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4.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission

was created by the Legislature and the Governor

in 1974 as the successor to the California Coordi-

nating Council for Higher Edutation 41,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 responsiveness' 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 memhers. Nine

represent the general public, with three each

appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the

Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The

other six represent the major educational systems

of the State.

The' Commission holds regular public meetings

throughout the year at which it takes action on

staff studiexand adopts positions on legislative

proposals affecting postsecondary education.

Further information about the Commission, its

meetings, its staff, and its other publications

may be obtained from the Commission offices at

1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento; California

95814; telephone (916) 445-7933.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF BUDET ACt LANGUAGE
TO REDUCE STATE APPORTIONMENTS TO

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS BY $30 MILLION

BACKGROUND

o

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

ments on actions taken by the Poard of Governors and the Chancellor's

Office of the California Community Colleges to implement the Budget

Act's $30 millioneduction in'State apportionments for Community

Colleges,in 1982-83.

This reduction was ttsed on Commission'recommendations contained in

Student Charses, Student Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondary

Education, which the Commission prepared in response to Assembly

Concurrent Resolution 81 (Hart, 1982). In its report, the Commission

recommended that, 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 Community

College districts in the levels of public subsidy and student fees

for avocational, recreatiorial, and personal development courses. In

addition, the Commission eiiiSdruraged the Legislature to grant authority

to the, Board of Governors to establiih explicit State fUnding pri-

orities within Community College course offerings.

Acting on these Commission recommendations, in the 198243 Budget Act

the Legislature directed that:

The Board of Governors of the Califbrnia Community Col-

leges shall develop policies and guidelines from the

options identified below to reduce state apportionments

to community college districts by at least $30 million in

1982-83:

a. Identify ,those noncredit courses ineligible for--

state apportionments under Sections 84640.5 and.

84641 of the Education Code; .

b. Identify those &vocational, recreational, and personal'

development courses., whether offered for credit or

noncredit, that are offered more appropriately,as

community service clarsei and should pot receive

state Apportionments; or

c. Identify those adult and community education courses,

whether offered for ciedit or noncredit, which will

-1-
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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 purnosès of Education Code Section 846201 the

chancellot's-office-sball-subtract-this-amountof-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 apportionments to all community college

districts.

The chancellor shall consult.with CPEC dnring the develop-

ment and prior to the implementation of the provisions of

this section'. The chancellor shall report to tbe Legis-

lature by August 15, 1982 oh implementation of this

section.

In addition, CPEC shall submit a report to the Legisla.7

ture on the implementation of this section by no later

than September 15, 1982. (Chapter 321, Statutes of

1982).

ACTIONS OF THE'BOARD OF GOVERNORS
AND THE CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

I.

In implementing the required reductions, the Board of Governors and

the Chancellor's Office choSe to utilize the second of the three

options present:A by the Legislature. The briteria and procedures

that it utilized in identifying the avocational, recreational, and

personal development courses that should be offered as community

cribed in detai-lintbe Chahoollor-Ls.:Offire

publication, The Deletion of Selected Credit and Noncredit Courses

From The Curriculum, which is attached. as Appendix A. The Board-

Ap-proved list of couises to be moved from State support to a community

services basis is included as Appendix B. +/bile the title of the

report to the Legislature implies that the avocational, recreational,

and personal development courSu 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

-2-



involve Community College personnel in the development of the course

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

Board's actiOn was necessarily inexact in terms of expected apportion-

ment reductions. Preliminary estimates from district reports indicite,

however, that the resulting courge list will secure the necessary $30

million reduction through the elimination of State support for these

avocational, tecreational-i-and,personal
development courses.

Both politically and administratively, the task given to the Board of.

Govermirs was difficult and largely
thankless. Aether 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 meeting the legislative mandate

for the $3(1 million-Teduction. Yet, in many wayi the $oard'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 reflected long-

held legislative concerns abbut 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 udirormity 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 IleAp-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

activitiefinclude the development of both a contingeacy 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 actfons on the $3,0

million budget reduction eventually should be reviewed in Light of

long-term recommendations for changes in policy and financing mecha-,

nisms likely to stem from these important projects.

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

9



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 being reviewed by the

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

mation developed by the Course Classification System. The Chancel-

lor's Office staff indicates that this -resolution proCess -Should

result in reductions reaching thepandated $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 i 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 wpre eligible for 1981-82

funding, it appears to be the most equitable measure with which to

make the base revenue reductions.

Should the $30 million figure not be reached as the ADA reductiOns

are completed by this method, 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.pe not likely to be required, but at the

July 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 coprses to

reach the required reduction based on statewide prioritieS rather

than having individual districts identify courses without Statewide

direction.

CRITERIA FOR COURSES TORE DELETED

1'4'itt,

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

language of the.budget bill which,expresses. legislative

C.
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intent. That lagguage refers tO, "avocational,',

recreational, and:personal development" courses.

b. Courses which do not appear to assist the,community

colleges, in fulfillinK their mission-described as

follows in the Master Plan for Higher Education:

Education Code. 66701. Public communiq colleges

shall offer instruction 14sough bui not beyond the

.stcond .year :of college.'"These institutions Nay

grant the associate in arts'and the associa.te in

scielice 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

libe'ral arts sourses. and community servides.

(Edacted by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1010.) .

c. Coutses in which'students enroll' for significant19

Breater private than public interest and also which

appear to have been designed, to serve private rather

than public interest.

This criterion attempts to distinguishthose course

offerings which students pursue for purposes of

achieving an educational objective such ag a degree

or certificate from those offerinifs which attratt'a

large number of casual stud.ents, part-time or other:

wise, enrolled for the purpose of recreation or

self-interest.

d. Self-help, avocitional, and recreational courses

which are not.a required component cf an academic or

votatiohal 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

co lege Lespoinse--NY-Lthe-Immis-Laf-44cal-business

and industry.

This criterion has been included to ensure and-

safeguard the maintenance of merging curricula which

fare expr.essly designed +..o meet the needs of business

land indAstry, respond to plant closures, and signifi-

cantly aid in the reduction..orunemployment.

f. Courses in which students, other than regular students,

might enroll for self-help, avocational, or recreational

purposes and which should be offered on * fee basis.

(Board of Governors, 19821.pages 4-5).
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It general, these criteria served to implement the intent of the

legis-latively mandated $30' million-reduction. 'They were not suf-

ficiently specific, however, to be.useful without a great dea f

further 'clarification and interpretation. Thus the Chaqcel

Office staff was forced to review individual course descriptiohs in

deyeloping the course list foi deletion from State funding. These',..

decisions wereAmsed on staff:judgments as to the "avocational,'

recreational, or personal development" nature of the cohrse as well 1.

as its-relatiye priority for State funding.

