thus, although the
range of offerings of the_Colleges should remain sub-
stantially the same, in terms of the traditional flexi-
bility of response to local needs, and in terms of access
to free public education for educationally and econo-
- mically disadvantaged students, ‘the mission of the Community
College will have been affected. (Program Evaluation and
Approval Unit, 1982, page 16). .




Several assertions in this latter statement should not go unchal-
lenged. First, it is doubtful that the elimination of avocational
photography, pet care, conversational foreign language for travellers,
private pilot's ground school, sailing, and disco dance *will most
likely bear most heavily on those least able to pay." The Chancellor's
office report provides no empirical evidence to support this claim.
Second, the hallmark of the Community College mission ‘may be the
rapidity with which they can provide "tuition free education to meet
emerging local needs", the nature of such needs should be examined in
_ the light of statewide priorities. .

Also ﬁérranting scrutiny is the assertion in the Chancellor's Office
report that the Lommunity College transfer program has been damaged

(p. 14): ;

Because no sure measure of studenf tent could be in-
cluded in the preparation of the «i- ed course list, and
since transferability proved to b. _ unsound criterion,
and since the marginal courses alone would not have
produced the required savings, it was necessary to in-
clude on the list a large number of courSes which have
traditionally been offered in colleges and universities,
which transfer to the four-year colleges, and which are
offered by universities in the other segments of public
higher education in California. An anomalous situation
has been created in which some - courses which can no
longer be offered for credit for apportionment in the
Community Colleges continue to be offered at public-
expense for credit in the University of California and
the California State Universities.

Certainly it is true that many of the courses appearing on the reclas-
sification list can be used for transfer to four-year institutions,
but the assumption that the Community Colleges are buving mistreated
because some of these courses continue to be publicly supported at
other public institutions is overly simplistic for several reasons:

e First, many of the coursos identified by the Board of Governors
are offered by the University of California ‘and the California
State University through their extension division on a fully
fee-supported basis. '

e, Second, students enrolled in State supported credit courses in
the other public segmdhts are fully matriculated and pay signi-
ficant fees to enroll eich year.

e Third, even with the reductions imposed by the Board's action,
the level of student activity in such courses represents a far
greater proportion of the instructional activity in the Community
Colleges than in either of the other public segments.
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c e ' Finally, the financing mechanisms for the Community Colleges,
- which are based on student contact hours rather than units of
«’ academic credit, provide a far greater proportionate level of
support for physical education and fine arts workshop courses
than at the other public segments. For example, a one-unit
physical education course meeting three hours per week would
represent only one-fifteenth of a full-time .equivdlent (FTE)
undergraduate student load at the University or the State Universi-
ty, based upon a 15-unit load per full-time equivalent (FTE) X
student. The same course would generate one-fifth of an average '
daily attendance (ADA) at the Community College, however, because \
1 the three weekly class hours represent a larger proportion of a
student's load based upon student contact hours.

Clearly the list of specific physical education and fine arts courses
identified by the Board of Governors is somewhat arbitrary and repre-
sents negotiations with practitiorers in these areas. One could
question why badminton was included while racquetball, bowling, and
golf were not. Nonetheless, the point of the Commission's ACR 81
recommendation and subsequent legislaton was not directed to the
transferability of specific courses to four-year institutions but

’ rather to the differential proportion of State-supported Community
College instruction to be found among districts in such avocational,
recreational, and personal development courses and:to the large

. proportion of these courses statewide. As the Commission noted in
its ACR 81 report (pp. 23-24):

) . . . in many districts, personal development, recreational,
‘ and avocational courses such as jogging, surfing, jazz-
ercise, needlepoint, and ballroom dancing, are offered
for credit at the average credit rate of $1,930 per ADA -
with no user fees. In other districts, these same subjects .
are offered as noncredit courses at the $1,100 per ADA . ’
noncredit rate with no fees. 1In still other districts,
such subjects are offered as community service classes
and charge student fees. Given limited resources, such
funding and student charges inequities cannot be permit- -
ted to continue. Furthermore, physical education courses
- currently comprise nearly 9 percent of the statewide

Community College total credit workload and fine and
applied arts courses comprise an additional 10 percent.
In effect, approximately one out of every five credit ADA
funded by the State in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment in
either physical education or fine and applied arts courses.
While these disciplines are -part of any well-balanced
liberal arts curriculum, the majority of students enrolled
in such courses are enrolled for only one or two courses
per term and are nol taking the courses as part of any .
certificate or degree program. |

A .,




The Commission believes that the heavy concentration of
student enrollment and resulting State apportionment
payments in recreational and avocational courses which--
yield primarily personal benefits represents a serious
imbalance in the use of limited State resources for
undergraduate instruction. Moreover, the Commission
believes that a significant portion of the current course
activity in these areas could be offered more appropriately
as community services classes on a fee-support basis.

There may be alternative mechanisms other than identifying specific
course titles to deal with this issue (such as a move to FTE funding
or some control of the relative proportion of State-funded instruction
in these areas). Yet, there is no evidence that the $30 million
reduction actions taken by the Board of Governors 'has harmed the

_ transfes function of the colleges seriously. \

CONCLUSION

\

The course reclassification actions by the Board of Governors and the
Chancellor's Office have dealt forthrightly with the concerns expressed
by the Commission imn its ACR 81 report and by legislators during
budget deliberations. As such, ‘they represent a positive and pro-
ductive first step in the process of delineating more clearly State-
level priorities for funding.

The following points'suﬁmarize Commission findings with respect teo
the implementation of ‘the $30 million budget reduction in the Cali=
fornia Community Colleges: . . .. -

e In general, the criteria developed by the Chancellor's Office and
the Board of Governors comply with the legislative mandate to
identify avocational, recreational, and personal development
courses to be mcved to community services. The criteria should
.be reviewed, however, in light of other long-range planning
efforts currently underway.

N ™

o Despite the title of the Chancellor's Office report to the Legis-
lature on Deletion of Selected Credit and Noncredit Courses From
the Curriculum, the Commission did not recommend, nor the Legis-
Tature mandate deletion' of the identified courses from the, curricu-
lum. Rather, the recommendation and mandate were to move such
courses from Stazte-support to a fee-support basis in the community
services area.

e The use of the marginal rate to make reductions in district base
revenues was not specified in budget act language. Its use
serves, however, to implement the policy objectives of the budget
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reduct..n and is consistent with 1egiélative direction giving the
Chancellor some flexibility in implementing the required budget
reductions. B

e The rationale for ‘including the real estate program within the

_course reclassification action should be reviewed with respect to ~N
its applicability to otheg occupational programs within the

context of the Board's development of fee contingency and finance \\\\
plans. In the meantime, however, temporary legislative action

needs to be taken to allow students enrolled in real estate

degree programs to receive academic credit for real estate courses

required for their degrees.

e There is no evidence to support the contention that the movement -
of the identified avocational, recreational and personal develop-
ment courses to- the community services area will bear most heavily
on economically disadvantaged students.. Vo . S,

e Even with the .course recl......catioms, the relative proportion
of State-supported instructional workload in physical education
and fine arts disciplines remains greater at the Community, Colleges
than at the other public segments. This fact, as well as segmental

. differences in financing mechanisms for such courses should be

i considered when evaluating the Chancellor's Office assertion that

* y Community Colleges are being treated unfairly with respect to
such "transfer" courses. '

- e The Board of Governors should continue to be the body responsible
for implementing specific State-level program priorities within
the California Community Colleges.

