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WHEREAS,

_WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

o

Adepted

“*... - Resolution 25-76

Califohfia Postsecondary
EducaXion Commiss@on

\

N

~-'. Concerning Recommendations

For Commonality of Enrollment Related «
Terms for the University of California and
the Caljfprnia State University and Colleges

. - 53 A\ - -
bly a@gl 557 directs the Califormia Postsecondary
ation € "

. 5
mmission ", . . to develop uniform standards
riteria for reporting the actual and estimated student

" enrollment aé the University of Califormia and at the
and . -

California St#te University and Colleges,
Assembly Bill 557 calls for such standards and criteria
to be "uniform for the’two segments to the extent “
feasible and desirable, so as to facilitate comparisons
of the costs and needs of the two segments,' and

Commission staff has reviewed present terminoloéy with ,
representatives of/both senior segments, and

The Commission's Standing Committee on Information Systems
has voted to recommend to the Califormia Postsecondary

Education Commission adoption of ‘staff recommendations for’
common terminology for both segments; now, therefore, be it

That the California Postsecondary Education Commission
recommends commonality of enrollment related terminology
and definitions' for use both by the University of Cali-
fornia and by;the California State University and Colleges,
as appropriate, as these terms appear in the Commission
staff's report, which by reference becomes part of this
resolutipn, and be it further

-

That the California Postsecondary Education Commission

" recommends 4o the:Govertwor and the Legislature that these

commonly defined terms be used for budgetary reporting of
enrollments for the 1978-79 budgetary year, and be it
further

That the report be transmitted formally to the Legislature,
the Governor, the Board of Regents of the University of
California, and to the irust;ﬁs of the California State
University and Coileges for their consideratiom.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

L (N -~ o . :
Common Enrollment Related Terms for . -
the University of California and S o
the California State University and Colleges '

1.

7

. undergraduat

i . ‘

Although the overall'missions of the Califqrnia State University

and Colleges and the University of California differ, their respon-
sibilities to provide for inskruction at the undergraduate and '
master' s level are essentially similar.:

L

N /

The level of academic courses and the co@rse credit’ loads of master s L

degree students and first year doctoral students within the University
of California are similar.

- ’ . !
/

: /
Procedures used. by the ggg%ents for reporting full-time’equivalent

‘student enrollments in their budget proposals are dissimilar.

L Y
Commission staff has not found a valid reason, ﬁor the University
of _California and the California State University and Colleges, for

reporting undergraduate, master's and doctoral I FTE enrollments in
a dissimilar manner.

RECOMMENDATION ) . : .

Commission staff recommends that the University of California

and the California State University and Colleges, in presenting ;

budget proposals, submit FTE enrollment statistics for under- %'
raduate, master’ s and doctoral I students in each of two for-

mfts:' (1) by level of instruction, and (2) by level of student.

- 1 . Y

Although the1U§iversity of California and the Californmia State

University and Colleges cooperate in joint doctoral programs, instruc-—

tion at the doctoral II level is primarily a function of the University.

Professional level ingtruction, aB defined, in Appendix B, page four,

is. exclusive to ithe University. ents at these levels utilize

institutional‘resources in "a‘different manner than do students at er

levels. Formal course credits are not as accurate a measure of the

students' utilization of resources as d4s the case for students at the

) Nmasten s and doctoral I levels.

RECOMME NDA TI ON

CommlsSJOn staff recommends that student credit units generated

by dottoral II and prdfessional students be deleted from calcu-

lations of FTE student enrollment both by level of instruction

and by level of student. The Full-Time Equivalency of doctoral II

and professional students for budgétary reporting purposes,

should continue to be based on a student's rate of progress to

the degree relative to the "normal" rdte for students at the

‘doctoral II or professional level. The FTE values should be one
\} of the following: 0.00, 0.25, 0.50,%.75, 1.0Q0.

-~
Y
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UndErgradnate students are classified as either lower division dr

., upper division. Traditionally, and currently in the majority of

states, institutions have classified students based upon completion

of half of the credit units required for the baccalaureate. Insti-
tutions on’ the quarter system, including all campuses of the University
‘and seven campuses of the State University and Colleges, generally
require 180 units for degree completion, although in some instances
there are factors which may necessitate the completion of credit umits
beyend this general requirement, e.g., acceptability of transfer units
in the major, change of major, one year full-time residency require-
ment, five year baccalaureate programs.  Half of 180 units is 90 units.
The California State University and Colleges classifies students for
reporting purposes as either lower .division or upper division based

on 90 quarter units. ‘The University of Califormia reports students

as either lower division or upper division based on 84 student cr it
uIl.itS. . . ’ € : ~ - . .

Unless bbth segments define student'level’in the same manner, n
comparisons of ‘student credit-distribution, Full-Time Equival y OT '
lower/upper division student mPx can be made.

' . ¢ '
RECOMMENDATION ’ .

" Commission staff recommends a common accéunting procedure for
reporting undergraduate enrollm@nt on quarter system campuses
of the University of Callfornla.and the California State
Unrverszty and Colledes ‘as follows:

lower division 0.0 - 89.9 units
upper division 90 units - -
/ L

Dissimilar terms are used by the Department of Finance in displaying
enrollments for the University of California and the California State
University and Colleges in the Governor's Budget Additionally, when

the same term is used, it has different meanings for each segment.
-w

RECOMMENDATION : ;e %

A

i4

Commission staff recommends common terms and uses of terms for
reporting enrollments in the Governor's Budget. For enrollment
in the year prior to the year in which the budget is presented,
the term ACTUAL should be used. For current year estimates of
enrollment,. staff recommends the term ESTIMATED. The legislatively
mandated enrollment support level for the current;budget year
should be reported as BUDGETED. For t@e budget réquest year,
staff recommends the term PROPOSED.
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basés by which the state funds its segments
\_ferent assumptions and calculation methodologies

leen FheeState ii]niversity and Colleges and the

fm he‘ggrollment statistics which are reported for .
‘budgetary -purpffegss -Tﬁﬁﬁl dies have been done to address this problem
" of ,noncompara$j, 2 ;4§§§fllment and funding methodologies between the

-

_Enrollment is oge of the
“of higher educatinxs'*

e b 3 ' v
State-ievel,pol Y 'FLJers,and decision makers have been hampered in the -

" past. by lack of complglabfTity in information used, to describe postsecondary
education. This)prob®&m 'is not limited to California. Recognizing the

. situation as natfipnal in scope both the National Centér for Education
Statistics of th&U.S. Department of Health Edecation, and Welfare, and

~ the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems of the -
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education have been working for
‘the past eight years to develop and implement a common terminology among
institutions and among the states As a step in the direction of developing
comparable information. Although dnstitutions have generally accepted
several products of these two onganizations, i.e., the Higher Education
General Information Survey Taxonomy of Instructional Disciplines, and
the Program Classification Structure, it is safe to say that few institu-
tions or states have implemented these products in the same manner.

Federal publications would "lead the reader to believe a great deal of

. comparability exists in data submitted by 3,000+ institutions across

the nation through the annual Higher Education General Information Survey,
(HEGIS). All.institutions report, for example, their "Full-Time," "Part-
Time," "Full-Time Equivalent of Part-Time," and "Total Credits Enrolled .
Eér" categories of ‘'enrollment on the HEGIS "Fall Enrollment and Compliance
keport of Institutions of Higher Education.” However, the definitions of
these terms are left'to the institutions.l b

Later, in 1969, the Joint Comnittee on Higher Education of ;he California
Legislature publfished a report entitled The Challenge of Achievement, in
which it was noted that over twenty different definitions of "student"

A g

‘.

1. Note the' HEGIS.definition of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollment of
Part-Time Students is:

(&B) Use a method already employed in your institucion to compute
FTE s for some other purpose, (OR)

2) Sum the credit hours for part-tim students and’ divide by the
normal full- —time credit-hour load.” Note: ‘Divide by normal, -
or average full-time load, not by the minimum full-time load.
. ' For most institutfons, this will be 15 credit-houts (not 12), (OR)

(3) Assign a fractional value of full-time to each part-time student,

» appropriate to your .institution, such as 1/4, 1/3, or 1/2. Remember.

that a student taking 3/4 (75%) or more of a normal full-time load
should -be classified as a full-time student.

2°
»
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were in use by various institutions and agencies in State government at -

that .time.? The report suggested that there existed three prinﬁipal Tl

.categories in which students could and should be .defined: (1 "students"

r "individual student" (comparable to the present@definition of “headcount
students"), meaning any ihdividual enrolled regardless of the - number of -

. units for which s/he was enrolledy (2) "full-time student," on ﬁtaking at

“an

least 12 (twelve) units, plus all University—graghate studentS'.“ o
(3) "full-tipe equivalent ‘student," a combination of full~nime and partw’}
time students’ derived by dividing total e'tudent credit units~by a mieasure

of full-time load.3 Even though the report used thesé: gatEgories far-

_defining studeats, it was'noted that since both the UniVersity and the

State University and-Colleges used different methogologies*for“hccounting

for full-time equivalent students, resulting measures were&ﬁot exactly

comparable.for certain detailed purposes. N “_”@ : C e
A BN :

The issue of comparability of information came to light again in l97l

when the Coordinating Council for Higher Education M@s directed by ‘the :

Legislature (Senate Concurrent Resolution 105) to couduct a study on_the . ‘

Costs of Instruction in California's Public Higger Education.. Data )

frqm the University and the State University and, Colléaes were reported .

to the Coordinating Coupcil both by "level of student™ (a asure of s
student progress towards-a degree) and by "level of instruction" (a measure
based on courses in which students are enrolled), A ‘major gaal of the

report was to achieve comparability in data and terminology, while attempting
to, isolate and describe ¥ariations in accounting.and budgetary systems

'y Tnsg

The Costs of Instruction report noted that techniQﬁes used for allocation
of instructional expenditures by Jlevel of instruction" and by "level of
student’ are not comparable. Both senior segments reported graduate )
instruction by graduate regular ins®ruction an graduate independent study; .7
yet differences $till remained between the siégménts in their ‘définition = =
of workload constituting a full-time equivalent student with the major '
differences occurlng at the graduatée I and graduate 1T levelsu t Y

' 3 \\\ - o )

'3

-

"The report found that the proportion of courses taken by iower and upper -

division: students at different levels,of instructidn were approximately the
same for students enrolled at both the University of Califoqnia angd the
California State University and Colleges.s However, the proportlons

/ . ‘ + » - ) !"