Clearly 'such 'determinations are complex. Given the short time in

which the Board of Governors was required to act, it wasimpossible

for the- Chancellor's. staff to review All Community College course

offerings and evaluate each course in light of the prescribed/criteria.

. Because of this fact, this year's reductions should be vi6wed as a

first step to more long-range program priorities. There is still a

need, as noted in the Commission's report on the Implethentition of

the California Community.\Colleges Course Classification System, for

the Board of Governors tosdevelop more explicit policieS as to "the

purposes, sCope,, and suppo'rt.of community service claSses" and to

develop more explicit State-level priorities for community college

_funding. (California Postsecondary Education Commisiion, 1982a, pp..

18, 22).

The Chancellor's Office rePort notes the difficulty of determiding,

which courses are avocational, recreational, or personal'development

in nature. Clearly students enroll in individual cour§es with a .

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.uie such distinctions for this year'sreductions:

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

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

'DELETION OF REAL ESTATE COURSES

.

Perhaps the 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:

1. A "Real Estate Principles" course that prepares students to take

the examination for a real,estate sales licenee.

-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.

3. 'Other real estate courses that are offered for continuing educa-

tion or elective credit purposes.

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

continued State support. It,is estimated tha the reductions in

Staie support for the other two types of courses will constitute

between $3 million and $4 million-of the4required $30 million.

. The reason for deleting real estate courses"beyond the entry level

course is described by theChahcellor's Office as follows:

'The rationale for including real estate courses on the

deletion list,wasothat the community colleges tradition-

ally prepare Atudehts -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 licehse and entering the field of real estate,

some persons seek additional courses to prepare for the

bkoker's license. Singe the persons who enroll in those

additional courses are usually employed in their field,

end sinée the purpose fr taking such courses are up-

grading, income enhahcement, and personal and professional

development, it was felt that such courses should be

offered on a fee basis. A4hough'similar arguments could

be advLaced for the inclusion on the deletion list of

ourses in.law*enforcement and fire science, it was felt

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, Imge 15).

Real estate Rroponents argue thaemost 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

mandate to designate "avocational, recreational, and personal develop:-

ment" courses-for reaction.

The rationale cited in the Chancellor's Okfice 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 éurriculum is structured for career

advancement or prdfessional development as well ai entry into the

field. A more comprehensive examination is needed of the distinction

-7-



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 generally 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 credit for the courses

moved to a tee-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:

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.

In 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. During

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.

Finall, in terms of politics, such action would encourage other

gr6ups, such as instructorsin home economics, physical education,

and fine arts, to seek additional legiblative exemption from the

course list.* The Board of Governors ..hould remain the proper

body for making statewide program priority decisions..

-8-
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EFFECT ON THE COMUNITY 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 presentecrto 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-

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

which should be more appropriately offered as cemmunity

services classes strengthens the general, transfer and

occupational functions of the community calleges by

ensuring that only courses at the collegiate level are

offered for credit. "(Board of Governors, 1982, page 7):

Nonetheless, the Chancellor's Office report reproduced in Appendix A

presents a fat more gloomy picture of the impact of the Board':i

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 disadvantagea students. In some measure,

that flexibility has been reduced by the imposition of

the list of courses 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

because 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. (Provam 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 Pwill 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 Warranting scrutiny is the assertion in the Chancellor's Offi.ce

report that the-Community tollege transfer program has been damaged

(p. 14):

Because no sure measure of studee tent could be in-

cluded in the preparation of the 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 educatioh 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 Univettity 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 boing mistreated

because some of these courses continue to be publicly supported at

other public institutions is overly simplistic for several reasons:

First, many of the cours2s 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.

Second, students enrolled in State supported credit courses in

the other public segmtts are fully matriculated and pay signi-

ficant fees to enroll e ch year.

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.

-10- 1 tr,4u



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-timesequivdlent (FTE)

undergraduate student load at the University or the State Universi-

ty, based upon a 15-unit load per full-time equivalent (FTE)

student. The same course would generate one-fifth of an average

daily attendance (ADA) at the Community College, however, bedause

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 practitioners 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 differentiaf 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. In still other districts,

such subjects ire offered as community service classes

and charge student fees. Given limited resources, such

funding and student charges inequit,ies 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 not taking the courses as part of any

certificate or degree program.



The Commission believes that the heavy xoncentration 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

belie7es that a significant portion of the current 63urse

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 dot the $30 million

reduction actions taken by the Board of Governors 1as harmed the

transfer function of the colleges suriously. \

CONCLUSION

The course reclassification actions by the Board of Governors and the

Chancellor's Office have dealt forthrightl-Y with the concerns expressed

by the Commission in its ACR 81 report and by legislators during '

budget deliberations. As such, -they represent a po3itive and pro-

ductive first step in the process of delineating more clearly State-

level priorities for funding.

The following points 'summarize Commission findings with respect tc

the implementation of the $30 million budget reduction in the Cali-

fornia Community Colleges:

In general, the criteria developed by the Chancellor's Office and

the Boaid of Governors comply with the legisjative mandate to

identify avocational, recreational, and personal development

courses to be mcved to community services. The criteria should

.be reviewed, however, in light of othei- long-range planning

efforts currently underway.

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-

lature mandate deletion'of the identified courses from the.curricu-

lum. Rather, the recommendation and mandate were to move such

courses from State-support to a fee-support basis in the community

sertiices area.

The use of the marginal rate to make reductions in district base

revenues was not specified in }midget act language. Its use

serves,'however, to implement the policy objectives of the budget



reductin and is consistent with legislative direction giving the

thancellor some flexibility in implementing the required budget

reductions.

The rationale fox including the real estate program within the

.coutse reclassification action should be reviewed with respett to

its applicability to other occuOational 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 trait for real estate courses

required for their degrees.

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- /-c

Even with the-course rec' 'cations, 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

considered when evaluating the Chancellor's Office assertion that

Community Colleges are being treated unfairly with respect to

such "transfer" courses.

The Board of Governors should continue to be the body responsible

for implementing specific State-level program priorities within

the California Comeunity Colleges.

The Board's and Chancellor's Office actions certainly aie the

final word on Community College MiF 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 BoaNd's proposals later

this fiscal year regarding the fee contingency plan 4nd long-range

finance program.
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REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE: *

THE DELETION OF SELECTED CREDIT AND

NONCREDIT COURSES FROM THE

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE CURRICULUM

4.

Introduction

Callfornia 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 Californla community college districts to

stop offering certain subjects.as credit or state-supported noncredit

courses. Districts had the option of moving such aurses to the fee -

sapported community services'category.