The Board's and Chancellor's Office actions certainly are not the

. final word on Conmunity College mir ion, function, and priorities.

As one Board member stated during the Board's deliberations, the

legislative mandate for the $30 million’reduction in Community College
instructional offerings necessitated some arbitrary short-term judgments
about relative State priorities without the benefit of more compre-
hensive discussion of long-term Community College missions and functions.
Such discussions should be reflected in the BodYd's proposals later
this fiscal year regarding the fee contingency plan and long-range
finance program. .

.
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REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE: ‘s

THE DELETION OF SELECTED CREDIT AND
NONCREDIT COURSES FROM THE .

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE CURRICULUM

Introduction

California Community Colleges were required by the Legislature to reduce
their budgets by-a total of $30 million in FY 1982-83 through lessening
or removing state support for courses of lower public priority. Because
of this Legislative mandate, the Board of Governors, for the first time
in history, directed the 70 California community college districts to )
stop offering certain subjects-as credit or state-supported noncredit
courses. Districts had the option of moving such courses to the fee-
sdpported community services category.

The.Board's action may be seen in the context of other recent changes
at the state and local levels to-.tighten community college academic
standards. In the past three years, statewide grading policies,
definitions of credit and noncredit courses, and- general education
requirements for the Associate degree have all been made more rigorous.
Many colleges have independently reviewed their programs and a number
of marginal courses have been dropped. .

The deletion of courses from the credit and nohcredit program in

July 1982, however, dwarfs such previous deve1o?ments in its immediate ‘
impact on and its -implications for community college students and the
public. The events leading up to the Legislative mandate, the imple-
mentation of that mandate by the Board of Governors, and ‘the effécts on

community colleges are the.subjects of this report.

]
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Background .
The Course Classification System

AB 8 (Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979) required the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges to conduct a study and prepare policy
recommendations on the determination of credit and noncredit courses. A
broadly based advisory committee was ‘astablished for- that purpose and
a final report was published in July 1980 (“Credit and Noncredit Courses-
in the California Community Colleges: A Report to the) Legislature”).
The two major accomplishments of the advisory committée were to clarify
the definitions of credit aud noncredit courses, and to establish a . .
classification system for all courses offered by community colleges- :

The course classification system proposed in the Credit and Noncredit -« '
report was adopted in principle by the Board of Governors when the réport
' was issued. In November 1981, “it was formally incorporated into regula-
tions, with slight modifications, as Section 55001 of Title 5.of the
California Administrative Code. The system is shown in Appendix A.

’ In 1981 the Legislature adopted AB 1626 and AB 1363 ‘as the funding vehicles
for the community colleges. AB 1369 amended Section 84603 of the Education
Code to Feflect the faljowing mandate: . L

§4503. (a) The Legislafure hereby finds and declarés that
she. Board of Govermors of the California Community Colleges -
- adopted in November 1980, a program classtification eystem.

(b) The Board of Governors of, tha Califormia Community . 1

Colleges shall collect data on all programs, courses, and . , .
clagses offered by community college districts in the 1981-82
fiseal year in both credit and nonmcredit medes and the Board - ~
of Govermors shall develop classification criteria which shall e
gstablish uniformity of classification of credit and noncredit
modes among all digtricts by July 1, 1982.
- (¢) The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges
shall collect information on course of ferings and activities for
ecch commmity college district based on the program classifi-
cation systam adopted ty the Board of Governers. :

(1) The Chancellor skall report this information to
v 2 the California Postsecondary Education Cammission and to
the Legislature by March I, 1952. ‘

(2) The California Pogtsecondary Educadion Cammission - ‘
shall review the information collected and advisé the .
Legislature with regard to the accuracy and uniformity of .
the information by April 1, 1382. The commission shall

L

/ assist the Chancellor in monitoring the collection of
- the information and determining the format for presenta-
-~ tion. ) .

In October 1981, community colleges were asked to classify all credit
and noncredit courses, and community services classes and activities
according to the system in Appendix A. All community colleges vesponded, ,
and’more than 100,000 credit and noncredit courses and over 6,000 com-
munity services classes were included in the classiffcation. The )

T total workload amounted to almost 500,000,000 student’ contact hours.
310-21 - 2
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The massive amount of data collected was analyzed by the staff of the
L / Chancellor's Office and the reguired report was prepared and submjtted
./~ to the Legislature in March 1982 ("Course Classification System:

" Report of Data Collection and Description of Offerings"). ’

The report indicated that 52% of the total sfudent contact hours were in
courses classified as liberal arts and sciences for baccalaureate .
degrees and 35%‘of the total student contact hours wére in occupational
courses designed to provide students with job entry skidls. Together
those categories represented 87% of the instructional effort of the com-
munity colleges. The report also revealed that approximately 19% of the
credit student contact hours were generated by courses in physical «
education and fine and applied arts. Some observers perceived this
concentration as an imbalance in the community college curriculun.dg

| Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81 . "\ T N

In March of 1982 Assembly Concurent Resolution 81 directed the California
postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) to »eonduct a study of the

" impact of student charges upon access to public postsecondary education."

That study was submitted to the Governor ind the Legislature -in April
1a82. The CPEC response to ACR 81 noted that: .

. . .phy#ical education’ courges currently comprige nearly nine
percent of the statewide Commmmity College JPotal credit workload
and fine and applied arts courses camprise an additional ten

. parcent. In effect, approximately’ one out of every five credit ADA
funded by the Stcte in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment .in either
physical education or fine and applied arts courses.

‘Also in response to ACR 81, the CPEC. report included ten *recom)e‘ndqtions
with intérsegmental applicability. Recommendations .five and six has ~
direct bearing on community colleges. [t reads as follows: i

4

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should, establish emplicit policies to
assure a combination of State and student support of Cammunity
Collegés progrems, that, to the extent possible, continue existing

4

no-charge prectices for students enrolled in courses and programs . -

that have greatest State priority. . :

5.1 To assure that only those programs or courses that Have
greatest State priority are substdized by the State and to assure
egitable support rates for gimilar courses tn different districts,’
the Legislature should direct the Board of Governors to develop
Title s requlations: (a) identifying noncredit courses eligible

for- State support; (b) applying a uniform support rate of §1, 100

per ADA for all courses in sdult basie education, high school diploma
programs, Englisk as a second langquage, citizenship, ald commnity
edusation; and (¢) determining which avocational, reareational,
personal development courses ‘shoiuld be offered as commnity services
clasess on a self-supported basis. . .

310"21 - * ¥ 3
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. RECOMMENDATION 6.1. ~State apportiomments. should be reduced by
- approzimately $30 million to, reflect expected savings from imple-
mentation of Recommetdgtion §.1.. ) R - '

The Chancellor's Qfﬁce opposed these recommendations on the grounds that
they would have to be implemented without adequate planning time and did not
allow for consideration of the local district-by-district impact of change.
1f immediate short-term reductions were necessary in 1982-83, the
Ghancellor arguad, “then the most realistic and educationally sound

means must be to aflow the Board of Governors and the Chancellor's

Office the broadest discretion possible™in considering options.”