R 7 > ; T ’ o ‘; i&"
2. Joint Committee on Higher Education of the California Legislature The
Challenge of Achievemént, 1969 p 30. . . P

3. Ibid. . : RN T
. . ; [
4. Ibid. . o PN ' !

..»" Qv . " C A[;, . . . é\ 4'
5. Coordinating Council for @igher Education, The Cost of, Instruction f,‘
Jin¢Cal ornia Public ngher Edutation, February 19740 o

i .

»e
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varied at the graduate level. At the University, the graduate student

enrolled for the majority’ of'his tourse work at %he graduate level, =

while at. the State University and CoT eges the graduate student enfolled’

for the majority of his course work at’ thelundergraduate level. o *
7oy e H : -

JgDue to these various diﬁferences anpd practices, aunumber of projects
dealing with the problem pf noncomparability in définitiOns between
California s senior segments of higher educatign were undertaken. “One of

, the most notable, but never completedaprojects, was known as the Higher .

' Education Budget Project. A select: 'group of individuals from the segments

. and from several State agencies- SQrved on the Task Force for the project.:

During its first policy meeting in February 1912 the following ‘first
phase objective was adoptéd N ,

[N

o

"Select for usage by the University and the State University
and Colleges an interim ~and compatible faculty budgeting
approach fo develbp.gnd present’ the 1973-74 instructional U
budget to the Department of Figance and the Legislature."6 ’

. N

The following limitation‘was one’ of:three placed on the first phase o
objective:

"That essential common definitions %r acceptable conventiors
(e.g., faculty, students, etc.s) will be edtablished for initial
use within the cdntext of 'fadulty staff.and instructional
budgeting' only. In other words, ﬁysage of these definitions

- would not be appropriate for other purposes "7 : R

v

« Many short reports of the Higher Education Bu%get Project Task Force
noted the néed for comparable inﬁprmatiod In addition, the Task Force
felt that instructlonal program eds hould be determineg, by enroll-
ments. - This could be attain 1by%8eveloping compargble definitions. of ¢
enrollment at both the.instrugtional level- “gnd student level. The'Task
Force dlscussed advantages and disw.vanmages of both measures —-- level’
of instruction ang level of st 4-5#::— and applied both méasures to

Yo 1 resolutioﬁ was redched prior

-

t I o, ~~
Since 1972, several additiona feﬂ-Fa".r"es relq;ed&to ‘enrollment haye also

noted that “terms and their applications have differed between the
University and the State University and Colleges. , The most recent- legis—
latjive expression of concern rega ding either c@mparability, commonallty
or uniformity was AB 557 (Kapiloff), signed ‘into- law in September of’
1975. 1t directs the California Postsecondary Education Commission to

K

6. Taken from the Narrative Report of the Higher Educatiog::;hget
Project Task Force, February, 1972.

7. Ibid. . B g9 °
g &
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.. Commission. Neonuniformity in- ‘cursent terminology and definitions con-

At

S . e 'dﬁvelop standards ahd criteria'for reporting the actual

and estimated studert enrollment ;at the Usniversity of Californial
. and at the California §%ate University and Colleges. Such  °
¥ ‘standards shall be- uniform for the two segments to the ex%ent
d: - feasible.'} (See Appendix A)

It was the lntent of ‘the Légistature that commenéing with the 1917478

s

‘f‘scal year, budgetary Tequests and appropriations based. upon sthdent

enrollment ‘cénSider the utilization of theSktandard#ﬁrecoﬁpénded by: the

tribute to, making\comparisons between ,programs and ina&itutions-in the

_two segments improper and unreliat&hu.~ It s the intent/pf thig’ study t0"

provide a- kommon term ology as an assistance’ to those pecple'EOncerned
with de eloping moré reliable means of comparing segmehtal enrollments.
The priignpal differencés between the University of Qaliﬁoréﬁaéand the .
cali Stafie University ‘and Colleges are in determining ‘fyull-tine

. equivy lent (FTE) students, and in designating students as lower div%sion

_ or upper division ﬁhdergraduates

*
i

in ﬁhy of l976 representatives of the systemwide admiﬁistrations of
the two segtients met with,staff of the Commission to discuss ‘similarities

and differences between definitions of enrollment related terms. Subse-

. ,. '%l - . , :\ 0 . L f

quent to this meeting Commission staff met with staff of the Department
of Finance'and of ‘the, Legislative Analyst*s office. As a result of these

rmeetfﬁgs, Commission staff compiled a glossary of enrollment related terms .

as used by the University of California and by the California State
Unf%ersity‘and Colleges. Commission staff then proposed definitfons for
tPese terms. .‘(Appendix B) . . ) |

" ‘ o :«.’r , ) R
The.GlOSsary_ . 4 . .
As'a first step in providing'the means to draw valid comparisons between
the University and the State University and Colleges, staff of the

.

. Postsecondary Education Commission .(CPEC) designed a glossary of enroll-

ment related terms:(Appendix B) " A varilety of soyrces were used to
select terms which staff felt needed either better definition and/or a

- higher level of éomparability between both seniof segments. Sources

reviewed in the selection process included: 'segmental data element
dictionaries, the Governor's Budget, the Legislative Analyst's "Analysis
of the Budget Bill," afd the newly designed "énrollment file" data element

‘dictionary of _the €ommission's Information System A

P d

With' the assistarfte of representatives of tite University and the State

L.

, Unj¥ersity and Colleges, and after Commission staff reviewed over 100 .
"terms and definitions, a dra glossary, containing comparable- def1nitions

for 12 (twelve) primary enrollment related terms was circulated among

;staff~at Systemwfde Administration Offices of the University of California
‘and’ ‘the”California State University and Colleges for comment. The glossary

displays proposed Commission staff definitions for enrollment related terms,
comparable for both segments, where comparability is judged by .Comnmission
staff to be both feasible and desirable.v The intent gf the g}ossary is !

. . .
P . —6—
. .
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) :to‘illuggrate: . ‘ R - .
e ﬁ%”' (l) the comparability based on existing definitions,
. N ‘ X .
- N . (2) computational procedures based on. similarities and differJEEES“’f
™ e * .« 1in existing definitions; and/or . ! .
¢ . hd .
S w . {3) the adoption-of new terms;>hd definitions for ‘'reporting student
o * ' enrollment. ° \ - - Co

Discussion of Enrollment Terms . ’ . o
. Many problems were encountered while attempting to develop comparable

. . definitions of terms, e.g., several terms are used by the University
which are not used by the State University and Colléeges, and vice versa. }
In addition, a number of terms appearing in the Governor's; Budget are not
used by either segment, and when ‘terms were the same for both segments,
the definitions differed. Although several terms apd definitions were
compatible, the applications or uses of these terms differed between the
two senior segments. Therefore, an apparent incomparability in ‘student

! 'accounting procedures needed resolution. - (For example, the University -
o - uses 84 1/2 quarter student credit units as a standard for designating.a
student as upper division; the State University and Colleges uses 90
quarter student credit units).

Staff engaged in a detailed review of noncomparability in terminology -
by doing one of the following: , (1) adoEting one of the segmental defini—
tions; or (2). by modifying an. existing definition; or (3) by proposing

a new definition. Staff recommended a comparable definition far each oT
the following terms:

Headcount Enrollment ‘.

Average Term Enrollment - Headcount’

Average Term Enrollment - FTE I
Undergraduate Full—Time Equivalent ‘ ;

» b N (

.f Graduate Full Time Equivalent

ng %vel’. of Instruction /
’ ‘ﬁew@l of Student ' - ) "o '&
: *Student Contact Hours " | “
b a Fh%é‘Time Undergraduate Student . ' R '

: fﬁ J{ull Time Graduate Student
¥ w/ -
Jﬂ% “Part-Time Undergraduate Student

+

. ' . Hart—Time Graduate Student

Q . C : ,. -7-
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' .Enrollment definitions for counting students are established for a .
variety of segmentai pUrposes, and fikhy definitionp are based on differing
philosophies and missions at the.segmental level. ' Commission 'staff feels,
hbwever, that commdhﬁliqy i v_oldgy can be attained for’ both the
undergraduate® and graduate s udents for both level of student”and level
of instruction,¥andmthéaggpre, recommends adopting definitions, of térms
included in the "@lossary of Enrollment Related.'Terms for the University
of California and the California State University and GoLleges."

o ' .
. . v * M‘Q
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DISCUSSION AD RECOMMENDATIONS. ¢~ .
‘ ’ ’ 4 - \

~ It has been difficult in the past for members of the Legislature to
. evaluate budgetary support and capital outlay needs of the University of
+Galifornia and the California State University and Colleges. One source
of thig difficulty has been the lack of .comparability in enrollment terms.
Even whén the same.terms have been adopted, e:g., Full-Time Equivalent
Student, the. computational basis for reporting the data has been different.
-In order to bring some .degrée of comparability to discussion of enrollment,
AB 557 (Kapiloff) was chaptered into law in 1975. The law directs the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to: ' :
v, . develop standards and criteria for reporting the
actual and estimated student enrollment at the University '“.
: . ‘of California and ‘at ‘the California State University -and; '

> Colleges. Suth standards and criteria shall be uniform. for .
'the two segments to dﬁh\extent feasible and desirable, 'so. A';X\\
as to facilitate comparisons of the costs and needs of the’ ‘

 two segments.' (Appendix A) _~~v,,
The phrase "to the extent feasible and desirable" served as'an ever
present reminder during the course of the present_ study, thaq ‘the
University and the State University and Colleges differ . both in ﬁission
and in administration. These differerces are most: pronounced the
~ graduate level. The Commission staff determined that to rec¢ d com=
8. 'y for full-time’ equivalent students (FTE): definitions across.