The-Board's action may be seen in the'context of other recefit changes

at the state and local levels to.tjghten coninunity college academic

standards. In the past three ytars, statewide grading policie,

definitions of credit- and noncredit courses, and-general education

requirements for the Associate degree have all been made more rigomus.

Many colleges have independently reviewed their prograis and a number

of marginal courses have been dropped.

The deletion of courses from the credit and no6credit program in

July 1982, however, dwarfs such previous developments 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 effects on

community Colleges are the.subjects of this report.

A
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Background.

The Course Classification System

A8 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"established for that purpose and

a final report was published in July 1980 ("Oredit and Noncredit Courses-

in the California Community Colleges: A Report to the) Legislature").

The two major accomplishmehts of the advisory committee were to clarify

the definitions of credit mid noncredit cOurses, all to establish a

classification system for all courses offered by communtty collages-.

The course classification system proposed in the Credit and Noncredtt

report was adopted in principle by the Board of Governors when the report

was issued. In Ncivember 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 A8 1369 as the.funding vehIcles

for the community colleges. AB 1369 amended Section 84603 of the Education

Code to #eflect the following mandate:

84803: (a) The Legislature hereby Ands and declares that

the.Board of Governore ofihe California Community Colleges

adopted in November 1980, a progray classification system.

(5) The Board ofGovernors of,the California Community

Colleges shall collect data on all programs, courses, and .

classes offered by qammunity college districts in the 1981-62

fisCal,year in both credit and noncreditmwdes and the Board

cTGovernors shall develop classification criteria'which shalt

establish uniformity of classification rf credit and noncredit

modes among all diRtricts by MY 2, 1982.

(a) The Chancellor of..the California Community Colleges

shall collect information on course offerings and activaies fibr-

each community college:district based on the program classifi7

cation system adoptqty the flocrdofdrovernors.

(1) The Chancellor shall report this informationio

Om California Postsecondary Ed6cation CommissionanoCto

the Legislature by March I, 1982.

(2) The CaliforniaPostsecondary
Eduoaiion Commission

shall review the information collected and advise the .

Legislature with regard to the accuracy enduniformity of

the information by April 1, 1982. Me commission shall

assist the Chancellor in, monitoring the collection of

the infitormation and determining the format for preserv4a-

,.tion.

In October 1981, communtty colleges were asked to classify all credtt

and noncredit courses, and community services classes and activities

according to the system in Appendix A. All community colleges responded,

and'more than 100,000 credit and noncredit courses and over 6,000 com-

munity services classes were incluaed in the classification. The

total workload amounted to almost 50401000,000 studenecontact hours.
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The massive amount 0 data collected was analyzed by the staff of the

Chancellor!s Office and the required report was prepared and submitted

,-- to the Legislature in March 1982 ("Course Classification System:

Report of Data Collection ,*nd Description of Offerings").

The report,indicated that 52; of the total student contact hours were in

courses classified as'liberal arts and sciences for baccalaureate

degrees and 35Vofthe total student contact hours wdre in occupational

courses designed to provide Students with job tntry sk1J1s. Together

those categories represented 87; of the instructional effort of the com-

munity tolleges. The report also revealed that approximately 19% of the

credit student contact hours were generattd by courses in physical' 4

education and fine and,applied arts. Some observers perceived this

concentration as ad imbalance in the community college curriculum.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81

In March of 1982 Assembly Concurf'ent Resolution 10 directed the California

Postsecondary
Education,Commission (CPEC) to "conduct a study of the

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

That study was samitted to the Governor and the Legislature-in April

1982. The CPEC response to_ACR.81 noted that:

...phyiical education courees currently coMprise nearly nine

percent-of the etaidipide Community Calegetotal.credit workload
and fine ahdcoAfed! arts courses,canprise additionaL -ten

Peroun*- In effea*, aPProximately'one out of every fiim credit ADA

funded by -the State in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment either
physical education or fine and applied arts courses.

Also in response to XCR 81, the CPEC,report included tenrecommendations

with intersegmental tpplicability. Recommendationslive and six has

direct bearing on copmunity colleges. It reads as follows:

RECOVIDIDATION 5. The State should establish explicit policies to

assure a cosrbinatien of State and student support of Carorrunity

Colleges programs, that, to the extent possible, continue existing

no-charge practices for students enrolled in courses and progrxrrs

that have greatest State priority.

5.I To assure that only those prcgroms or courses that Rave

greatest State priority are subsidized by the State and to assure

equitable support rates for similar courses in different districts,

tha Legislature should direct the Board of Governors to develop

Title-5 regulations:
(a).identifying noncredit courses eligible

foe. State support; (b) applying a uniform support rate of 41,100

per ADA for all courses in. adult basic education, high school diploma

progrome, Englisk as a second language, citizenship, a& cormuni-ty

education; and (c) determining which avocationat, recreational, and

personal development oourses'shoUld be offered as camminity saivices

classes on a self-supported basis. .

310-21
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4.

MOONNENDATDON 6e1. 'Slate apportionments.should be red6ced by

approsimatsly $30 milkian ia.retTect erpected savings Awn imple-

mentation of Reconmendation 4.

The Chancellor's Office opposed these recomendations on the grounds that

they would have td be tmplemented without adequate planning time and did not

allow for consideration of the local district-by-district impact of change.

If immediate short-term reductions were necessary in,1982-83, the

Ohancellor argued, "then the most realistic and educationally sound

means must be to a4low-the Board of Governors and the Chancellor's

Officethe broadest discretion possibre-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 statraide, mandatory connusity college fees for fiscal year 1982-83,

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

a fee legislative considerat4on should be given to the red4ction of

state support for courses de( d to be recreational, avocational or

personal developmeht in naturtl, (An additional recorenendation'that

district reserves be.reduced tsk:s not approved by,the Legislature.)

A related CPEC recommendation called for the development by the Board

of Governors of a oontingency ptan for the imposition of student fees

if the state's economic situa;ion does not significantly improve during

the current fiscal year. Theltoard of Governors has already established)a

special committee board to develop such a contingency plan end will be

prepared to report tts recommendations by December of this year:

Legislative Action
.

.

,

.

:rhe Legislature adopted a modified version of the CPEC recommendation

related to courses in June 1982. The Budget Bill, AB 21, directed that:-

,

I.