It is important to consider the context in which the CPEC recommendations
_were made. Essentially, the Commission recommended against the imposition
“ of statewide, mandatory commugity college fees for fiscal year 1982-83,

and as an alternative, recommended that prior to the imposition of such “

a fee legislative consideration should be given to the reduction of

state support for courses de« d {0 be recreational, avocational or

personal development in nature. (An additional recommendation”that

district reserves be .reduced wes not approved by the Eegisl ature.)

A related CPEC recommendation called for the development by the Board

of Governors of a contingency plan for the imposition of student fees

if the state's economic situa(éon does not significantly improve during
the current fiscal year. The Qoard of Governors has already established 2
special comnittee board to develop such a contingency glan and will be
prepared to report its recommendations by Decemper of his year.

Legislative Action

The Leg*islature' adopted a modified version of the CPEC recommendation
related to courses in June 1982. The Budget Bill, AB 21, directed that:-

The Bo of Governors of the Califormia Community Colleges shall ,

develop pblicies and guidelines from the optioms ntified below
., to‘reduce stats apportionments to community college districts by at .

least $30 million in 1982-83: ' *

‘a. IIdem‘;ify those mn'cz\'edif eourses ineligible for state appor- t
‘tiorments under Sections 84640.5 and 84641 oi the Education '
. Code; ” .f . 'd " ' .

o : : .0 ) h ¢ . |
. b. Idemtify those ayocational, pecpeational, and personal develop- . -
.| merit courses, whéTher offered for credit or noncredit, that’
—_are offered more appropriately as community service classes

and should not receive state apportiorments; or p; »

I

- e. Identify those adult and commni ty education courses, whather
) offered for credit or noncredit, thich will receive state™ .
" apportionments at a lower rate of subsidy per ADA. \ <
On the basis of these policies and guide lines, the Chancellor’'s
Office shall, for conjputatioml purpoeses, estimate the number of

310-21 o 4
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_ 1981-82 credit and noncredit ADA affacted. For the purposes of
Education Code Section 84620, the Chancellor's Office shall
subtract this amount of ADA and -base reveruss associated with
that ADA, before performing Lhe computations specified 'n Ed-
wcation Cods Sections 84605 through 84600. Such reductions ,
shall total at least $30 million in state aﬁfdrtiormmtc and
shall not, under any circumstances, be based on a proportionate
reduction of apportiorments to all community college districts...

rhe Chancellon shall consult with CPEC during the development and
priar to the {mplementation of the provisions of this ‘section.

The Chancellor shall report to thciﬂegialafurc by August 15, 1982
on implamentation of this saction.””

In addition, CEEC shall submit a report to the Legislature on
the implementation of this section by no later than September 15,
1982. .

Of the three options contained in the budget bill language, the Chan-
cellor determined that the major effort would be directed at option

(b), the identification of recreational, avocational, and personal
development courses which could appropriately be offered as community
serviges classes on a fee basis. Alternative {a) had, for the most
partibalready been accomplished.as a result of the identification in AB
1626 and AB 1369 of the nine areas of state-supported noncredit courses..
Colleges were instructad last year to remove all other noncredit courses
from their noncredit programs or to offer them @s community services

classes. - .

Alternative (c), which required the Chancellor's Office to identify
certain credit and noncredit courses which would be reimbursed for
apportionment purposes at an unspecified.-lower rate, ap eared to be in-
feasible since it could not be accomplished within the time limits
mandated by the language of the budget bill. In addition, those
_districts which offer a significant noncredit program had already.

. experienced severe financial losses as a result of the zrovisionS'of
AB 1626 and AB-1369 which limited the types.of noncredit courses to
nine funded areas. -The Chancellor believed that the required savings
€30 million codld be accomplished through the implementatjon of option
(b). The, Chancellor's Office.discussed this approach with the staff of
the California Poi:iicondary Education Commission. .

The timing by whi he deletion of courses and the submission of the
report to the Legislature was to be accomplished should be noted. The
budget bill was signed on June 30. Imp]ementing action was taken by the
Board of Governmors on July 16, 1982. The deletion of credit and noncredit
courses imposed severe hardships upon the community colleges in terms of
class schedule and staffing changes which were required to implement the
deletion of courses. Summer sessions had already begun and many colleges
had already published £a1l class schedules and had registered~students in
those classes. It was important for the Chancellor's Office to complete

e




be informed about their 1982-83 incom
complete their planning for the fisca
Notwithstanding the exigencies of the
’ state, it should be stated that'a cou
in the budget:bill should have been 2
and implementation. The "emergency”

the necessary reduction in ADA and apgortionment§ so that colleges could =

e levels, which would enable them to
1 year which began July 1, 1982,
current fiscal crisis within the
rse reduction of the kind mandated
1lotted much more time for planning
plan for the deletion of credit and

noncredit coursas inevitably contained some inconsistencies, inadequacies,
and inequities. :

Prggaration for Compliance with Mandates in Budget 8ill L

Establishing criteria

Several criteria were amployed in determining which courses should be
included on a preliminary 1ist of courses that would be shifted to
community services in order to achieve the required $30 million re-
duction. The criteria were in accord with the recent classification of
courses implemented by the Chancellor's Office. Not all criteria

are applicable to all of the courses identified by staff.

The criteria for the selection of courses to be deleted from the credit
program were as follows: . ) -

a. Courses which fall within ‘the meaning of the proposed tanquage of

the budget bili which expresses 1siative intent. at language
refers to "avocational, recreational, and personal development"_
courses. : .

k]

b. Courses which do not aggeaf to assist the community co11ﬁges > _
‘ in fulfiiling 'their mission gescri ed as follows «in th ster ' .
BTan for Higher tducation: - | _ , ' ,

4

k)

Education Code 66701. Public community colléges shall
‘of fer “ingtruction through but not beyond the secord year
of college. These institutions may grant-the assoctate
_ in arts and the asvociate in sctence degree. Their - :
progran may inelude but shall not be limited iv: ’ ‘
. standard collegiate courses for transfer to other in- :
stitutions; vocational and technical fields leading to
employment; general or Liberal arts courses; and com-
munity services. (Enacted by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1010.)

c.- Courses in which students enroll for significant} reater
private than ublic interest and also wﬁicn appear %5 have
Been designed %o serve private rather Than pugiic jnterest.

This criterion attempts to distinduish those course offerings
which students pursue for purposes of .achieving an educa-
tional objective such as @ degree or certificate from those .
.offerings which attract a large number of casua! students,
‘part-time.or otherwise, enrolled for the purpose of recreation

, or self-interest.
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——d——Self~hel —avocational;—and-recreational-courses which are not
ar uirej component of an academic or vocational ram which

e Chancetior s cé 1n ACCcor ance wit

has been approv
the provis%ons of T!f!e 5, sections ZE000 and 55130. L

e. gour§es the deletion of which will not inhibit a college's re-
.. ‘sponse to the needs of Jocal business and industry. -~

This criterion has been included to ensure and safequard the
maintenance of emerging curricula which are expressly designed to.
meet the needs of business and industry, respond to plant closures
and significantly aid in the reduction of unemployment.