11 leie.s of graduate students would obscure the unique mission of the
University. With this exception, however, dost other terms. and‘compu-
tational procedures used in errollment statements applicablé to under-
graduate students, master's degree studgnts, and’ doctoral I students

. can be reported in a comparable manner. '

< B ¢
segments, and unique to the
able terminology is possible, of
to both segments.

"~ Catggories of students commom to-bot
Univerdity are listed below. -Comp
course, only in those areas comme

—r
P !

Common Studpnt Categories

_ Undergraduate-

. o Lower Division
' - B Freshiian

*Sophomore

quer Division -
Junior
Senior T

Graduate

" Masgter's




.University Unique Student Categories

Doctoral I

- Doctoral II - -
Professional A : -

Enrollment terms referred to most frequently “in budgetary discussions
are listed and defined in Appendix B. Principal differences between the
segments which could not be resolved amon& segmental representatives and
Commission staff were (1) the student credit' unit determination desig-
nating undergraduate students as freshmen, sopngores, Juniors, seniors,
- lower division and upper division, and’ (2) the TE student computational
procedures., L B

’
" v

o v P
I

Undergraduate - Lower Division/Upper Division Status'

An undergraduate academic degree generallz calls for successful comple~
tion of 120 - 124 semester, or 180 quartey, c red -units. Traditionally,

““across the nation, students who have completed I&ss than half éf the .
total number of units required for the degree are considered ‘lower -
division students, while those who have completed: ‘half or more are con~
sidered upper division students. Although -the California State. University
and Colleges follows.this pattern for designating students by level, the
University of California doés not.do so. '

- Present v
Undergraduate Student Classification, Quarter Units -

, Student Level .'CsuC , uc -

Lower Division 0.0 - 8%.9 * 0.0 - 83.5
) - Frestdon 0.0 - 44.9 \ B’.o.; 40.0
| Songqépre ) ~ 45.0 - 39.9 . 40.5 - 83&? )
Upper Division 90.0 + ; 8.0 + :
Junior . 90,0 - 134.9 ¥ 840 - 134.3
Seniq{\ 'lSS.U + | . l35,9 T }t;%; o
"

As a consequence of this dissimilarity, the University would appear ‘to
have a gfeater proportion of its undergraduate student body in upper

. division due to a lower student unit requirement for upper division
classification, than would be the case were the University to use a
"hatf of total credit units required for graduation' system. Unless

j S . :
_‘_J‘ . " ‘j-lo_ . . !
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"both segments define level of student in the same manner, no comparisons
of student credit unit distribution, full-time equivalent students or
 upper division/lower division mix can be made between the University ‘and
* the State University and Colleges°

C '\. '
N .,

Basic to any attempt at achieving comparability in enrollment related -

terms, is that student level must be defined identicalIy Compission ‘

staff recommends adoption by the University of the following c1assifica~
' tionm system for budgetary, reporting purposes:

L}

.

Proposed .
Undergraduate Student. Classificatiop
Quarter Student Credit Units

Lower Division ,b‘; 0.0"- *89;9
Freshman - b 44.9 4
o " ' _ Sophomore ' - 45.0 : "89.9 ', . .
Upper Division - ) ",.‘ h > 90.0 .‘; e
Jutor o 90.0 ~ 13419
3 > , _Senior - 3_13§LD
- 3 A

Enrollment Estimating ' T : ‘ .-
AB 557 directed ‘the Commission to develop uniform stamdards and criteria -
for reporting actual and estimated student enrollment within the two

senior segments. "Actual" enrollment refers to past enrollment figures. -
something which has -already been accounted .for and considered an historic
. fact. "Estimated" enrollment refers to' an approximation of something

unknown. Current year enrollment ‘as it appears in the Governor' s Budget
must be estimated inasmuch as census data for the Fall term have not been
verified by the time the budget- proposal is presented. Estimating cu-. -
rent enrollments can be done in a pumber of ways, but- usually includes .
taking recent historic trends into consideration (See Appendix C fqr .
a further discussion . oL v B
) : 4 ~ T

Enrollment projections are estimates made by both the University and

“-the State University and Colleges, and by the Department of Finance. The
methodology follgwed by the Department of Finance and the twd senior
segments are quite simflar. One-year fall headcount enrollment projections
are prepared by the Department of F:gqnce Population Research Unit, and
forwarded to each segment. These projections are then modified by the
segments in cooperation with the Department of Finance based upon seg-
mental policy considerations,’ recent experiences of the campuses, and
segmenthdl conversion of headcount enrollment to FTE £enrollment. Ten-
year projections are updated annually based upon trends evidenced in the
year prior to the year in which the projections are made.

L I
\?- -
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Inasmuch as the methodologies for estimating projected enrollments of
the two segments. are essentially the same, Commission staff recommends
no change. However, it should be recognized that -although methodologies
for estimating headcount enrollment are essentially the same, copversion
'of these estimates to FTE enrollments differ substantially between the
' two segments. .The California  State University and Cplleges: calculates -
in reference to the level of instruction as well as by lgvel of student.
e University of California, on the other haﬁﬁ, calculates FTE based on
he class level of students. . )
is the recommendation of Commission staff that both. actual enrollments
.and enrollment estimates of FTE students be reported by. Tevel of instruc-
tion for®all students other than-doctoral II and profizbional students, \5~
and by level of student for all student levels includihg doctoral II and
professional students.

, e

Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE)

Full-Time'Equiv ency is a ‘measure of enrollmént which can be calculated
by either (1) dividing the total number of student credit unmits by some
' standard student load measure for a specific period of time; or (2) by |
' assigning ‘a rate of’ ‘progress by a student tqwards a degree - (0.00, 0. 25,
0.50, 0.75, 1.00 FTE at the graduate.level). 1In using eipher methodology,
FTE becomes a principal element in determining the need for- institutional ’
resourcds. Additional FTE faculty requested by an institution’ for
example, is based'on the number of additional FTE students expected to
enroll in the forthcoming budget year. : v , .

Students are ¢lassified by level of progress towards a degree, i.e.,
".freshmen and sophomores (lower division), juniors and senior% (upper
J.division), and master’ S, proféssional doctoral I and doctOral II students

(graduate students) Courses, er, are classified by level of

instruction, i.e., lower division, upper division, or graduate. Students

generate credit .u units when enrollgd in classes. Lower division courses
are taken on occasion’ by upper di sion and graduate studehts, and con--
‘ versely lower divisiqon students take on occasion upper’division and’ even
A .~ graduate coursework. - ‘ . : ¥ :
Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the percent distribution of squdent credits by
/bOth level of instruction and. level of student.

Table l distributes totai credit units geﬁerated by Level of inst}éction,
e.g., credit units generated from all lower divigion- courses distributed
by the level of studemts registered for these cfedit’ upits, . The State
University and Colleges reports that of all lower division, course credits
taken by studentg, 56.68% were generated by lower divisiotn- students;

N 40.14% by upper division\students, and 3 18% by graduate students

v
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e s N % aBle(ﬂl "
;1 N L -m N, .’ P .‘ : .’{/
’ p Percent Distrg%ugion &%NQp&ergraﬂ“ate/Gradufte'SFudent‘\
; ' Credit Units By Levelfdf Student _ - ,
: ,ﬁ@ ‘ ,‘."; / _ P
T ~ N . Student Level
Level of i Lower Divibion Uﬁpe; Division Gfﬁdhate T Graduate II
Instruction UC CsucC ucC . CSUC UC . CSUC uc CSUC
Lower Division '65.92 56.68 33.10 40.14 0.59 3.18 0.39 N/A.
.. v o . .
Upper Division . 15.35 12.13 , . 78.33 73.35 3.86 14.51 2.46 N/A
Graduate -

0.20 0.53 3.02  5.87 32.87 93.60 64.00 N/A

1. Universitf?;f California 1974-75 the California State University and Colleges

data, 1975-76. .
{ .

Table 2

' Percent, Digtribution of Student Credit Units
By Level of Imstructionl

=
. EE / _: Instrﬁctioﬁ Levell ‘ R .
X "Level of Lowe;]Division ' Upper‘Dibision f ‘éraduate”' K -
® Student // - - - ) .
| uc V- CSUC  UC - GSUC uc - gsuc
S » _ ' . .
. Lower Division 79.41  77.74* 20,50 22.13  .0.08 - 0.13
-Upper D_ivision 27.35 ~ 28:92 - 71.73 70.30 ¢ 0.92 ©0.78
, Masters 3.56 . 8.00.  26.68"  48.61  69.76 43.391 '
2 Professional 114 \N/A' 12.29 WA 86.57 N/A»
\-sradga:'e I 3.23 N/ 19..~6§ " N/a 77.10 . N/A
.GraduateIIi S - 1.73 N/A‘ 8.57  .N/a,  89.69 o N/# '

L

3

1. 'Universitv of 'California data, 1974-15’3 ‘the California State University
and Colleges data 1975 76.
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Table 2 reverses the accounting procedure, and identifies all student
credit units generated by students at each level, regardless of the .
level of the courses, %ooking at student credit units generated by
lower division students within the State University and Colleges, we
find that 77.74% of ftheir units are at the lower division Instructiomal

level, while 22.13% are at the upper division level of instruction, and
0.13% at the graduate level of insgruction. :

Lower division and upper division students at both the University and
at the State University and Colleges tend to follow similar patterns in
the level of courses for which théy enroll.