The Boaalt of Governors of the California Community Colleges shall

develop pblicies and guidelines from the options identified below

toreduce state apportionments to canfmnity colle#e districts by at

least 00 million in 1982-83:

, .

a. IdentfiA thbse noWermdit eouives ineligible for state appor-

tionments under Sections,84640.5 and,84641 of the Ed4dation ,

Code; ' i'l

A

i .

b.. Identify those avocational, recreational, and personal devaqp-.

merit oourses, whilher offemd for creditor noncredit, Oat'

--are offered more apPropriately arcommunity service classee

and should not receive state apportionments; or' i
/

0.
Identgy those adult and community education courses,'-whether

offered for credit or noncrada, Olich will receive state,

"appo-rtionments at a lover rate of subsidy per ADA. \

On the basis of these policies and gaidelines, the Chancellor's

Office shall, for computational purposes, estimate the number of

310-21 4
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Z061-62 credit inornoncredit ADA affected. For the purposes of

&location Cods Section 84620, the Chancellor's Office'shall

subtract this amount ofADA and-base revenues associated with

that ADA, before performing the computations specified Ed-

ucation Code 81ctions 84605 through 84600. Such reductions

shall total at least 030 million in state apportionments and

shall not, under any
circumstances, be based on a proportionate

reduction ofapportionmente to aZZ community collage districts...

The Chancellor shall consult,pith CM during-the development amd

prn:mo to the implementation of the provisions of this section.

The Chcncellor shall report to the Legislature by August ZS, 2982

on implementation of this section.

in addition, arc shall submit a roport to the Legislature on

the implementation of this section.by no later than September 11,

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

im
develo ent courses which could appropriaiely.be offered as cOmmunity

sevi es classes on a fee basis. Alternative (a) had, for the most

part, already been
accomplished,as a result of the identification in AB

1626 and AB 1369 af the nine areas of
state-supported noncredit courses.

Colleges were instructed last year-to remove all other noncredit courses-

from their noncredit programs or to offer them as 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 unspecifiWower rate, appeared to be in-

featible since it could Pot be accomplished within thetime limits

mandated, by the language of the budget bill. In,addition, those

.districts which offee a significant noncredit program had already:

_experienced severe financial losses as a result of the provisions. of

AB 1626 and AB.1369 which limited the types.of noncredit courses to

nine fundedwareas. ,The Chancellor believed that the required sayings of

S30 million coOld be accbmplished through the implementation of option

The.Chance1lor's Officeodiscussed this approach with the staff of

the California Pos secondary Education Commission.

The timing by whiq.hAtie deletion of courses and the submission of the

report to the Legislature was to be accomplished should be noted. 7he

budget bill was signed on June 30. Implementing action was taken by the

Board of Governors 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 ofcourses. Summer sessions
hacialready begun and many colleges

had already,published fall class schedules and had registered students in

those classes. It was important for the Chancellor's Office -4-0 complete
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the necessary reduction inADA and apportionments so that colleges_could

be informed about their 1982-83 income levels, which would enable them to

complete their planning for the fiscal year which began July 1, 1982.

Notwithstanding the exigencies of the current fiscal crisis within the

state, it should be stated that'a course reduction of the kind mandated

in the budget,bill should have been allotted much more time for planning

and implementation. The "emergency". plan fordthe deletidn of credit and

noncredit courses inevitably contained some inconsistencies, inadequacies,

and inequities.

Preparation for Compliance with Mandates in Budget Bill

Establishing criteria

Several criteria Were employed in determining which courses should be

included on a preliminary list 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 classificatiori 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 fripm,the credit

program were as follows:

a. COurses which fall withinthe meaningLof the.yroposed language of

the budget bill which expresses legislative intent.. That language

refers to uavocational, recreational, and personal development".

courses.

b. Courseswhich do not appear to assist the community colleges

in-fulftlling their mission described as follows,jn the Master

Plan for Higher tducation: .

Education Code 66701. Public community colleges shalZ

*offer'initructan through but not beyond the second,year

of college. These institutions may grant-the associate

fn arts and the associate in science degree. Their

prograw may include but shall not be limitedihr:

standard collegiate courses Pr transfer to other in,

stitutions; vocational and technical fields leading to

employment; general or Liberal arts courses; and com-

nnoTity services. (Enacted by' State. 1076, Cr- 1010.)

c.- Courses in which students enroll for significantly greater

private than public interett and also which appear to have

been desi ned to serve rivate rather than ublic interest.

This criterion attempts to distingUish those course offerings

which students pursue for purposes of.achieving an educa-

tional objective such as a degree or certif1c4te from those

-offerings which attract a large number of casual students,

-part-time.or otherwite, enrolled for the purpose of recreation

or self-interest.
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--Self -helpiavocationall--and
-recreational-coUrses which are not

a required component of an academic or vocational progrmn which

has been approved by the Chancellor's Office in accordance-with

the provisions of-Title 5, Sections 55006 and-55130.

e. Courses the deletion of which will nOt inhibit a college's re-

sponse fcrfg--needs of local business and industry.

This criterion has been included to ensure And safeguard:the .

maintenance of emerging curricula which are expressly designed to

meet the needs of business and industry, respond to plant closures

and significantty aid in the reduction of unemployment.

f. Courses in which stuaents, other than regular students, might

enroll for self-help, avocational-, or recreational purposes

,
and which should be offered ona fee.basis.

Olvelopmmt of a list of courses to be deleted

Early in June members of the Chancellor's staff were directed to prepare

a preliminary list of recreational, avocational, and self-help courses

which are presently being offered by community colleges as credit or

noncredit courses and which could more appropriately be offered as

community services classes on a self-supportiq 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 courseiwhich were then included on the pre-

liminary list of deletions. In the case of physical education and fine

arts,1 it was found to be morm efftcient to list more specific oourse

titles.

Afterthe tentative list of courses to be deleted from the credit

progrn was prepared by staff and a study of.its effects on a stratified

sample of thirteen colleges to be completed, it was dismisted and '

revieived witli the Chancellor's Advisory Committee on two separate

1

occas ons. The Chancellor'S Advisory Committee is comprised of repre=

senat ves of stadents,.faculty, administrators and trustees, It is this

commi tee-which the Chancellor most heavily.relies upon to represent
.

the community college field. The list of courses* was..thoroyghly

discussed and reviewed by this committee.
.

In adclition,the list WAS discussed at statewide meetings of the Chief
e ..

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 chairsand Home Economics division

chairs!and faculty also provided.valuable assistance. There was not

unanimilty of opinion concerning the list of courses nor did staff

attempt to achieve concensus cm the various issues discussed with the

,

,
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field. The meetings were extremely helpful in clarifying issues and

misunderstandings and the ltst wat modified and amended in several

-instances-in responsesto suggestions from the'field.

As staff collected sample data for 1981-82 on targeted courses, 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 proOram to community services had already occur-

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

versions of the list in an attempi to reach the required $30 million

reduction.