£ Courses in which students, other than r wlar students, might
enrol] Jor self-help, avocational, or recrealional purposes
. and which should be offered on ngéé-bas1s. ; ‘

. Development of a list of courses to be deleted

Early in June members of the Chancellor's staff were directed to prepare
a preliminary 1ist of recreational, avocational, and self-help courses
which are presently being offered by comnunity colleges as credit or
~ noncredit courses and which could more appropriately be offered as

community services classes on a sel f-supporting basis on the basis of .
the criteria that have been stated. Staff reviewed and listed such
offerings for twenty community colleges. The lists were refined into a
number of categories of courses‘which were then included on the pre-

liminary 1ist of deletfsns. In the case of physical education and fine .
arts,| it was found to be more efficient to 1ist more specific course -
titles. )

AfterE;he tentative list of courses to be deleted from the credit

program was prepared by staff and a study of its effects on a stratified
sample of thirteen colleges to be completed, it was discussed and .
reviewed with the Chancellor's Advisory Committee on two saparate :
occasions. The Chancellor's Advisory Committee is comprised of repre-
senatives of students, faculty, administrators and trustees. Tt is this
committee- which the Chancellor most heavily. relies upon to represen ’
the community college field. The 1ist of courses was:théroughly .o
discussed 3pd reviewed by this committee. . ' :

In addition, the 1ist was discussed at statewide meetings of the Chief
Executive Officers (Chancellors, Superintendents and Presidents) of

the local districts. It was also disseminated widely for field review
to all chief instructional officers and statewide and local academic
senate presidents. Representative groups of physical education division
chairs!and instructors, the Chief Instructional Officers Technical
Advisory Committee, Fine Arts Division chairs .and Home Economics division
chairs' and faculty also provided.valuable assistance. There was not
unanimity of opinion concerping the list of courses nor did staff

»

attempt to achieve concensus on the various issues discussed with the

}

1
1
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field. The meetings were extremely helpful'iﬁ clarifying issues and
misunderstandings and the Tist was modified and amended in several
. dnstances-in response.to suggestions from the field.

As staff collected sample data for 1981-82 on targeted coursés, and

compared them with the 1980-81 data.on which the Course Classification

Report, had been based, it gradually became evident that significant

shifts from the credit program to community services had already occur-

red last year. Therefore, staff.had to add more courses. to the early

::;sio?s of the 1ist in an attempt to reach the required $30 million
uction.

Board of Governors Action

o On June 25 a preliminary list of courses to be deleted from the credit
and noncredit and noncredit programs was submitted to the Executive
Committee of the Board of Govermors along with explanatory material
concernjng the development of that list. - A public hearing was held.
The Executive Committee approved the list in principle and directed the
‘Chancellor to continue its development and to submit it to the full
8oard at the next meeting. The preliminary list wnich was submitted.to
the Executive Committee is attached as Appendix B. :

The final list of staff recommendations for courses to be deleted from
the credit and noncredit programs of the community colleges is attached
as Appendix C. That list was sent o the colieges in advance of approval
by the Board of Governors to give colleges-the maximum opportunity to .
prepare for the necessary deletions. The covering menorandum warned
ggl]eges of the possibility of revisions which might be made by the

ard. « -

The staff's list was submitted to the Board of Governors at its requiar
meeting held in San Diego on July 16. Following discussion by the
members of the Board, pubLiC'testimbny was heard forhapproximately.two
and one-half Hours. Many persons and interest groups protested the
inclusion on the list of courses from their .specific areas. The Board
then considered seriatim the recommended 1ist of courses to. be deleted.
- After lengthy discussion and by unanimous action the 8oard, of Gdvernors
adopted the following list of courses: . :

£

LIST OF COURSES TO SE DELETED FROM THE CREDIT PROéRAM
s approv y the Board o vernors, //

1. Singfe semester or single quarter conversational foreign language
iourses which have no Pnerequisite or which are designed for : .
ravelers.




. 2. Private Pilot's Ground School*.
3. Ham radio construction, operation, and licensure. g
4. Self-help home sewing and needlecraft courses* except a single intro-
ductory course in clothing construction. :
5. Self-help.specialized cooking courses* except 2 single introductory
course in cultural foods.
" 6. Self-help courses ir. home gardening; home 1ivestock production;
home and appliance repair and maintenance; antigue and furniture
repair, refinishing, and upholstering; and woodworking. ~
7. Self-nhelp courses in pet selection, caredand groomingf:fg
8. Self-help courses in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycles,

bicycles, recreational vehicles, and boats.

g. Self-help courses in personal finance*, persomal income tax pre-
paration, law for the layman, and real estate for the consumer.

10. Self-help personal development courses except for orientation o
_cdllege, career planning, study skills, and group dssessment of
academic preparation, aptitudes, and imterests.

11. The following physical aducation courses: bicycling, Far Eastern
martial arts; yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin diving*; camping,
backpacking, rockclimbing, mountaineering, and orienteering; ball-
room, belly, square, ethnic*, ta-, and disco dancing; roller and ice
skating; flycasting,-rafting; soaring and gliding; surfing and wind-
surfing; recreational sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship.
AODED: jogging, figure and weight control, archery, badminton.

12. The following fine arts courses: jewelry* and IaYidarﬁ; Crafts*;
stained g17-s; calligraphy*; tole painting; ename ing; intaglio™;
avocationa. or recreational instrumental study; ‘and performance

or gallery attendance courses in art, music, drama, or cinema without
significant classroom work.or academic content.

“13. Internatjonal étudy/travel courses.

i

14. Avoéational ﬁhbtography, o

15. Courses.relétéd to specific avocations . such as stamp oF coin col-
lecting. - : .

16. Genealogy. ‘

17. Real estate courses except those courses designed to 1ead to the
sales ]icense. :

~Courses marked with an asterisk may continue to be offered if they are a
required part of an approved educational program and after approval of
ﬁégif1on by Chancellor's Office.
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COURSES TO BE OELETED FROM THE NONCREDIT PROGRAH

1. Lg:%ure and forum series except those designed specifically for older
aaults. .

2. Re-licensure courses."

This final 1ist incorporates severa] changes made by the Board to the
staff prepared list shown in Appendix C. Physical education courses
were added in jogging, figure and weight control, archery, and badminton.
_ Relicensure courses were dropped from the deletion 1ist. All of the
changes made at the Board meeting to the staff list are shown in

Appendix O.

Calculating the Deductions

Upon receipt of the lists of deleted courses from the colleges the returns
N were tabulated and the dollar deduction was calculated for each college
and for the state as 3 whole. Preliminary staff estimates based upon a
random stratified sample of colleges were that the $30 million cou?g be
obtained through the deleted courses. As the display indicates, staff
projections were not far off the mark. The total statewide deduction is
$29,220,131. Because'staff has not had sufficient time to check each
college's list of deleted courses for accuracy, it {s estimated that
further analysis of the returns will increase the statewide dedyction
to the required $30 million. Table 1 displays the preliminary esti
dollar amounts of the deductions from the credit program and the non-
credit program for each college, and the statewide totals. The column
on the extreme right indicates the percentage the deduction is of total
revenue for each college. The statewide average l0ss in revenue as a
result of the course deletion is 2.04 percent. .The range of thase
percentages is from 0.59 percent to 6.03 percent. As has been pointed
out previously, the size of a college's deduction is dependent on the -
number of the deleted courses which were offered during 1981-82.