“ o, ot &

Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6§ display the actual number of student credit units
generated by level of-dnstruction and level of student for both segments,
rather than peicentagg breakouts as in Tables 1 and 2. These t s

are intended®2s a further display of significance for using ong’ accpunting
procedure as opposed tg}another in deriving and reporting FTE students.

Table 3

Distribution of Student Credit Units
by Level of Instruction and Headcount anollqeu:

the Califaornia Stace University and Colleges 1975-76

[ Term ) !{

hvel o; . Level of Instruction Headcount

Student ° Lower Division Upper Division. Craduate Total Enrollment

Lower Division 2,330,010 663,255 4,008 2,990,270 75,58

Upper Division 1,649,745 4,010,040 ?44,415 5,704,200 156,380 °

Maa;.ra 130,680 793,485 708,255 1,632,420 71,465
Professional N/A N/A T N/A N/A N/A

Graduate I N/A R N/A N/A® N/A N/A

\ Graduate II N/A N/A N/ N/A n/a ®

TOTAL 4,110,435 5,466,780 756,675 10,333,890 . 303,429

~14-
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Tabls &

Discribution of* Student Credit Units
by Level of Instruction and Term Headcount Enrollment

University of Califoraia 1976-75'

: N Texa
Lavel of Level of Instruction Headcount
Student Lover Divigion Upper Division Graduate Total Enrollment
Lowar Division 397,598 ' 102,641 450 300, 689 35,313 .
‘ . Uppsr Division . 199, 644 523,600 5,7i6 729,960 30,470
. Mastars 2,907 21,793 36,983 81,683 7,931
* Profassional 840 9,029 63,601 73,670, 5,348
. ) _ g
Craduate 1 663 4,030 13,802 20,495 1,887
Creduate 1I 1,507 7,430 77,547 86.906 -t 9,457
. - -
TOTAL- R ° 603,1.561 \ 668,583 221,462 1,493,201 109,406
l. Totsl Lnﬁ}cci{- dus to rounding.
-
. “Teble $
Distribution of Student «Credlt Unigs .
y by Lavsl of $tudent
L I The California State Univeraity and 00110303(1575-76 ~
14 - . -
level of Studant Pl
Level of Aover Upper .
Instruction Division 'Diviefon Masters Profsssional Craduaste I  Greduats II Total
Lower Division 1,698,852 1,203,103.5 95,311 ’ N/A N/A N/A 2,997,270
- 'y : . o
Upper Division 691,920 4,184,031 827,679 N/A “N/A N/A $,704,200
Gresduste 8,632 95,823 1,327,943 N/A N/A N/A 1,632,420
TOTAL 2,399,424 5,482,937.5 2,450,937 N/A N/A N/A 10,533,390
. ~
' e
Ld -
’ -~ ;i p
* Teble 6
Distribution of Student Cradit Unite -
by Level of Student \
University of Californis 1974-75 . .
) Lavel af Student -
Lavel of Lower Uppsr
Instruction Division Divieion Masters Professionsl Gredusts I  Greduste II Total
ra , -
Lover Division 397,599 199,644 2,907 840 . 663 1,507 603,154
Upper Divieion 102,628 523,702 21,791 9,027 4,012 7,421 668,585
R .
Grpduats 443 6,688 56,987 63,601 15,812 78,132 221,462
. B ‘ ! :
TOTAL 500,687 729,960 81,684 73,467 20,467 87,060 1,493,201
3
. .
!' '
£ . w..
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The total nuﬁber of student credit units generated by students is the
same, whether identified by level of instruction or. ,by level of student.
HoweVer, a considerable difference in enrollment. reporting by lower
division, upper division, and graduate division is evident as a ‘result -
. of using one accounting procedure rather than another. Table 7 below .
- converts semestér student credit units generated by students. within the
California State University and Colleges to quarter student credit units
in ordér to 1llustrate the FTE calculation in a similar manner for both
senior segments of public highem-education. : .

. [
% . .
.

Table 7 - .S

Distribution of S:udenc Credit Units and Number of
Full-Time Equivalent Students by Levei of
Student and Lavel of Ins run:ion

the California State Yniversity and Colleges '1975-76

L g Edd - e ,
. Total Spudent Credit ) | Total Stpdent .Credit
Units /by Level o£ FTE'by Level of Units by Level of. 'FIE by Level ~
N . . I ctuc:}on _ Ianstruction , * Student ' of Student
Lower Division - 4,110,435 91,343 ..2,997,270 ' 66,606
\ Upper, Division 5,466,780 . 121,484 ° 5,704,200 126,760
A ' . . :
Master/Graduate + 756,675 1,632,420 ‘ 36,276
TOTAL {_ 10,333,890 10,333,890 . 229,642
1. Agnualized FTE = SCU + 45 quarter units. A\
A\ : Z O
‘-
|

. -16- ’ e
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substantially. - = g . LN

When studeéntg: are classified by their progress towards a degree, e. 8.,
level of Stugbnt, there are fewer lower division FTE students within

the California State University and Colleges than in the case when FTE
students are calculated based upon the total student credit units gen-

érated at the lower division course level.

=At the University a similar occureace is noted (See Tables .8 and 9).
- After subtracting the number of student credit units geénerated by .. .

professidnal and doctoral, II students from the ,total number of student
credit units 'at_the lower division, upper diviaion, and éraduate levels
of instruction,” the FTE distribution by two accounting mathods differs

-3

v - - AP
The undergraduate mix of FTE. students by level of - instruction within the
California State University and Colleges 1is.42.9% lower .division, 57.1%
upper division. The undergraduate mix of FTE students by laevel of stu-

dent 1is 34.4% lower division, 65.6% upper division. The dccounting

. procedure glso makes a considerable difference when reporting the under-

graduate/graddate FTE student mix. If reporting by level of insttruction,

.92:7% of the FTE enrollment is at the undergraduate level and'7.3% 1s at

the graduate level. (On the other hand, only 84.2% of the gtudents are .
undergraduates and the graduate population doubles to 15 8%, when
accounting by level of student. Although there may be justification for -,
reporting FTE by level of student at the professional and graduate II
level, instructional cdsts are more. directly influenced by the level of -
the course being taught, rather than by the level of student ‘who may be
registered for the course.

Using student credit units as the basis for determining FTE is appropriate
for reporqing ‘enrollments at the jundergraduate, master's, and firstzdoc-
toral student levels. At the profeSsional and second doctoral levéﬂ '
however, students within the University of California are- engaged*in _
research and .teaching. These activities are essential to' their program,
but do not generate student credit units. Were second doctgral level

FTE to be calculated from student credit units, an inadequate picture
would be presented of the resources expended on behalf of these stidents.

.The University currently assesses progress of these students toward their

"o
o

degree objective, and assigns an FTE value ‘to the student of 0.0, 0.25,
0.50, 0.75, or 1.00. Commission staff recommends continuation of this
practice at the professional and second doctoral levels. For those

areas in which tfie two segments are most similér, i.e., undergraduate and
master's and doctoral I, Commission staff favors budgetary reporting of
FTE students by level of instruction.

» W

[

8. Staff recommends that the Univergity continue with,its present practice

. of assigning a role of progress toward a degree of 0.00, 0.25, 0.50,
0.75, or 1.00 FTIE for professional and doctoral II students Therefore,
to avoid duplication in accounting: for FTE by both leve1 of student
and level of instruction, number of student credit units generated by
professional and doctoral II studehits has been subtracted at the lower
division, upper division, and graduate levels of instruction student
credit unit totals. . ; S

. -17-.
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_ Table 8 / . [ ’ ' Table 9 ' b .
' ‘ o ' : T S - T
Dstribution of Student Credit Units e " Distributdon of Student Credit Units and i o o

by Level of Inatruction” * o \ Husber of Fgllf/fl‘lneltqulvnlent Student by Level of Student ? Co &

:9 ‘ ; | ‘ ‘ | ] - . ' :
‘ ,’ b N o

Univetaity of California 1974-15 Ungveraity of Californfa 19%4-15 . . o -

A , ) Y t _ . . . 1 - ) : . . |

Lavel of Total Wby " PRy level of Total QU by FIE by

Instruction Leel of Instruction ,  Level of Instruction  Student Level of Stufest Level of Student

X | . ) . ¥ ' L] " ' ot ) v d
.: T ‘ \' ) , ‘ . - i 412,{%‘/. ‘(l
Lower bivislont .V 600,76 - 40,052 Lover Division ©'500,687 ! . ?J%mm ‘
s . ) ~ . RYAR ,. - ., "‘f'\.‘
Upper Divislon? ©ps2,110 43,470 Upper Divisfon 129,960 %‘ A&’,‘.ﬁ_" .
" Graduate o) noy 69 e BL 684 " -
* Cradyate 160,403 W85 v o Profedsdonsl 13,467 "sim
‘ ‘ R : , N ; ‘
I | ‘ | Craduats 1 20,467 L D f
0L 1,483,201 106,366 . S
Craduatg 11’ 86,936 9,047 ¢
ph " 7 — ‘ . ! 4 .

1. Totel number student credit units minus the number of student cre=  qOmAL 1,493,201 ! 104'7415 3,3»
dit unlts taken by professional snd doctoral 11 students at this . ‘ A,

o > level of {natruction; (603,154 - 2,318 = 600,776). l y ' ST e e

* 2. Totel nusber student credit unite minus the number of student tre- ‘ 'I:‘ ! :.‘-'..'f""
dLL units taken by professional an dottoral JI students at this e e
level of fnstructlon; (668,585 « 16,475 = 652,110), ‘ ' . .