Board of Governors Action

On June 25 a Preliminary list of courses to be deleted from the credit

and noncredit and noncredit programs wes submitted to the Executive

Committee of the Board of Governors along with explanatory material

concerning 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

Board at the next meeting. The preliminary list which was submitted.to

the Executive Committee 'is attached 4s Appendix 8.

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 to the colleges in advance of approval

by the Board of Governors to give colleges-the maximum opportunity to

prepare for the necessary deletions. The covering memorandum warned

colleget of the possibility of revisions which might be made by the

Board.

The staff's list was submitted to the Board of Governors at its regular

meeting held in San Diego on July 16. -Following discussion by the

manbers of the Board, pubtic 'testimony was heard for approxitately.two

and one-half hours. Many,persons and interest groupS protested the

fnclusion on the list of courses from their.specific ereas. The Board

then considered
seriatim.the recommended list of courses to be deleted.

After lengthy discussion and by unanimous action the ildard,of Gdvernors

afiopted the following list of coUrses:

LIST OF COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE CREDIT PROGRAM

tAs approved by the Board of Governors, 7/16/82)

1. Sin4fe semester or sirgle quarter conversational foreign language

courses which have no prerequisite or which are designed for

travelers.
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2. private Pilot's Ground School*.

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.

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 fn 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 development courses except for orientation-to

.college, career planning,
study skills, and group Assessment of

academic preparation,
aptitudes, and interest:.

11. The following physical education courses:
bicycling, Far Eastern

martial arts; yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin divimg*; camping,

backpacking, rockclimbing, mountaineering,
and orienteering; ball-

room, belly, square, ethnic*, ta7., and disco dancing; roller and ice

skating; flycasting,,rafting; soaring and gliding; surfing and wind-

surfing; recreational
sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship.

A00E0: jogging, figure and weight control, archery, badminton.

12. Ihe followingfine arts courses: jewelry* and lapidary; Crafts*;

stained glr-s; calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; 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. International study/travel courses.

14. AvoCational photography.

15. Courses.related to
i'pecifid,evocatiOns.such as stamp ot coin col-

lecting.

16. Genealogy.

17. Real estate courses except those courses
designed-to lead to ihe

sales license.

*Courses markedwith an asterisk nmy continue to be. offered if they are a

re ired part of an approved educational program and after approval of

i ion 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-liCensure courses..

This final list incorporates several 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 list. 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 lista of deleted courses from the colleges the returns

'were tabulated and the dollar deduction was calculated for each college

and for the state as a whole. Preliminary staff estimates based upon a

random stratified sample of colleges were that the 130 million could be

obtained through the deleted courses. As the display indicates, staff

projections were not fir 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, ft is estimated that

further analysis of the returns will increase the statewide deduction

to the required $30 million. Table 1 displays the preliminary estimated

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 loss in revenue as a

result of the course deletion is 2.04 percent. .The range of those

percentages is from 0.59 percent tO 6.03 percent. As has been pointed

out previously, the size of a college's deduction ip dependent on the

number of the deleted courses which were offered during 198142.
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TABLE 1

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

iSTIMATED REDUCTIONS TO 1982-83 BASE REVENUE

PURSUANT TO PROVISION 11 OF rTEm 6870-101-001

.8UDGET ACT OF 1982

District

Deduction
from

Credit
Prpram-

Deduction Percent

from Deduction

Noncredit Total is of Total

Program Deduction Revenue

ALLAN HANCOCK 144:047 19,800 104.147 1.35

ANTELOPE VALLEY 55,344 0 55,344 0.87

BARSTOW 25,9eu 0-----257920'17-SC-.

8uTTE
471,713 4.400 474,113 4.43

CAORILLo
255,126 , 0 255.126 2.05

CERRIT03 4.74,00tr
0 472.Uge 2.02

MOW( 224,449 a 224.949 1.42

CiTRUs
156,283 16.500 172.703 1.67

COACMECCA-vALLEY--
2f

COAST
3,808,201 167,200 3,976,401 6:03.

CONPTON
206.500 206,500 2.66

CONTRA-COSTA W3.401 u 6o,igol 1.65

EL CAMINO
583,854 '0 583,854.- 2.01

FOOTHILL
817.965 0 817,965 1.94

PREMONT NEWARX L36,782 0 116.752- 1.+7

GAVILAN
28,512

29.512 0.59

GLENDALE
264.860

244,860 1.91

GROSSMONt
521.171 234,500 756,018 3.63

HARTNELL
122,757 0 /22,757 1 .24

IN ERIAL
164,592 0 164,592 2.67

KERN 336,950 336, 950 1

LAKE TAHOE
36.288 36,288 2.18

LASSEN
107,568 0 107,50 2.44

LONG BEAC
is I

LOS ANGELES 2,453,968 0 2.453,968 1.52

LO3 RIOS
392,730 0 392,730 0.18

MARIN 129,105 n,goo U3-7.9.05 11.90

MENDOCINO 93.312
93.612. 2.55

MERCED
243.295 0 243,295 2.37

MIRA COSTA 231,231
z3-1,z81 1.IW

MONTEREY PENINSULA 270.017 o . 278.11111 2.91

mT. SAN ANTONIO 363,456 34.100 397.556 1.44

mr. SAN JACINTO' -75,1615
0 75.468 1.94

NAPA,
74,115. 9,900 2 84,015 a,97

NORTH ORANGE. 89'7,668 0 497,668 1.88.,

366,744' 166,74-4 T.57

ALOmAR
PALO VERDE.

7,176 '1.100 41176 9.93

PASADENA 431,697
0 431,697 1.56

PERALTA
0- 1,490,764., 3.69

RANCHO SANTIAGO 607,1.31
0 607,131 2.12

4EDWOCOS 322./!.90
0 322.490 3.20

RIO HONDO 181,008 0

RIVERSIDE
380,835 23,100 403,939 2.85

41poLESACK
654.204

,.

854,284 2.52

11
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TABLE 1

(continued)

CALIFORNIA commuNrrr COLLEGES

ESTMATED RE1XICTI0NS TO 1982-83 8ASE REVENUE

PURSUANT TO PROVISION 11 OF ITEN 6870-101-001

BUDGET ACT OF 1982

Deduction
,

from -I
Credit

District Program

Deduction
from

Noncredit
Program

Total'
Deduction

Percent
Deduction
is of Total
Revenue

4AN 8ERNARDINO, 458,525

SAN OIEGO 617,695

SAN #RAOCISCO 380.647 66.000

/M1.528
617.695
446,897

2.14
1.05
0.8.3

SAN JOAQUIN 464,277
o 464,277 Z. 3df-

sm4 JOSE 264,670
0 264:670 t.22

SAN LUIS 0813P0 103.885 o 103,865 1.41

3AN MATED
t11,760 0 811,760 . 2.34

SANTA 8AR8ARA
180.804- 0 180,804 1.20

SANTA CLARITA- 46.656 o 46,656 1.03

SANTA MONICA
300,820 a 300.820 1.59,

SEQUOIAS'
254.034

-Fa

0 254,034 2.53

A-11-71rEzIFF1----7-7-374ITV1
SIERRA

223,242 a 223442 1.98

SISKIYOU
42,76s 0 42,768 1.37'

--177r464-
-SOLANO
SONOMA.