310-21 ) 10




TABLE 1
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLZGES
ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS TO 1982-83 BASE REVENUE
PURSUANT TO PROVISION 11 OF ITEM 6870-101-001
— .BUDGET ACT OF 1982  ——— v
Deduction Deduction Percent
from from Deduction
' Credit Noncredit Total - is of Total
District Program-  Program  Deduction Revernue
ALLAN HANCOCK 144,347 19,800 184,147 1435
ANTELOPE VALLEY SS,344 0 55,344 - 0.87
SARSTOW 25,920 (¢ —25,920 ~ _ 0.8F
syrrTe . 471,713 4,400 476,113 4.23
CABRILLO 255,126 .0 255,126 2.05
—F7Z,000 0 572,000 .
CHAFFEY 224,949 0 224,949 1.42
cITRUS 156,283 116,500 172,783 1,67
co ACHiEI'.A“V’AKCEY‘* i 206,849 177,800 225 %9 ro1. 4
COAST 31,808,201 167,200 3,975,401 6:03.
COMPTON 7 206,500 0 206,500 2.66
CONTRA COSTA 835,401 U 635,401 T.65
EL CAMINO $83,854 ‘0 583,854 - 2.01
FOOTHILL 817,965 0 817,965 1.94
MONT NEWARK 136,78 ] 136,782 T &
GAYILAN 28,512 0 29,512 0.59
GLENOALE 244,860 0 244,860 1.91
GROSSMONT 521,778 7 7 ~
MARTNELL 122,797 0 122,757 1.24
IMPERIAL 164,592 0 164,592 2.67
- KERN 936,950 g — 536,950 .95
LAKE TAHOE b 36,288 0 36,288 2.18
LASSEN 107,568 0 107,589 2.46
LONG BEACH 851,715 o g%51, 715 —5. 0T
LOS ANGELES 2,453,968 0 2/453,968 1.52
LOS R10S 392,730 6 - 392,730 s-zg
MARIN I23TTU5—““‘—37366-——-1377565— :
MENOOC ING 93,312 ( 93,612 2.55
MERCED 243,295 0 243,255 2.31
MIRA COSTA 231,431 — 9 231,231 ‘ZTTB"
MONTEREY PENINSULA 278,817 0. 278,817 . 2.9t
MT. SAN ANTONIOQ 163,456 314,100 397,556 1.44
MT. SAN JACINTO 75,188 T ™ .
© NAPA f“ 74,115, 9,900. , 84,015 0.97 .
. NORTH ORANGE . , 897,668 0 497,668 : 1.88 . .
PALOMAR : 565,744 g 365/ 74% .87
PALO VEROE 7,776 ‘1,106 - ¢+ 8,876 9.93
PASADENA ' 431,697 0 431,697 1.56
PERALTA L, 490. 784 U 1°490,. 784 . —5.8%
RANCHO SANTIAGO 607,131 0] 607,131 2.1¢
REPWOOOS 322,190 () 322,450 3,20
RI0 HONDO 181,008 0 \ 81, 2% 1|
RIVERIIDE 380,835 23,100 403,939 P 2.85
SADOLEBACK 854,284 0 854,284 2.82




L Erue
TABLE 1 .
; ’ (continued)
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLESES
ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS TO 1982-83 BASE REVENUE
PURSUANT TO PROVISION 11 OF ITEM 6870-101-001
BUDGET ACT OF 1982
e Deductto Deduction ' Percent
from - from - Deduction
Credit Noncredit Total {s of Total
District Program Program Deduction Revenue
.SAN BERNARDINO, ys8,928 0 758,528 2,14
SAN 01EGO 617,695 . 0 617,695 t.05
SAN FRANC1SCO 180,697 66,000 486,897 0.83
SAN JOAGQUIN 364,277 i o 464,277 e 3g
SAN JOSE 264,670 0 264,670 1.22
SAN LULIS O813P0 103,885 0 103,885 1.41
SAN MATEO . 811,760 0 ati,760 . 2.34
SANTA BARBARA 180,804 0 180,804 1.20
SANTA CLARITA- 46,656 0 46,656 1.03
SANTA MONICA 300,829 o 300,820 1.59.
SEQUCIAS 254,034 0 254,034 2.53
IRASTASTE=TR. 374, 199 0 I7R, 199 345
SIERRA 223,242 Q 223,242 1,98
SISkIYOQU 42,768 Q 42,768 1,37
“SOLANG 77,339 0 177,59 1.82
SONOMA - 494,979 0 494,979 2.21
SOUTH COUNTY 329,525 18,700 348,225 1,69
STATE CENTER ITZ 315 1) 312, §LS .33
SWEETWATER 347,316 9,900 157,216 2.62
VENTURA 628,500 ) 828,500 1.93
VICTOR YALLEY 6,656 17,600 b4,258 1.16
WEST HILLS 112,752 2,200 L14, 952 2.57
WEST KERN 123,120 123,220 ° 4.49
WEST VALLEY ’ 0 486, 2.01
YOSEMITE 517,800 4,400 322,200 1.53
YUBA - 171,654 0 171,654 1.36
STATE TOTAL 28,3584, 355,600 29,229,131 2.04
t -
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of the total statewide savings, preliminary analysis indicates that
approximately 53 percent has been made in the subject matter areas of
physical education and fine arts. Further, more detailed analyses

of district-by-district and course reductions will be undertaken as the
year ,progresses. ,

1f, after checking each college's list of deletad courses, it is found

that the required $30 million has not been obtained, alternative methods.

for an additional dedwction will be explored. One such method would be
to determine which colleges have a larger gercentage than the state
average of their total workload Tn physica education and the fine arts
Those colleges, when identified, would be asked to'make an.additional
deduction in their ADA and apportionments. However, it is our expecta-

tion that alternative strategies will not be necessary and that careful

review of data submitted to us by the colleges will generate the necessary

additional reductions. .

Di fficulties Encountered in Implementation

Few Marginal Courses

The major difficulty encountered was the jdentification of a sufficient

number of clearly recreational, avocational, or self-development courses

to produce the required savings. For the past several years, many of
the community colleges had begun the pracess of removing such courses
from their credit programs. This movement was stimulated and accel-
erated by the ADA growth limitation placed upon commnity colleges by
several.recent funding bills. In the face of qrowing‘enr011nents,

- colleges attempted to reserve space in their programs for the tradi-
tional liberal arts and sciences and vocational courses by deleting the
more marginal courses. Also, in spite of the perceptions of some
journalists and govermment decision-makers, such courses were never

3. significant portion of the total community col]e?e offerings.

It is estimated that less than one percent of total s

college apportionment was-earned in such classas, but the $30 million
reduction equaled between. two and three percent of apportionments.