3, Total number student credit un‘itaffinus the nusber of student cre-

v 4l undes teken by profesaional and dogtoral I1 students at this 3 :

- level of instruction; (221,462 ~ 141,530 « 79,912), ) ¢ ‘

4, 'the nugber of studeat’ credit units generated by professional and ; o
doctoral 11 stydenta o subtractel from the total nusber of student  ° * ., , f
credit undts generated at the lower division, upper diviaion, and * .y
graduate levels alnce professional and doctoral 11 FTE 1a calculated
by an assdgned porcentage of Pull-Time Equivalency, 1.e., 0,00, 0.25,

0.30, 0.75, or 1.00. 1If the number of credit units' generated by

professfonal and doctoral 11 etudents vas fncluded Ly the totalé ‘

nunber of etudent credit unite at the three levels of Lnstruction,

double counting of PTE would ensuet once -at the level of instruction ’

and once at the level of student calculations f '

5, FIE totdly ore dlssludlor due to diftering accounting procedurea’ ! "

*cauleuluted by efther lovel of fustruction or level of student. oA )

‘ ZI ‘ , , ' ) 1&' .
O ' "y N f ’



Governor's Budget Terminology' .
: ~7
)
+5_. - The Department of Finance, in displaying segmental budgets in the Governor S,

Budget, uses seyeral identical terms for both segments, but with different

meanings for each segment. Among terms appearing in ‘the 1976-77 Governor's
+ Budget were the following: . : ’

ACTUAL 1974-75 This term had the same meaning in both segmental R
budget :presentations. "Actual" referred to aniaccepted historic
reported enrollment figure for the year prior to the year in which
the budget proposal wag,being submitted” 5; ¥

BUDGETED 1975—76 As applied to in the UhiverSlty of Callfornla budget
proposal, this teim refefred to the enrollment stpport f1gure approved
for the current year by the previous year's Budget Act. It is neither
the actual enrollment for the year, nor an estimate of that enroll-
ment. The Califérnf State University and Coileges used the term
"Budgeted 1976-77." Hence, the term "budgeteﬂ"«refers to the prOJected
or proposed enrollments in the forthcoming year for .which they were
seeking legislative and gubermatorial supporﬁ. In presenting ¢ en-
tal budgets, the Department of Finance had u$ed the term "budgetéd"

for .both segments,:but in deference to different years and with different
meanings.

.

“ REVISED 1975-76 and ESTIMATED 1975-76 These were diss1m11ar terms,

- with identical meanings, applied by the Department of F1nance to the
University of California and to the State University and Colleges
respectively. - The terms were intended to convey the segments' best

, estimates of how many students were enrolled on census gate in the h
" fall term, 1975 - s > p o

f

PROPOSED 1976-77-and BUDGETED 1976-77 These terms were used respec—
tively for the University and the State’ University and Colleges.

These dissimilar terms, jhowever, had similar meanings, viz., the
segments' projected enrollment for the forthc0m1ng year for which they
were seekﬁng budgetary, support.

L TR IR

Commission staff recommends that past,. budget supported, present, "and pro-
jected enrollment terms and definitions of these terms as presented in the

Governor's Budget proposal be identical for both'’ 'segments. r the year -
" prior to the year in which thé budget proposal ié presented, /gtaff recom- s
- mends retention of the term ACTUAL as a report of accepted hisitoric fact. ¢

1

I#

. The current year support budget enrollment figures should be identified as
BUDGETED. As a statement reflecting the segments! best judgment of current
y7&r enrollments, staff recommends use of the term ESTIMATED. '

'Fhr the budget request year, Commission staff recommends the term PROPOSED.
Fhls figure should reflect projections of recent enrollment trends, esti-
mates of the number of students who will enroll, and polTcy considerations

' /of the two segments as an enrollment base fot budgetary support.

o g
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S Assomblk Bill No.551 o Mholeorin pnrl uponatudent enrollment of estlmnleslhereol ll “
I \ =71 consider utlzation of the uniform standards and griterla devéldped - -
e | | o - and recommended by theICalllornla l’ostsecondary Bducatlon i
O cnmnnloos : ¢ Coomisin, |

An act relnnng tbbudgehngby publlclnshtuhons of hlqller educa: . e lol‘ R
tlon L E ) S '

o Lo . oL o N N

, [Approved by Covémor Se lember!l 1978, l‘lled with’
A Semmy olSlnle plembor!’l Wl&]

3 LECISLATIVE counsonsmcnsr o R e
ABS57 l(npllolf UC and CSUC: budgets. ~ ~ 4 | T ‘. =
- The law does not currently mandate any specified method of re- tee Nt

. porting student enrollment at the University of California and the o e |
. Cnhfomla State Unlverslty and Colleges for shte budgetnry pur-

'l‘hn bill expresses the Legxslatureslntent that ln npproprlnhng L T

funds fog the support of public higher educahon, the Legidature -+ * .V -

. have aldllable“toitlactunl comparative data concerning student . - - EEE AL N

~ enrollment at the two segments of public higher education, The bill o .

directs the California Postsecongaey Education Commission to de-. e . e
 velop uniform standards and £riteria for reporting and estimating | P
‘student enrollment, and redyires that, commencing'with fiscal year g | ’ |

+ H 1977-78, budgetary requests hnd appropriations therefor which are - R . o

" hased upon student enrollment, consider the utilization of the uni- - L
form standards and criteriaeveloped and recommended by the 0 \
Califonia Postsecondary Edpegtion Gommission. ~ ~ - - N e

. L
o
~

The people of the State of Collfarmn do enncl‘as[ollows R ’ , o ) | | o _

SECTION 1. Enrollment data are a major lactor in evaluating - o
" budgetary support and capital outlay needs-of the University of - | |
California and the California State Unwemty apd Colleges.
" Enrollment comparisons among the various segments of higher T ' ‘ .
education are useful only If entollment data ar based upon similar e : R ',
" criteri, It is essentigl that the Legislature, in appropriating public : S | \
funds for support of the University of Galiornia and the California
State University and Colleges, have available to it factual .
" comparative data concerning student entollment and the cost of |
education among the various segments of public higher education. - S
- SEC.2 ‘The. Calfornia Postsecondary Education Commission S | L >
-~ shal develop standards and - criteria, for Teporting the actual and D L S
* estimated student enrollment nllhe University of California and at - |
~ the California State U‘mverslly ‘and Colleges. Such standards and : '
""" prietia shall be niform for the two segments to the extent feasible - AT O am
et and  desirable, so as o faciftate ¢ comparisons of the costs and needs - | C . Al
", & two segments Commencing with the.1977-78 fiscal year, all . Coe L | L
‘ retary requests, and approprwhons}he'relor, which arebased llL. S e L Yy
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Glossary of Enro]]ment’Re]atéd Terms for

the University of Ca]if&rnia and

the Ca11forn1a State Un1versity and Co11eges
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R ' CALIFORVIA POSTSE\‘:?ADARY; (W
de . EDUCATION. COMMISSION $ |
aoo M - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 'EFINITIONS v Qo
S By TO ‘ENROLLMENT RELATED TERMS - . .
Ny D :" / [ l .'f . /l

. Headcodﬁ&*{nro]]mentJ

““.‘f; Annual Undergraduate ﬁTE -Level:. of Student = 30 semester or 45

iﬂ~v. . . P - Pkuilg .

S
f'_“"‘.‘.. 8 " , b ) . K . e ; | . [
+ bl ‘ - ‘ o )
R AL . i
: | 2 S - . Lo
/ . i «

Headcount-enrollments at both the dergraduateland graduate levels'

s, are defined as the number of studéents enrolled %or credit as of the

.. census date of each term. PR 3§ 5
[YTRE * . } ] kt . (‘fﬁ X \ . . ] . -
Average Te;m Enrollment - Headcount . B e
" Sum of term enrollments divided by the number of regular terms in . ‘.J\\

academic year, (or college year, if including a state—supported
summer term).

Average Term Enro]]ment - FTE

. ‘ ) I

Sum of term Full-Time Equival ncy enrollment, at either levezkof -

instruction or level of studept, divided by the number of regilar s
terms in‘the academic year, (br college year if including a state-
supported summer term). o -
Undergraduate FTE R
S . _ ‘
The Full-Time Equivalency o£ an undergraduate is dgrived by taking . .
~the normal amount of total credit units needed to attain a- baccalaureate,

divided by the number of . te&ms normally kequired for completion of .a
\baccalaureate Pt |

o

e e
¥

For both the University of/Califorﬁia and the California State
University and Colleges: e

| A Con
. Term Undergraduate FTEi,Levgl of Student = lS student credit units

T

. taken by an undergraduate student.

e Term Undergraduate F ,.Level of Instruction = 15 student credit
. units taken at the un ergraduate level of insttuction
' COH & e .

——

. ‘quarter units taken b# aﬁ undergraduate student.

. Annual Undergraduate ETE Levhl of Instruction = 30 semester or i .
45 quarter units tak7n at the undergraduate level of instruction. y
- ’

Graduate FTE. ’f A ,~‘f S o 1: ‘
- The Full—Time Equivalenlx of master S,* post—baccalaureate and,doctdral 1

- graduates 'is derived by taking the. normal amount of ‘total credit units

o needng to attain a mas er s or its’ equivalent, divided by the number of .