4441479

0

0

177,451
444,479

1.82
2.21

SOUTH COUNTY
329,525 18,700 348,225 1.69

STATE CENTER
311;315 0 3a,SI5 r.33

$ WEETWATER
347,316 9,900 357,2t6 2.62

VENTURA
628,500 o 828,500 1'.93

VICTOR VALLEY
4,6,6s1 t7,600 64,258 1.16

WEST WILLS
112.752 2,200 114.952 2.57

WEST KERN
123,120 0 123.120: 4.40

WEST VALLEY
4.130,55Z o 486,512 ---7761---

YOSEMITE
117400 4,400 322,200 1.53

YUBA
171.654' 0 171,654

STATE TO,TAL
Z8.564,531 635.600 29,22.0;131 2.04

-J
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Of the tctal statewider 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. .

If, after checking each college's list of deleted courses, it is found

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

for an additional demotion will be explored. One such method would be

to determine which colleges have &larger percentage than the state

average of their total workload In physical education and the fine arts.

Those colleges, when
identified, would be asked twmake an,additional

deduction in their ADA and apportionments. However, it is oue 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.

Difficulties Encountered in Implementation

Few Marginal Courses

The major difficulty
encountered was the identification'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 process of removing such courses

from their credit programs. This movement was stimulated and accel-

erated by tile ADA growth
limitation placed upon community colleges by

several.recent funding bills. In the face of growing.enrollments,

colleges attempted to reserve space intheir programs for the tradi-

tidnal liberal arts and sciences and vocational courses by deleting the

more marginal oourses. Also, in spite af the perceptions af some

journalists an.:, government
decision-makers, such courses were never

a.significant portion of the total community college offerings.

It is estimated that less than one peecent of total statewide community

college apportionment
was-earned in such, classes, but the $30 million :

reduction equaled betweemtwo'and three percentof apportionments.

The Legislative language refrring to 'avocat4ona1, recreational, and. .

personal development"
clearly 'represents an attempt to make reductions,

on the batis of student:intent. \gut determining student intent is'not

an easy process. There is ample eVidenceto demonstrate that a course

become recreational, avocational,
self-development when a student

chooses to make it such. Many students find recreation and avocational

interests ih courses such as history, geology, geography, and even cal-

culus- -not onlylapidary, Jogging, and Cooking. It follows that identi-

fying specific.courses as
avocational, reareational and self-development

is an unreliable way to target Student.inteht.

Therefore, concepts were explored by the staffsof'the Chancellor's Office

to include some other measure af student intent ln the required reduction.

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

310-21 13



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.

Anothef ooncept was to require students enrolled for fewer than six units

to pay fees /dr courses. Such a plan would have discriminated against

manyttudents who are working on a part-time basis on certificates or

degrees and would'have required special 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 community colleges require students to present trans -

scripts of completed college work..

These and other concepts will be explored by the Board of Governors as

part of its deliberations in developing a contingency plan for students

fees.'

A Vanefivabitity Criterion

A plan to limit the deleted courses to courses which do not transfer to

four-year Colleges was impractical because it would have resulted in a

savings far below the required $30 million. Only a few courses offered

by community colleges do not transfer 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.

Inclusion 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, tt was necessary to include on the

list a large number of courses Which haye traditionally been Offered in .

colleges and universities, which transfer to the four-year c011eges, and

which are offered by universities in the other segmenttof public higher

edudition in California. An anomalous situation has been created in which

some courses which can no longerbe offered for credit or apportionment.

in the 'coMmunity colleges Continue to be offered.at public expense for'

credit in the University of California and the California State Universi-

ties.

The ProbLon of Course Repetition

A serious problem that has been encountered in the past is -that some

students taking courses for avocatiOnal wrecreational purposes have

enrolled repeatedly in courtes 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

regulations in January 1982 to prohibit a student's repeating any

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

310-21 14
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special extenuating circumstances. Staff is currently proposing to the

Board an 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.

Delefion offtal Esiate 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 ettaft courses on the deletion list was

that the community colleges traditionally prepaee students for entry level

occupations. The entry level in the case of real estate is the sales

license. Normally, the courseentitled "Real Estate Principles"'is the

course taken in preparation for writing the examination for the sales

license. After obtaining the iales license and entering the field of

eeal estate, some *Ions seek additfonal 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 professiOnal

development, it was felt tqat such courses should be offered.on a fee

basis. .Although similar arguments could be advanced for the inclusioi

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

was felt that because such courses normally do not involve a.two-tiered

licensing process and they'nhance the public safety thTy'shbuld be

accorded-a higher priority.for State funding.'
1

It is-important to note that-the inclusion of-real estatecourses on the

deletion list will notprevent persons in that field from completing

irequirements for the broker's license or for additional upgrading of

professional development. They will have to pay fees, however. The in-

clusion of real estate courses on the list crfdeleted courses.produced

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

,

Because smile-Proportion of real'estate'students aresbecifically seeking

an Associate degree or Certificate of Achievement in the field, ahd de- ,.

letion of real estate courses feom the.credit program will make it impos-

sible for them -to complete their programs, the Chancellor's Office plans

to support spee..ial legislation to allow academiecredit to be granted for

real estate courses that were shifted this year into the community services-

mode. This would be a one-year measure, rt is anticipated that longer-

term measures may be proposed as part of the Obard of Governor's fee con,

tingency plan, which is scheduled for Board action in December, 1982.

31041 15
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Time Constraints
7 -

Reference has teen made previously to the severe time constraints imposed

upon the Board and the Chancelloes_Offide by the, Legislative mandate to

effect a savings of $30 million. The major difficulty.was that it we's

impossible to schedule adequate discussion with vaeious groups from the

field who would be most'affected by the deletjons of courses. SixN

months would:have been a more reasonable amount of time in which to

implement the mandate.

Locket' norent Data.