" The Legislative language r;>épying to "“avocationa], recreational, and.
personal development" cleariy rgpresents an attempt to make reductions
‘on the basis of student intent. \But determining student intent is not
an easy process. There is ample avidence'to, demonstrate that a course
become recreational, avocational, or self-development when 3 student
chooses to make it such. Many students find recreation and avocational
- interests in courses such as history, geology, g raphy, and even cal-

tatewide community

- culus--not only Japidary,'jogging, and cooking. 1£ follows that identi-
. fying specific courses as avocational, recrestional and selfédeveImeent

is an unreliable way -to target student. qntent.

Therefore, concepts were explored by the staff\gf'the Chancellor's Office

to include some other measure of studen

t intent in the vequired reduction.‘

One concept was to designate all off-campus physical education courses as

310-21 13
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* credit in the Universi

nonapportionment courses. However, several of the smaller colleges with
inadequate physical education facilities and which make extensive use of
community and private facilities would have been severely impacted.
Another concept was to require students enrolled for fewer than six units
to pay fees -for courses. Such a plan would have discriminated against
many students who are working on a part-time basis on certificates or
degrees and would have required spécial legislation. Another concept
which was explored would have required all students who had already taken
75 units of college work to pay fees. That plan would also have required
special legislation and would have been very difficult for colleges to -
enforce because few commnity colleges require students to present trans-
scripts of completed college work.. \ , .
These and ather concepts will be explored by the Board of Governors as
gart of its detiberations in developing a contingency plan for students
ees.’ '

A Transferability Criterion

A plan to limit the deleted courses to courses which do not transfer to
four-year colleges was iapractical because it would have resulted in a
savings far beiow the required $30 million. Only a few courses offered

" by community colleges do not 4ransfer to some four-year college and many

of those courses are in the remedial area. As such, the plan would have

discriminated against the educationally disadvantaged.

Inclugion of Traditional Courses

Because no sure measure of student intent could be included in the pre-
paration of the deleted course list, and since transferability proved to
be an unsound criterion, and since the marginal courses alone would not
have produced the, required savings, it was necessary to include on the
list a large number of courses which have traditionally been offered in
colleges and universities, which transfer to the four-year colleges, and
which are offered by universities in the other ents, of public higher
edycation in California. An anomalous situation has been created in which
some courses which can no ]o:zeraﬁe offered for credit or apportionment
in the ‘community co11eges continue to be offeréd.at public expense for -
y of California and the California State Universi-

ties.

The Problem of Course Repetition

A serious problem that has been encountered in the past is that some
students taking courses for avocational og recreational purposes have
enrolled repeatedly in courses such as tennis, jogging, or painting. Such
course repetition may have resulted in unjustifiably high costs to the
State. The Board of Governors adopted a standard in its grading policy
requtations in January 1982 to pro ibit a student's repeating any

course for credit except when substandard work has been recorded or under

<

-
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special extenuating circumstances. Staff is currently progosing to the

Board dn even more stringent regulation governing when such specially-
allowed course repetition will be permitted to generate ADA for State

support.

However, these restrictions will not be taken into account as part of

the $30 million mandated savings, since they invoke a measure of student
intent other than by specifying course titles, and since the district-by-
district impact of such a policy change is unknown at this time.

+

Deletion of Real Estate Courses

An example of a traditional program which was included on the list be-

cause of the small number of marginal courses is real estate. As adopted
by the Board of Governors, the deletions include "real estate courses -
except those courses designed to lead to the sales license."

The rationale for including real estat® courses on the deletion list was
that the community colleges traditionally prepare students for entry level
occupations. The entry level in the case of real estate is the sales
license. Normally, the course entitled "Real Estate Principles" is the
course taken in preparation for writing the examination for the sales
license. After obtaining the sales license and entering the field of

real estate, some gersons seek additional courses to prepare for the
broker's license. -Since the persons who enroll in those additional courses
are usually employed in their field, and since the purpose for taking such
courses are upgrading, income enhancement, and personal and professibna]
development, it was felt that such courses should be offered on a fee
basis. .Although similar arguments could be advanced for the inclusion

on the deletion list of courses in law enforcement and fire science, i

was felt that because such_courses normally do not invalve a;two-tiered
Ticensing process and they enhance the public safety thiy'should be

accorded-a higher priority -for State funding.’

It is"impartant to note that the inclusion of real estate courses on the
deletion list will not prevent persons in that field from completing

v 3requirements for the broker's license or for additional upgrading of

professional development. They wil] have to pay fees, however. The in-
clusion of real estate courses on the Tist of deleted courses. produced

-+ a saving of approximately three to four million dollars.

Because some.proportion of real’ estate’ students are‘sgecifically seeking °
an Associate degree or Certificate of Achievement in he field, and de- -
letion of real estate courses from the credit program will maké it impos-
sible for them to complete their programs, the Chancellor's Office plans
to support sperial legislation to allow academic® credit to be granted for
real estate courses that were shifted this year into the community services -
mode. This would be a one-year measure., It is anticipated that longer-
term measures may be proposed as part of the Board of Governor's fee con-

‘tingency plan, which is scheduled for Board action in December, 1982.
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Time Constraints ,
Reference has been made previously
upon the Board and the Chancellior!
effect a savings of $30 million.

impossible to schedule adequate di
field who wou
months would have been a more
implement the mandate.

]
Lack of Current Data

Another difficulsy closely related
of 1981-82 course activity data wh
of college-prepared 1lists of delet
normally report to the Chancellor’
durfng, the Fall semester of 1981 w
that data does not contaip all of
required checking purposes. The m
for the March 1983 report of cours
for the present purposes. In the
data, it was necessary to use- the
classification repor
procedure introduced some error in
_colleges, for reasons already men
courses from the credit program
spite of these problems, staff wil
1980-81 lists and the district rep
in treatment among districts.

1d be most ‘affected by the deletions o
reasonable amount of time

t to project district-by-

s

to the severe time constraints imposed
sﬂpffiée by the Legislative mandate to
The major difficulty was that it was
scussion with various groups from the
f courses. Six
in which to

-
-

! -

to the time constraint was the absence
jch could be used to check the accuracy
ed courses. The data which colleges

s Office concerning all courses offered
as due on August 1, 1982. Unfortunately
the data elements necessary for the
issing data elements will be available
e activity, but obviously too late
absence of 1981-82 course activity
data obtained for the 1980-81 course
district impact.. That
edure because many
f marginal
In

a

to the checking proc
ioned, dropped a number o
ring the 1980-81 academic year.

1 resolve differences between our
orteg 1981-82 activity to assure equity

-

Effects Upon the Community Colleges

The Mission of the Community Colleges

One of the major distinguishing features

Colleges has been the f exibility and®rap
provide tuition-free education to meet em
to educationally and financially disadvan
measure,
of courses to be
. While-it is true
based community serv
duced because many persons wil
required fee. Unfortunately,

to user fee willvmost likely bear most: he
pay. Thus, although the range of offerin
remain substantially the same, in terms O
of response to local needs, and in te

deleted from the credit
that many of the deleted
jces classes, access
1 be unwill
the transfe

rms
tion for educationally and economicall
mission of the community college will

¢

v
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that flexibility has been reduced by the

X

of the California Community
idtty with'which they could
erging local needs, especially
taged students. In some
imposition of the list
and noncredit programs. ’
courses may be offered as fee-
to those classes will be re-
ing or unable to pay the
r of courses from state gu
avily on.those least able™fo
gs of the colleges should
f the traditional flexibility .
to free public educa-

ort.

of access-

disadvantaged students, the

e been affected.
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0f the three broad coﬁcepts of community college-mission -- baccaleureate
and adult general education --

transfer education, vdcational.’educati
clearly it is the last which the Legis
low public priority. Howevgr, because
could be developed and because the man
the basis of fiscal exigencies rather

missions of cumnyni;y colleges.