(- terms normally require

for cOmpletion of afmaster 8 pr its equiValént

PP

Y



The+Full=Time Equivalency for firsuz professional and doctoral II S R

} graduates is- derived by an: assessed percentage of full-timeness,

i.e.; 1.00, 0.75, 0.50, 0.25, 0.00 PTE. A ;_ _ . T

For the California State University *and Colleg s.' ¥
1«’ ‘ ‘

. Term Graduate FTEj Master's and Post-BaccalhureateL_Level of Student = &g.,

15 semester or. quarter student credit unit7 ‘hy a graduate student, -

u\

" . Term Graduate FTE Master s and Post-Baccal,aureate, Level of Instruction -

- 15 semester or quarter student credit unit taken at the graduate
level of ipstruction. . | | DR - ‘
, N - '
. _Annual Graduate FTE, Master's and Post-Bac alaureate, Level of - Student =
"30 semester or 45 quarter student credit its taken by a graduate

student. ) . ’ i .
s o S ] ' ! ’ //_

Annual Graduate FTE, Master's and Post-Ba caﬂaureate\JLevel of Instruhtion a .
30 semester or 45 quarter student credit v its taken at 'the graduate .
level of instructiOnJ :

For the University pf California

~

. Term Graduate FTE, Master's’ and Post—Bac alaureatg, Level of Student = '
12 quarter studen; credit units taken by ja graduate student,: '

.\

Term Graduate/FTE Mastet's and Post-Bacéalaureate, Level of Instruction =
12 quarter Qdudent credit units taken at[the graduate level of inmstruction. -
‘Annual Graduate FTE, Master's anleost-thcalaureateb Level of Student = «
36 quarter student credit units taken by a graduatg student.

¢ . . 'y
./ : ,

1.

Annual Graduate FTE, Master's and‘Post-Baccalaureaté; Level of Instruction =
36 quarter student‘credit units taken at the graduateyxévellof instrﬂction,'

Term Graduate FTE, Doctoral Iy Level of, Student = 12 quarten student credit
units taken by a graduate stuﬁent i T

-
e . ' . ' ~
.

N

| . ‘ \
- ?Term Graduate'FTE, Doctoral Iy Level oﬂ Instruction = 12 quarter student

credit units taken at the graduaté'levjl of instructff

Annual‘Graduate FTE, Doctorai 1; Level of Student = 36 quarter student
credit units takén by a graduate student.’ s

¢ . A
Annual Graduate FTE Doctoral I3 eveﬁ of Instruction = 36 quarter student
credit units taken at the: graduﬂfe le{el‘pf instruction

Term Graduate FTElfProfessional and Doctoral II; Level of Student = a _;i' a
-percent of full-timeness towards a ddctorate or professional degree’ ‘

taken by a graduate student in a tenp .

.’/ .

Percent of full-timeriess is defined as: 1.00, 0.75, 0.50, 0.25, 0.00 FIE.

' B B-2 - o



. Term Graduate FTE, Professional_and Doctoral II; Level of Instruction
" is equivalent to ‘term- graduate ‘FTE level of student.

. .Annual Graduate FTE Professional and Doctoral II"Level of Student =

1a percent of full-timeness to rd a doctorate, taken by a gradudte
- ~‘$tudent in one academic year. :

. . Annual Graduate FTE, Professional and Doctoral fl; el of Instruction
.is equivalent to annual gfaduate FTE level' of stude 7

Level of Instruction -

N

: v
The level -of offering for instructional courses. The following three
categories constitiute level of instruction: S '
[» R .
' ‘e Lower Division - course numb ng system usually aSSociated with the
Co- - first two years of undergraduate study. . o .

Upper Division ~ course numbering system usually associated with the
last two years of undergraduate study.

o

. Graduate (and Professional) ~ course numbering system usually associated

with post-baccalaureate students in graduate or professional programs.

L4
>

~ Level of Student ' : '

The total.accredited work by ‘a student which reflects his level of progress AR

towards a degree, diploma, certificate or credential

“Included are the following 'cagegories:
: \

| Undergraduate Student ) ' .
ay .
A student who does not Hold an acc;;Zable baccalaureate degree or its
equivalent. R
~ . Lower Division: Includes students who are enrolled in‘programs aE
—— " leading to an associate degree (includinguthree year associate.

- degree programs) or in undergraduate’ occupational or vocational
T - programs of three Year duration or. lkess léading "to-a cemtificate )
RN " or diploma, -and other undergraduate studénts who  have earned' less
than fifty percent of the number of academic credits or program,
requirements normally required for a bachelor s degree (typically

freshmen or sophomores) -
' Lpwer Divisien: 59.9 or less semester undts :
- - 89.9 or 1lbss quarter units - Y

8‘.

Freshman: 0.0 -~ 29.9 semester units ° .
0.0 - 44.9 quarter units =~ 7
\

- . ' I8

g - Sophomore: 30 - 59.9 semester units
h ) " 45 - 89.9 quarter units

B-3
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. Upper Division: 'Includes all undergraduate students who ‘are not
enrbolled 'in associate degree or occupational-vocational certi-
ficate programs and who have successfully completed. fifty percent

_or more-of the academic ¢redits or program requirements-normally '
required for a bachelor's degree (typically categorized as junilors
and seniors). Includes students in years three, four, and five of |
five-year bachelor's degree programs : .-

Upper’ Division. 60 -or more semester units.'.
o - 90 or more quarter units
' P '
- - Junior: “60 - 89.9 semester: units
) ' ' 90 - 134 9 quarter units.
Senior:” 90 or more semester units

‘ ! 135 or more quarter-units ,

Post-Baccalaureate Student T vﬂ.i o
B ’l‘ . “ .
Includes students who have returned after completion of at least a
bachelor's degree to achiéve further educatiomal objectives and who -
are ﬁot enrolled in a graduate degree. program. v

A
Graduate Student

. students.

Graduate 'students are thoge stidlents holding a bachelor s degree or
its equivalent who are enrolled.in a graduate degree program.

<
Master st Includes students enrolled in a master s degree program

Doctoral I: Includes all students who hold a bachelor's degree or
the equivalent (or first’ professional degree) and (a) are enrolled
in a dogtoral degree, _program; but have not earned a master's degree
and have fewer than the equivalent number of credits normally
rquired for .a master's degree,-or (b) are enrolled in a special,
unclassified, visitor, o6r nmon-degree/seeking status, or (c) are
enrolled in an educational specialist certificate, dégree, ‘or
. coordipate intermediate level degree program, whether or not they

poSSeSS an eamed master ] degree v
™~ °

. ".Doctoral II: Includes all Students who are enrolled in a doctoral
‘degree program (excluding "professional") except those who are
‘doctoral I students by the definiticht provided above.

.- Professional: Includes all students wha are enrolled in any one of
- the following "first professional" degree programs: . M.Dy, D.O.4
L L.B,, or,J.D:, D.D.S., D.¥. M., 0~D:,“B D., M. Div., ‘Rabbi, Pod D .

o POM Students enroLled in undergraduate pre-professional" curricula

o and. students in the first two years (corresponding to.the under--

graduate freshman and sophomore year) of integrated professional
degree programs are lower division, and not first profesqional

32
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T Weekly Student Contact Hours - - : | _ {‘

+ 3

T
A

A@gregate of the number of hours spent. in class per week by‘%he enrollees

in the class. @ 500" © - . , -
. 3'- . ', . . b P Q o
" Fu]]-Time Undergraduate'Student . o oot
. For any given term, .a student with twelve or more semester or quarter an
. units attempted on eeuSus date.
FulT=Time Graduate Student
_For any given term, a student with at least 75% of Full-Time Equivalency
.or 75% of a normal load required to complete a student program or course
-of study within the normal time.
‘ Part-Time Undergraduate Student
For ‘any given term, a student with less than 12 semester or quarter ,
L units attempted on. census date. ' '
- \
‘ Part Time Graduate Student : : k '
For any given term, a student wiuh less than 75% of Full-Time Equivalency
M ' or less than 75% of a normal load required to complete a student prOgram
. . or course of study within the normal time.
N\ \
o \ q
: .
‘ .
N M . ; );‘. .
\ i | V‘ . ~;‘ ‘ 3 ‘?. .
< !:‘ Il } * T
By ' b . ' . )
. . v v
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' ‘the University of California, and:-
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STATE OF cmromu , : , _ B © EDMUND G. BROWN JR.; Govern

DEPARTMENT' OF FINANCE |

SACRAMENTO . ‘ <

August 1, 1976 °

4

 Dr. Horace Crandell Principal Highér Education Specialist l o L f
Postsecondary Education Commission o ;
1020 Twelfth Street N . : s $

Sacramento, California 95814 .

Dear Dr. Crande11, . - R _ . e

Walter Hollmagn has asked me to respond to the questions in.your 1etter of

July 26, 1976 N ' :

(1) and (2) The Population Research Unit uses two basic demographic methods to -
project fall headecount enrollment in the University of California and
California State University and Colleges systems. With very slight varjations

' the two segments are treated the .same methodologically. One methed is the
student flow model, which uses historical progression rates, continuation
rates and projected graduates of California high 'schools and the ‘other i{§ an
age/sex participation model, which uses a history of participation rates and
projected California population by ‘age and sex. Currently both segments are

_ projected systemwide only and include fall headcount énly, a category which

" does not appear in the Governor's budget. There is projected "annual .average

headcount” .shown for the UC, and all other enrollment projection tables are

lexpressed in terms of FTE, which we. -do not project, -

All of the projections shown in the Governor's Budget come from the segments.
Technically, neither .of our fall headcount enrollment projections for the
'UC or CSUC are used in any of them. For neither system are pur updated
projections available in time for the budget preparation.
" We work with both segments in the preparation of the projections, but
) especially so with -CSUC, The Department of Finance projections are not used
o directly in the Budget, but as a control factor. We generally have to give
approval of tbe segments projected enrollments. { g » , ,
(3) There is virtually no difference'in methodology used in the two segments. .
Thére can be different assumptions based on policy considerations., We project
graduate students foi?CSUC but not for UC, for example.