Angther difficulty closely related to the time constraint was the absence

of 1981-82 course activity data which could be used to check the accuracy

of college-prepared lists of deleted courses. The data' which colleges

normally report to the Chancellor's Office concerning all courses offered

didtmthe Fall semester of 1981 was due on August 1, 1982. Unfortunately,

. that data does not contain all of the dita elements necessary for the

required chetking purposes. The missing data elements will be available

for the March 1983 report of course activity, but obviously too late

for= the present purposes. In the absence of 1981-82 course activity

data, it was necessary to use.the dateobtained for the 1980-81 course

classification report to project district-by-distritt impact., That

procedure introduced some error into the checking procedure because many

colleges, for reasons already menponed, dropped a numbee of marginal

courses from the credit program dIring the 1980-81 academjc year. In

spite of these problems-, staff will resolve differences between our

1980-81 lists and the district.reported 1981-82 actiOity to assure equity

in treatment among districts.

Effects Upon theCommunity Colleges

The ifisstion of' ihe Corninunity Catoves

One of-the major distinguishing features of the California Community

Colleges has been the flexibility anerapidity with'which they could

provide tuition-free'education
to meet energing local needs, eipecially

to educationally and financially disadvantaged students. In some

measure, that flexibility has been.riduced by the imposition of the list

of courses to be deleted from the,credit and noncredit prdgrams.

,While.it is trUe that many of the deleted courses may be offered as fee-.

based community
services'classei, accesi to those elasses will be re-

duced because manY Persons will be unwilling or unable to pay the,

required fee. Unfortunately; the transfer of courset from state 'u ort,,

to user fee withmost likely bear mostheavily on.those least abl o

pay. Thus, although the range of offerings of the'colleges should .

remain substantially the same, in terms of the traditional flexibility .

of response to local needs, and in terms of access.to free public educa-

tion for educationally and economically disadvantaged students, the

mdstion of the community,college will have been affected.

310-21 16
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I.

Of -the three broad concepts of community college.mission baccaleureate

transfer education, vOcational.'education, and adult general education --

clearly it is the 'tat which the Legislature intended to target as of

low public priority. Howoort because no plear measure of student intent

could be developed and'because the mandated sao million fgure was set on

the basis of fiscal exigencies-rather than conscious educational policy,

it was not possible to prevent some incursion into the older, historical

missions of community colleges.

On the positive side, transfer of.t number of credit and noncredit couries

to the community services area will serve to strengthen that area and

create a better balance between community services and the credit and

noncredit instructional program. A secondary effect will be greater

uniformity in how community colleges classify their offerings; In the

past some courses have been offered variously as credit courses, non-

credit courses, or community services classes. The effect of the course

deletion list will be 'to require.that colleges classify educational

subject matter in a more uniform manner. The Legislature has expressed

some ccinoern about the lack of uniformity in community college offerings

Faculty Staffing

The deletion of credit and noncredit courses will have a significant

-effect on faculty staffing in, the community colleges. for some full-

time instructors whose teaching assignments were in courses which were

deleted, other assignments mill have to be found. This situation will

be especially difficult in the areas of physical education, the fine

arts, and home economics. Some instructors may be required to assume

partial loads in noncredit courses or in community services classes. In

some cases it may be necessary for full-time instructors to teach only a

partial-load but, because the March 15 date for notification of termina-

tion of employment is past, it will be necessary for the college to

continde the instructor's full-time salary. The greatest impact will be

felt by part-time instructors who do nat have tenure rights and who can

be-terminated-if there is'no class assignment for them. Other part-time

instructors will experience some loss of income if the classes they

nortally teach have been transferred to the coMmunity services area in

Which pay scales are usually considerably below those it, the credit

program.

Financial Effects

. The
'cOMmunity colleges, which have for this year received no growth funds

andt cost bf liying adjustment, will lose revenue in varying amoUnts.

depen ing on the number of courses'the Andividual colleges offered which

.were included on the deletion list. That amount mill vary from less

than one percent to almo,it ten percent of a distriWs 19q1-82,ARA

and apportionment% Clearly, any lois in revenue for colleges whch arP

already hard-pressed'to
surviveliscally is a 'mattei- of senOus importA

310-21 17
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Reference has been madito a reduction in the numbeeof 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 amptoyees will result

in some salary savings. However, for those colleges operatipg belbw the

level of the enrollment limitation, the salary savings iittrnot offset.

the loss of apportionment income which would have been generated had the,

classes been taught.

Anottier significant problem is that the removal of state support from

certain courses will result in severe dislocations in many colleget and

an impact on other, higher priority portions of the college curriculum.

Most of the courses on the list are lower cost courses. By removing low

cost programs from a district's funding base, colleget are left'with sub-

stantially reduced financial resources with which to fund higher cost

programs suck as nursing, dental'hygiene, computer technology, machine-

intensive vocational programs and other ,programs wtth higher than average

per student costs. The ability of districts id provide these high cost,

high demand programs has often depended.upon district ability to cost

average, i.e. to use the revenues generated beyond costs in the low

cost programs to fund costs which.'exceed revenues in/the high cost

programs.

Because the deduction in ADA and apportionment%income will be made in

the 1982-83 base ofthe colleges, the financial effects of the course

deletion will be felt by the colleges for several years. It is unlikely

that the fees charged for communtty services classes wilT offset hat

loss in revenue. Finally, there will be an initial loss of enrollment

in those courses moved ta the fee-supported community services area.

Cititins who are accustomed to free education may have some difficulty

in adapting to the new system of fee-slipported classes.

Summary
4

The Caltfornia Community Colleges were directed by the Legislature to cut

$30 million from their apportionments for 1982-83 by removing "avocational,

recreational, and personal development" courses from the,State-funded

category. A list of courSes to be deleted from the credit and noncredit

program was prepared 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 list against the 1980-81 course lists submitted

for the Course Classification,System. The total ADA was calculated, and,

using the college's decremental rate, the total dollar &mount of the

deduction from each college's 1982-83 base. The:total amount of the.

eitimated savings effected by the implementation of the deletion list

is currently $29,200,131.

Staff in the Chancellor's Office is continuing to make (minor adjustments

to speciftc college course lists through a petition process and compari-

sons of our 1980-81 data with their 1981-82 data. It is probable that

the-full $30 million will be reached through this effort in the course
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of the next few weeks; However, if it is not, a secondary procedure

wil be implemented to achieve the.required amount.

The ruajet di ficulties encountered in implementing the Legislative man-

date were the very short implementation time and the small number of

courses whic could be identified as strictly-avocationall recreational,

or self-dev opment. Because of the small number of marginal courses;

it was necessary to Anakide orf 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.

- The most immediately apparent effects on community colleges will lfkly

be aggravation of existing financial difficulties in numerous distric

and substantial numbers of fadulty layoffs, especiallyamong part- e

faculty.
, I

The process of preparing and applying a list of courses to bevdefunded

inevitably included some inconsistencies and inequities. However, the

problems will be addressed in comprehensive planning during the coming

months. Because the deletion of selected 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 toe process

of preparing a student fee oontingency plan and a new community college

finance proposal. The planning process should establish principles and

provide guidance for future changes in file mission and curriculum of

the "community colleges.