’

on, !
lature intended to target as of

no ¢lear measure of student intent

dated

$30 million fgure was set on

: than conscious edycational policy,
it was not possible to prevent some ingursion into the older, Qistorical

" On the positive side, transfer of:a mumber of credit and noncredit courses

" to the community services area will se
create a better balance between commun
noncredit instgpctional program. A se

rve to strengthen that area and
ity services and the credit and
condary effect will be greater

uniformity in how community colleges classify their offerings. In the

past scme courses have been offered va
credit courses, or community services
deletion 1ist will be 'to require that
subject matter in a more uniform manne

some concern about the lack of uniformity in community college offerings.

i

riously as credit courses, non-

classes. The effect of the course

colleges classify educational

r. The Legislature has expressed

L (S
.

Faculty Staffing - T -

The deletion of credit and noncredit ¢

ourses will have a significant

effact on faculty staffing in the community colleges.” For some full-

time instructors whose teaching assignments were

deleted, other assignments will have t
be especially difficult in the areas o0
arts, and home economics. Some instru
partial loads in noncredit courses or

o be found.
f physical education, the fine
ctors may be required o assume
in community services classes.

¢

in courses which were
This situation will

In

some cases it may be necessary for full-time instructors to teach only @
partial-load but, because the March 15 date for notification of termina-

tion of employment is past, it will be
continue the instructor's full-time sa
felt by part-time instructors who don
be -‘terminated -if there is no class ass
instructors will experience some loss

necessary for the college to

lary. The greatest impact will be

ot have

tenure rights and who can

ignment for them. Other part-time

of income if the classes they

normally teach have been transferred to the community seérvices area in

which pay scales are usually considera
program.

Financial Effects -

_ The community colleges, which have for
and Hg cost of 1iying adjustment, will
depending on the number of courses the
were included on the deletion 1list. T
than one percent to almgst ten percent

already hard-pressed to survive fiscal

]
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bly below those ip the credit

2

this year received no growth funds -

lose revenue in varying amounts.
individual colleges offered which

hat amount will vary from less
of a district's 1981-82,ADA -

and apportiopment. Clearly, any lo€s in revemie for colleges which are

ly is a matter of serious import.
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Reference has been made to a reduction in the number' of part-time instructors

¥ .

who will be employed during 1982-83 because of the reduction in the credit .

program. That decrease in the number of part-time employees will result
in some salary savings. However, for those colleges operatipg below the

leve] of the enroliment limitation, the salary savingsRWTTT’p

the loss of apportionment income which would have been generated had the .
classes been taught. T "

AnothHer significant problem is that the removal of state support from
certain courses will result in severe dislocations in many colleges and - -
an impact on other, higher priority portions of the college curriculum.

not offset .

Most of the courses on the list are lower cost coursas. By removing Tow , .

cost programs from a district's funding base, colleges are left with sub-
stantially reduced financial resources with which to fund higher cost
programs such; as nursing, dental hygiene, computer technology, machine-

intensive vocational programs and other programs with higher than average ' .

er student cosis.. The ability of districts to provide these high cost,
igh demand prégrams has oftsn depended.upon district ability to cost
average, i.e. to use the revenues generated beyond costs in the low
cost programs to fund costs whicheexceed revenues in[ the high cost
programs. .

Because the deduction in ADA and apportionment ‘income will be made in
the 1982-83 base of ‘the colleges, thé financial effects of the course
deletion will be felt by the colleges for several years. It is unlikely
that the fees charged for community services classes will offset that
loss in revenue. FRinally, there will be an initial loss of enrollment
in those courses moved to the fee-supported community services ared.
CitiZens who are accustomed to free education may have some difficulty
in adapting to the new system of fee-supported classes. . :

The California Community Colleges were directed by the Legislature fo cut

$30 million from their apportionments for 1982-83 by removing "avocational,
recreational, and personal development" courses from the State-funded —
category.

program was orepared by Chancellor's Office staff and was approved by the
Board of Governors on July 16. Colleges were asked to submit lists of
courses dropped from their credit and noncredit programs by July 23.

Staff checked each college 1ist against thé .1980-81 course Tists submi tted
for the Course Classification. System. The total ADA was calculated, and,
using the college's decremental rate, the total dollar amount of the
deduction from each college's 1982-33 base. The total amount of the .
estimated savings effected by the imp1ementation of the deletion list

is currently $29,200,131.

taff in the Chancellor's Office
to specific college course lists through a petition grocess and compari-
sons of our 1980-81 data with their 1981-82 data. !
the full $30 million will be reached through this effort in the course

\

v

g

A list of courses to be deleted from the credit and noncredit

is continuing to make minor adjustments ) ®

is probable that ' ‘
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of the next few weeks. However, if it is not, a secondary procedure
7jjﬂ be implemented to achieve the.required amount.

The majof diXficulties encountered in implementing the Legislative man-
- date were the\very short implementation time and the small number of
courses whicly/ could be identified as strictly -avocational; recreational,
‘or self-devefopment. Because of the small number of marginal courses;
it was necessary to \{nclude om’ the deletion list.many courses tradi-
tionally offered by colleges and universities and which are currently
offered for credit in the University of California and the,California
State University. i :

. The most immediataly apparent effects on comhunity colleges will 1i§31y
be aggravation of existing financial difficulties in numerous distric

:nd ?ubstantia1 numbers o¢f facéulty layoffs, especially among part=%i
aculty. . !

A\

>

The process of preparing and applying a list of courses to bevdefundéd
jnevitably included some inconsistencies and inequities. However, the
oroblems will be addressed in comprehensive planning during the coming
months. Because the deletion of selectaed courses from the credit and
noncredit curricula is a short-term measure, the authorization for which
expires after June 1983, the Board of Governors and Chancellor have
already begun to examine alternatives for the 1983-84 academic year.
Administrators, faculty and students will be involved in tie process

of preparing a student fee contingency pian and a new community college
finance proposal. The planning process should establish principles and
provide guidance for future changes in the mission and curriculum of

the community colleges. ’ ’

Y

310-21 ' ' 16




APPENDIX A

&

55001. Community College Educational Program.
I. Instructional Services . .
(a) The instructional program of the community college includes
courses and activities within the following categories:
(1) Liberal Arts and' Sciences Education A '
A. Baccalaureate Oriented/Transfer Programs and Courses '
8. Associate Degree Programs and Courses
C. Developmental Programs and Courses
1. Compensatory Programs and Courses
2. Adult Elementary and Secondary Basic Skills
C. Community Education Programs and Courses
1. Personal Development and Survival Courses
2. . Parenting ad Family Support Courses
3. Community and Civic Cevelopment Courses . “
4. General and Cultural Courses '
(2) Occupational Education . -
A. Vocational/Technical Transfer Programs and Courses
8. Vocational/Technical Associate Degree and Certificate
Programs and Courses
C. Continuing Education Vocational/Technical Certificate
Programs and Courses
II. Community Services (Non-ADA generating) .
(1) Community Services Classes ., ..
A. Avocational Classes ‘
8. Recreational Classes :
C. Seminars, Lecture Series, Forum Series, workshops, and
Conferences
0. Professional and Occu ational Inservice Classes
(2) Community Sgrvices Activities —
A. Civic Center Act Activities
8. Cultural Activities
C. Community Development Activities
0. Recreational Activities

310-21. ' A-1




‘APPENDIX 8
TENTATIVE LIST OF COURSES TO. BE DELETED - -
FROM THE CREDIT AND NONCREDIT PROGRAM
Credit Courses (6/25/82)

1. Private pilot's ground school.

Z. Ham radio- construction, operation, and licensure.

3. Conversational foretgn Tanguage courses which are designed for
: travelers and which have no prerequisites. .

4. Self-help home seui'ng, and needlecraft courses (for example, quilting,
crocheting, weaving, needlepoint, embrotdery).