(4) a. - "projected enrollmént" refers to any future year where there is no hard
- , indiﬁ;tor\data ' )
Jb{ estimated enrollment' refers to any year where we have some hard

N indicator data but the actual enrollment was or is nét available at the
time of the estimate, : '

c-1




Dr. Horace Crandell | ‘ - '
August l,,1976 ‘ - ‘ o .
Page 2 - : - ‘ . : f

e
<

(&) c. "budgeted enrollment" would be the'budgi} year enrollment either estimited
' or projected appearing in ‘the Budgét know of no common usage of: ‘this
term, and I suspect that most people Vsing it WOuld mean "budgeted FTE."'
(5) Methodologies would be changed if the basic enrollment categories used in
budgeting vere’ revised . ) , -
Let.me know if,I can provide &ny further detail. N I

i

"‘S1ncerely, : . Lt

Donald E. Hills, Associate Demographic Analyst
' Population: Research Unit - N
( 1025 P St'eet Room 328
‘Sacramento, CA 95814
*916-322-4651

'DEH: skh f' | . (’

Pl

ce: John G. Harrisoh o . B B
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/" 'UNIVERSIFY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC PLAN, 1974-1978 .

‘Enrollment Projections

}f ‘ \ : RS

o A v S o o s .
: ‘ PROSPECTS FOR THE 1970s T
L . . , « T '

-~ .
IS .

_ .New\“derr{ograpt‘xic, trends and x:el-afed' shifts in the levels of ﬁScalﬁésources are-the
 primary changes affecting the environment and the planning needs of the Univer- °
- sity-of California in the 1970s. ’ :

) [T
'

g

'T'he;-.University's 1966 and 1969 Academic Plans were bas‘ed{onvmuch’ highér pro- °

_jections of student enrollment than are currently expected. The garlier projections

assumed a continuation of “the de_fnographic trends and the pattern of 'in-migration
to California experienced in the 1950s and .early 1960s. But the 1970 Census dis-

closed sharply downward shifts in both the birth rates for the nation as’'a whole.

,'and the in-migration rates for California. The University's, Growth Plan Task
. Force refforted in mid-1971 that demographic data .indicated that the University

=

-

would need to grow -- but at a declining rate -- during the 1970s to .accommodate f

future students still in high schdol or elementary-grades, but that growth might

cease altogethér for a time in the decade of the 1980s. More recent data have

_indicated the need for scaling enrollment projections dow,nwar\dwimewhat further

than was done in the Growth Plan Task Force Repozt.

Tables- 1 and 2 show the University's most recent ten-year projections for general
campus enrollments and health sciences enrollments. The, tables taken together .
project a total enrollment growth for the University of about 20 percent over the -
decade of the ¥970s. By contrast, -actual University enrollment growth between
1960 and 1970 arfounted tq 119 percent. - I

“The University's 1969 Academic Plan, anticipatixig a continuation of rapid enroll-:

ment growth, established "planned maximum enroliments" of 25,000 to 27,500
students each for the growing campuses -- Irvine, Riverside, San Diego, Santa
Barbara, and Santa Cruz -- and _estimated that these ceilings would be reached
between 1980 and 2000. The current Academic Plan does not attempt to set maxi-' |
mum enrollments for these campuses. But it is clear that the high figures of the
1969 Plan are no longer relevant for planning purposes on these campuses . In-
stead, campus planning will be based on the current ten-year projections, and

kept sufficiently flexible so that a campus can adapt as needed to changes down-

. ward or upward in the projections as they are revised and’ extended year by year.

. New ten;year projections are prepared by the University each spring. Eacﬁ'campus

_rollment Advisory Committee then reviews the projections and makes ‘its recommenda-

makes a tentative projection which incorporates its own plans and expectations,
and_the Office of the Vige President - Planning prepares a.projection for the Uni-
versity as a whole and for the campuses, using ‘State De"ﬁ'artm’ent of Finance demo-
graphic data, information on application trepnds; estimated results of redirection
among the campuses; and other materials. Differences between Universitywide and

o

campus projections are discussed and us jally. resolved, and thé& Universitywide En-

tions to-the President, who establishes and issues.the University's official ten-year
enrgllment plan. The near-year figures are used for preparation of the University's

. Cperating Budget. The, long-term projections are used for preparation of the Capi-

tal .Outlay Budget. In addition, the projections are ‘used for planning purposes by
the APPR Board and other groups throughout the University, and to some extent”

by governmental bodies and civic and commercial interests in the surrounding com-
e T e

munities. :

> ' T )
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« Tables 1:and 2, then, are the projections whieh w€re issued in the spring of 19735 . oY
. (with some minor -revisions). A new set of projections will be.available shortly -~ .= ¢ . 2
after this Academic Plan is issued.. It should-be emphasized that the figures do N A
_change.somewhat each year and are not tobe read as long-term commitments, » ' % L
Actual ‘enrollments may, reveal. unexpec ed /shortfalls or may considerably.ex¢ged - " - 7
estimates, and projections ace-revised annually to reflect actual enrollment ex~ . =~

]
! perience ang .;,_ggheig-.;,fdétors. U L ' s ; .o
. . TR T . SRR RN R
- Undergraduate Enrollments - The University.admits, all qualified undergraduate . £ -
applicants from California (on their preferred campus, if possible, or on an . o
alternate campus through the redirection process), and offers admission to . - Peob
exceptionally able dpplicdnts from outside the ‘State. . State demographic ‘trends are | * [

a major determinant of undergraduate enrollménts. - About 90 percent of 'the Univer-
o sity! entering;‘?-fi}r'st-year students are recent graduates-of California high sghicols.
"' The’ Population- ‘Division of the State Department of Finance provides the University

each year with projections of Staté high school graduates by county. "These pro- . ” o
o

0
Lo

" jections, when combined with trends in applications from jndividual California ,

_ sdountiés and similgrly” derived information for transfer students and for out-of-State

_/applicants, are us}d in projecting enrollments for each campus. Where the re-’

: sultant campus totals are projected to exceed either temporary capacity or permanent
enrollment ceilings, the prdjected excess applicants are distributed to campuses v
wHere facilities are availablé. Past experience with redirection indicates that only"
about 30 percent of redirected applicants register at the new campus., “ag-compared

. with 50 percent of.applicants who actually enroll'at the campus of, their first choice.. : |

.The University hgpes to improve its redirection process, especially through redirec-

.*  tion earlier in the year, with the expectation that earlier redirection will result in

s - higher rates of a c’é'zptanpe of ‘new campus assignments.. S
° ¢ 4 PRSI e R . i

Table 3 (see foll v/\zing page) shows the Depértment. of Finahce "Provisional Projec-
‘tions of Public High School#Twelfth Grade Graduates" for California for the current
planning .pertod, - Two séts of figures are given;, those“dated April 1972 which were
used in preparing Table 1 in March of 1973, and those dated July 973 which will

' . be used in the

[

Iniversity's preparation of the next set of,ten-year projections in

It .should be noted that the inore recent figureés.project lower =

school graduates throughou{ every year: of the planning period-

- than [did the April 1972 data. Both sets of figures show 1979 as the peak year for
“high|schopl graduates, with ‘numbers declining thereafter arid by fairly. large - i
amoyrits in the|early. 1980s.. These data ‘are reflected in the undergraduate projec~ - '

_in Table [1,:which show much slower growth after 1980-81.. It i%. possible

‘actual deglines will occur in the inid-1980s, when the full effects of declining r .
' é.i"?";..:g_.!.n_hi h-sehool graduates are, felt. = ' v SRR _ ' o

' WL . : . , .
. Th University's uhqgir,graduate projections .(Table 1) assume that the application -
4 rate -of 'high school gréquates will remain”about the same during:the 1970s. It is ;
. ., pogsible that fhe University's student clientele. will be broadened over time (see j
* ¥ digcussion of|this, topig in the later section-on' "Some Special Concerns for the - ¥
1870s™). At present, the*numbers involved ‘in this area, when compared-to the J

%." . total’ enrollments at the Unive}‘sjty. do not warrant -c_hanges*i'n ‘the, current pro- ' ’
A o ' . ‘

5
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SR e e H . ' . o
e PROVISIONAL PROJECTIONS OF CALIFORNIA PUBLIC SCHOOL e
T S TWELFTH GRADE GRADUATES T .

i oot Total for Year ending June As revised April 1972 As revised July 1973
Lt to1972 i 294,175 291,496 Y .
L 1973 - 296,375 N 287,075 =~ . ¢ -

TP 1974 ‘ L 303,850 294,800 - - -
: 1975 oo . 312,180 # 303,375 o -
1976 f.ot el 310,250 - @ 303,075 7 A N
1977 R . 3js,ers - - 307,850 ; '
RS : . 1978 - - W kT2 318,475 e - 313,425 ‘
R © 199 L0t gmars T 317,725 "=t

L e . 1980 ST 1) 318,600 : * 313,875 7

RS 1981 - ... 3. 81,180 - © T 7 306,575 o .