310,21
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APPENDIX A

55001. Community_Colleve Educational Program:

L. Instructional Services .

(a) Tlut instructional program of the community college includes

courses and activitiei within the fallowing categories:

(1) Liberal Arts and'Sciences Education

A. Baccalaureate Oriented/Trantfer Programs and. Courses

B. 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 Development,Courses

4, General. and Cultural Courses

(2) Occupational Education
A. Vocational/Technical Transfer Programs and Courses

B. ,VocationaT/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. Avocatione Classes

B. Recreational Classes

C. Seminars, Lecture Series, Forum Series, Workshops, and

Conferences

D. Professional and Occupational Inservice Classes

(2) Community 4strvices Activities

A. Civic Center Act Activities

8. Cultural Activities

C. Cammunity Development Activities

0. Recreational Activities

370-21.
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Credit Courses

'APPENDIX a

TENTATIVE LIST OF COURSES TO. BE DELETED

FROM THE CREDIT AND NONCREDIT PROGRAM

(6/25/82.)

1. Private pilot's ground school".

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

3. Conversational foreign, language courses which art designed for

travelers and which have no- prerequisites.

4. Self-help home sewing, and needlecraft courses (for example, quilting,

crocheting,. weaving, needlepoint, embroidery)..

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

home- maintenance.

6. Self-help courses in personal finance,personal income tax prepara-

tion-, and law for the layman..

T. Self-help. courses- fin consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycle,

bicycles,. recreational vehicles, and boats.

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

9. Specialized 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 (unless 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 recreati onal sai 1 i ng, water bal 1 et ;

horsemanshi p..

11. All self-help personal development courses.

12. The following fine arts courses; jewelry, crafts, stained glass,

calligraphy, stitchery, tole painting, enameling.

,

Questionable

1. Internati onal travel /study courses .

2. Real Estate.

3. Jogging ,i bicycl ing , ski i ng, fi gure and weight control.

Noncredit courses to be moved -to Comuntty Services

1. All lecture and forum series.

2. All relicensure courses.
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APPENDIX C

LIST OF COURSES- TO BE DELETED FROM THE CREDIT PROGRAM

(As proposed by- staff]

I. One semester or single quarter conversational foreign language

courses which have na prereouisite or which are designed for

travelers. .

2. Prtvate Pilot's Ground. School_ .

3. Ham radio, construction, operation, and licensure.

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

ductory course in clothing construction.

S._ Self-help- specialized cooking courses* except one introductorj

course in cultural foods-

6: Self-help courses in- home gardening; home livestock production;

home. and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture

repair, refinishing,, and uphblstering;, and woodworkind.

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 development courses except for orientation to

college, career planning', study skills, and group assessment of

academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests.

71. The following physical education courses: bicyc7ing, 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 mid gliding; surfing and wind.;

surfing; recreational sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship.

12. The following fine arts courses: jewelry* and lapidary; Crafts*;

stained glass; calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; intaglio*; .

avocation'!" or recreational instrumental study; and performance

or gallery attendance'courses in art, music., drama, or cinema without

significant classroom work or academic content.

13. Relicensure courses.

14. International study/travel courses.

15. Avocational photography.

310-21
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APPENDIX

Board Changes to Staff List

LIST ITEM
CHANGE

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

Z. An asterisk (*I was added to this, item tor allow for such

courses to be offered according to the conditions listed on

page A-Z.

4 & 5.- "A single° i:ftlibtituted for the word "one" in, both

sentences -for purposes af cl ari ficati

11. The following P..E. courses are added: jogging, -figure
and weight control, archery, badminton; and an asterisk
(*) was added ta.the werd "ethnic" tcr alloy* such courses.

to be offeret according. to the cónditions listed on

page A-Z..

7 2. The word "Craft;tis 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 msnbered,Iten 13, "relicensure cotirses" was dropped

from the list.)

17. The iten was modified to read "...courses designed to

lead to the sales license" rather than "required" -for



COLLEGE:

1-4:114git

' T.O.P.

APPENDIX E

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

List of Courses to be Deleted by Category

CONTACT PERSON:

Course Title

Static 1981-82

Noncredtt Identifier Reported ADA

.40J

310-21
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF COQBSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE CREDIT PROGRAM

1. Single semester or single quarter conversational foreign language

courses which have no prerequisite or which are designed for

travelers.

2. Private Pilot's Ground School*.

3. Ham radio construction, operation, and licensure.

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

ductory course in clothing construction.

S. Self-help specialized cooking courses* except a single introductory

course in cultural foods.

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-he1p courses in personal finance*, personal income tax pre-

paration, law for the layman, and real,estatefor the consumer.

10. Self-help personal development courses except for orientation to

college, career planning, study skills, and group assessment of

academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests.

11. The following phyiical 'education courses:
bicycling, Far Eastern

martial arts; yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin diving*; camping,

backpacking, rockclimbing, mountaineerin g, and orienteering; ball-

room, belly, sq4are, 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
instrumental study; and perfortance

or gallery attendance courses in art, music, drama, or cihema without

significant classroom work or academic content.

13. International study/travel courses.

14. Avocational photography.

-51-



' 15. Courses related to specific avocatidns 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.

COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE NONCREDIT PROGRAM

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

adults.

2. Re-licensure courses.

AG 76

-YA

A-2

-52-

/19



REFERENCES

Board of Governors, California Community Colleges. Courses To Be

Deleted From the Credit and Noncredit Program of the Community

-ale-Tgis.. Agenda Item 5, July 15-16, 1982 Meeting.

California Postsecondary Education Commiision. Implemeatation of the

California Community Colleges Course Classification System. Commission

Report 82-14. Sacramento: The Commission, Apri1-1982i.

--. Student Charges, Student Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondary

Education: A Report to the Governor and the Legislature iniXesponse

to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81. Commission Report 8215.

Sacramento: The Commission, April 1982b.

Program Evaluatipn and Approval Unit, Chancellor's Office, California

Community Collleges. Report to the Legislature: The Deletion'of

Sglected Credit and Noncredit Courses from the California Community

College Curriculum.
SacramentOraincellor's Ofice, 1982 (reproduced

in Appendix A of the present report).

53

1

UNIVERSITYOFCALIFORNIA
TiER

50

°CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
JUNIOR COLLEGES

8118 MATH-SCIENCES' BUILDING
1.0.4 ANGELES, CALIEORNIA 41324
.... - ....

APR 6' 1983