5. Self-help-courses in home gardening, home livestock production, and
- home- maintenance. . -

6. Self-help courses in personal finance, personal income tax prepara-
tiom, and law for the layman. . o

7. Self-help courses in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycle,
bicycles,. recreationa} vehicles, and boats. 3

8. Self-help courses in pet selection, care, and grooming.

9. Specfaﬁzed‘ cooking courses which are not a required part of an
approved educational program. .

10. The following physical education courses: Far Eastern martial arts,
yoga; scuba and skin diving (unTess offered as integral part of a
marine science program); camping; backpacking; rock climbing; mountain-
eering; orienteering; ballroom, belly, square, and disco dancing;
roller and ice skating; flycasting; rafting; soaring and gliding;
surfacing, windsurfing, and recreational sailing, water ballet;
horsemanship. '

11. A1l self-help personal development courses. '
~

-

12. The following fine arts courses; jewelry, crafts, stained glass,
calligraphy, stitchery, tole painting, enameling. :

%

Questionable

1. International travel/study courses.

2. Real Estate.
3. Jogging, bicycling, skiing, figure and weight control.

Noncredit courses +o.oe moved to Community Services

- 1. A1l lecture and forum series.
2. All relicensure courses.

Q “ - P 43
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T APPENDIX C -

LIST OF COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE CREDIT PROGRAM

1.

10.

BRI

12.

13.

14,
5.

310-21

proposed Dy S

One semester or single quarter conversational foreign language
courses which have no prerequisite or which are designed for

travelers.
Private Pilot’'s Ground School.
Ham radic construction, operation, and licensure.

Self-help home sewing and needlecraft courses* except one intro-
ductory course in (lothing construction. : &

Self-help specialized cooking courses™ except one introductory
course ir cultural foods.

Self-help courses in home gardening; home 1ivestock production;
home. and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture
repair, refinishing, and uphdlstering;. and woadworking.

Self-help: courses: in. pet selectiom, care and grooming.
Self-help courses im consumer maintenance of automcbiles, motorcycles,
bicycTes, recreational vehicles, and boats. :

Self-help ‘courses in personal finance”, personal income tax pre-
paration, law for the layman, and real estate for the consumer.

Self-help personal development courses except for orientation to
college, career planning, study skills, and group assessment of
academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests.

The following physical education courses: bicycling, Far Eastern
martial arts; yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin diving*; camping,
backpacking, rockclimbing, mountaineering, and orienteering; ball-
room, belly, square, ethnic, tap, and disco dancing; roller and ice
skating; flycasting, rafting; soaring and gliding; surfing and wind-
surfing; recreational sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship.

The folTowing fine arts courses: jewelry* and lapidary; Crafts*;
stained glass; calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; intaglio*;
avocational or recreational instrumental study; and performance

or gallery attendance courses in art, music, drama, or cinema without
significant classroom work or academic content. ‘

Rel7icensure courses.

International study/travel courses.

Avocational photography.




APPENDIX O-
Board Changes to Staff List

LIST ITEM ) CHANGE

1. The word “one” was changed to *single” and "single": was
inserted between "or* and “quarter" for purposes of
clarification. . :

2. An asterisk (*) was added to this item to allow for such
- coursz_fzto be offered according to the conditions 1isted on
. page o -

4%5. "Asingle® i::hﬁtuted for- the word. "one" in both
sentences for purposes of clarification.

11. The following P.E. courses are added: jogging, figure
and weight control, archery, badminton; and an asterisk
(*) was added to the word “othnic* to allow such courses.
to bergfemt- according to the conditions listed on .
page A-Z. ‘

12. The word "Crafts"(is capitalized (for clarification)
and an asterisk (*) added to it, and.to the word. "intaglio,"
to allow: such courses to be offered according to the condi-
tions listed on page A-Z.

(13.. Previously numbered. [tem 13, "relicensure courses” was dropped
from the list.) ’

17. The item was modified to read "...courses designed to
lead to the sales license" rather than "required" for

310-2% ‘ il A-5
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APPENDIX €

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
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APPENDIX B

. LIST OF COUBSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE_CREDIT PROGRAM

1. Single semester or single quarter conversational foreign lanquage
courses which have no prerequisite or which are designed for
travelers. : e '

2. Private Pilot's Ground Schéol*.

3. Ham radio construction, operation, and licensure.

. 4. Self-help home sewing and needlecraft courses* except a single intro-

ductory course in clothing construction.

5. Self-help specialized cooking courses* except a single introductory
course in cultural foods. ’

o

6. Self-help courses in home gardening; home livestock production;
home and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture
repair, refinishing, and upholstering; and woodworking. :

7. Self-help courses in pet selection, care and grooming.

8. Self-help courses in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycles,
bicycles, recreational vehicles, and boats. :

9. Self-help courses in personal finance*, personal income tax pre-
paration, law for the layman, and real .estate for the consumer.

10. Self-help personal deve]opment courses except for oriéntation to
college, career planning, study skills, and group assessment of
academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests.

11. The following physical education courses: bicycling, Far Eastern
martial arts; yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin diving*; camping,
backpacking, rockclimbing, mountaineering, and orienteering; ball-
room, belly, sqguare, ethnic*, tap, and disco dancing; roller and ice
skating; flycasting, rafting; soaring and gliding; surfing and wind-
surfing; recreational sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship.
ADDED: jogging, figure and weight control, archery, and badminton.

12. The following fine arts courses: jewelry* and lapidary; Crafts*;
stained glass; calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; intaglio*;
avocational or recreational ingtrumenta] study; and performance

or gallery attendance courses in art, music, drama, or cinema without
significant classroom work or academic content.

s 13. Internationa]'study/travel courses.

14. Avocational photography.




15. Courses related to specific avocations such as stamp or coin col-

lecting.
16. Genealogy.

17. Real estate courses except those courses designed to lead to the
sales license. -

*Courses marked with an asterisk may continue to be offered if they are a
required part of an approved educational program and after approval of_
petition by Chancellor's Office.
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COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE NONCREDIT PROGRAM

1. Lecture and forum series except those designed specifically for older
adults.

2. Re-ljcensyre courses.
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