S 1982 [ 305,725 301,475 . .
o 1983 Sl o 289,825 i 284,650 L ’
S 1984 R 268,500 e

Source: Pogulatio_n Division, California State Department of Finance e ' '
v ,3‘ . L . i N

.3
e ! D :

S Undergraduate admissions. T:a'y ‘be constrained: 4t campuses either because of )
estaBblished enrollment ceilings %r temporary limits on capacity. The following

 * planning ceilings for three| gerneral campuses are ‘currently”in effect:
- ‘ e . Thré'g?tei'fm Héédcounts Coan
o General campus. . Health Sciences \ Total'.... = = .
. pomsley 26,900 . 60 . ALS00,
- Davis : . 16,200 < ; ' 2,000 ~.18,200 '
Los Angeles 27,000 O 3,000 30,000 e
An en’rolllm‘ent limit of 7,500 for the Santa Cruz.campus is in effect for thg present .
ten-year -projection ‘period. S .o
Davis {s rapidly approaching its /éeiling and both Berkeley and Los Angeles are _.L',,',i;"‘

at their ceilings. Table l‘i_kndic;étés that ¢urrent projections [for general campus
‘enrollments at Berkeley are slightly -in excess of established ceilings, and Table 2 -
shows a similar excess in projections of health sciénces énrollments at Berkéley. .
and Los Angeles. . These campuses are expected to adjust actual enrollments to S
conform to ceilings as spon as possible. It Should be noted that ‘4ctual enrollments L
may never agree precisely with ceilings because of annual variati¢ns in the. per- R
centage of students offered admission who actually enroll. L RS

Temporary constraints on undergtadfmte enrollments may be reciui'red' at one time
or another dither because of lack of. capacity, or because slower rates. of growth
are deemed advisable to assure high academic quality. In determining their rates

of growth, the campusés-take {nto account their physical, economic,; and social .
impacts on their sy,rx"ounding communities . ) : s
) . . . . . ) y _—
e 43 :
S :
r . ' - 2, . C—7 " )
*.!; , '_ ;'




One other important question, and one/tha

A ol

t is resolved by the Office of the Presi-
dent after consultation with campus administrators, is the distribution of campus
total enrollment capacities between undergraduate and graduate enrollments.

Graduate Enrollments - Graduate énrollments are determined separately and some-
what differéritly from undergradu'at; enrollments. The . Universjty has exclusive
responsibility ‘among the State's public institutions for instructfon at the Ph.D.
level and in certain professional fjelds’, and it shares responsibilities'for training
at the Master's'degree level and 121 other professional fields. Graduate students
are drawfl’ in considerable numbers from other states as well as from California.
Demographic factors have their ffec; on graduate enrollments, both directly and

. indirectly through their effect undergraduate enrollments and thus on the
~ level of future demand for doctoral degree holders as teachers.of undergraduates

in colleges and universities. The Growth Plan TaskForce in-1971 suggested a
substantially smaller growth rate for graduate’ enroliments than had been envi-
sioned in earlier Academic Plans, and notedi several causes: . prospective lower
employment demand for indifidudls with PH.D. and some other postgraduate
degrees; decline in financigl aid for graduaté students; and-the effects of in-
creased educational fees d of higher tuition fees for out-of-State. students ! along
with limited availability of non-resident tuition waivers. b K

«

Presjdent after consultation with the campuses, .angireflect estimated’student”
demand, developments’ip ‘the various fields, progrifm costs, ‘placement opportunities
in ‘the fields, and cajipus and Universitywide program priorities at the graduate

0

levgl, The graduate /enrollments are considerably lower than those of the 1969

" . #tademic Plan and /somewhat lower than those contained in-the Growth ‘Plan Task

Force Report. Both they and the undergraduate projections are, of ¢ourse, .sub-

ject to change ansually in March. ¢

Fagtors That Mdy Change Projections ~ The curreént projections assume" that certain
policies and cgnditions will remain relativély constant. = But ‘it is possible (and

likely) that unexpected changes will occur. Slightly less than half of the California

. studerits: eljgible to attend the University of California do in fact enroll, angl/fhis

proportion could increase (or decrease) over the next'decade. The following: are
111u'strat1V// of the range of possible changes: ‘ , e o

. ~ AR .. “'

1/ Proporttons of Students seeking college education may:',chang"e. Social
/ pressures for attending college seem to be weakening somewhat, and -
P . pressures-for vocational training .increasing. These ressurés may -

/ ’  cause a decrease over time in the proportion of high school graduatés

VAR seeking admission to the University. Orj again, policies further .

/ encouraging the: atter..iance of minorities g’n’d women hight raise . -

‘these proportiops measurably. Increased enrollment opportunities

/ . ifor part-time or older students and reliance on some nor7-trad.i'tional

criteria for their admission might agdd to the numbers.

2. Tuition 'and educational.fee policies, may ¢ g?ge, If thé University fees
are raised, enrollment’deémand will fall somewhat. [f, however; tuition.
or substantial educational feeg were to be introduced in the State Univer-
sity and Colleges, some students who now go:to these institutions because

of the absence of Such fees might elect to attend the University. e

PR
R M
e

i

Yo

e

‘The graduate enrollments jn Table 1 have been established by thebf{icé' of &h‘e» S

N



++- & - .Financial "aid patterns may change. For example, the federal govgrnment's
. new Basic Opportunity Grants are now funded only to a limited extent.
Full fynding, £ recently, requested by President Nixon, might enable some
. students to attend the University Avho now attend community ‘colleges
" primarily for financial reasons. .

4y 'Basic demographic trends might change if, for example. the. energggg';tj)s
to

: should, pérsist and should encourage a wave of new 1n-mlgration P
o Cahforma because of the State s mild chmate ‘
The Unlversxty has the ¢ obhgauon to ‘choose .from among the nmany possi ilities those
that seem to be the most realistic assumptions about the future, to project its en=
rollments according to those assumptions, and to:formulate. its future academic s 4
' plans and its budgets in the light of .current projections ‘ I o

LA

Fiscal Outlook ‘ R - - L e h ]

‘State support is always: related “in ‘some measure to enrollments, and the, prospect
" for slower enrollment growth means also the prospect for slower growth in fiscal*
résources. Beyond that, the Uniwversity in recent years has not received general
fund support from the State comménsurate with'ithe growth of enroilment. Instruc-
tienal support per student on the Unwerstty's general campuses, in terms ‘of
-11972-73 dollars;. declined by 27 percent, from approxtmately $2,830 per: student
.- 'in 1960-61 to  $2,080 per student in 1973-74.. - There was some, falling off of -
;'mstructional support per. studerit prior to. 1966 but the major. downturn has oe- B
’ ' s been a steady -detepiora-

to keep pace w1th the rise .in enrollments,_, , .

" The flscal sxtuation"face)d by the University is not unique among lnsﬁtutions of .
h'igher education ‘ip :1970s. The costs of higher edueation e‘veryv\ghere bave . - -

o risen rapidly, both,;because of inflation and because hlgher etucationy does. not haye o
- the same ability as niost': of industry to offset rising costs with rising pmduohvxw -

‘there seem to be few) shofteuts to the production of a highly educated .individual '

At the saime time, state legislatures are besieged by pressures to meet other’ social

needs with high priorities, in such areas as health and welfare and’ ertyfronmental

protection. This means that the University mp,st make ' al « efforts tojiise its v

resources as wisely and efficxently as pos,sxble‘ “The' Un ity l 3 t

demonstrate to the State that the rieed for’a, highlyh educate citizenry is' as im~

‘portant as many other social ‘goals an& that the UniVersity will’ return lnvalua’ble

economic and soctal benefits in exchang‘e for the State s lnvestment g




Aplans *have direct consequences wnth regard to budgets and facilities: pIanmng In like fashlon revtslons of fac|I|t|es

ACADEMIC PROGRAM AND RESOURCE PLANNING IN THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES,
1976-77 THROUGH 1980-81 | o _ TS
i . ' ’ . . ‘ » Y ' . N 4 '
S . PLANNING FOR RESOURCES IN S
/  THECALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES =~

-

The several planning activities of The Callforma State University and Colleges (currlcular budgetlng, facnlttles)

cannot, be accurately descnbed as separate entities since they are mescapably interrelated; changes in the currictlar

plans or budgetary resources have a dlrect influence on curricular plans :
. "y

" f.t.‘"" ' : A

The annuaI revision of the Full Time EQulvalent {FTE) enrollment allocatlons for the system and each campus is the '

o startlng pomt" for the annual planning cycié.. Thesa annual enrollment revisions provide a basis for the various
" planning dctivities, ranging from budget year adjustments in areas such as faculty staffing to 10-year adjustments in

pge capital outlay pro;ectmns

such areas as lon

Those areas whnch are particularly relevant to currlc,ular planning are dlscussed m the followmg pages, namely‘

_enrollment, faculty staffing, facilities, library devel.opmept and |nstruct|onal t:omputmg. Current procedures for

curricular plannnng, and the relation of these other plannung activities 20 curncular plannlng, are also discussed. In
addition' to outlining the procedpres now dn’ use ‘a summary of po&slble future developments in each of thé¥e

. planmng areas is provided. H - : ) .8

. / .
. . : ! "
LI .

Enrollment Proiectionsgt,,;.. 'f'

Prolected allocations off FulITlme Equivalent Enrollments for a perrod of ten years are updatéd and revnsed
annually. Most ad|ustments result from changes in the experience data which form the basis for three components of

I I S - %

Full-Time Equ:valent Enrollment projections: '.populatlon pro;ectlons partlctpatlon rates, and average student Grfit” . . - .
load. L . T
P . ] oo ) . . .o . . : .l -
1. Populat'ion pr’ojections, . ) '_‘.-'.,.. - . “ -

These are computed by age category by the Populatlon Research Unlt nf the State Departmentof

" year old age grotp — the major source of the‘;lnllege population — will peak about 1971 or 1982
. . and then decline. Tl"us projection is based upon births that began to decline afte‘r 1864 and is now
o sufnect only to varjations-arising from changes in n-ugratlon patterns or death rates. How Jong this
decline will last beyond the observable period “depends upon fertlltty behavvqr wﬁich is a , >
‘consequence of constantly changing economic and social |nfluerices The Populatuon Resedrch
Unit, California Department of Finance, has prgpared two estlmavas that appear to be plausibl .
planning alternatives, as follows: , 1‘ i

Completed Eertlllty Rate of 2.8, net in m:gr,atnon of 150, OOD {‘Senes c). - ) v " a i

.o

Completed F(-;rtlllty Rate of 21 zero net m|grat|‘ 9 (Serues E. the replacement level‘of/

populatuon growth)

*

oo
.

The Us. Bureau of the Census has : noted a downward trend in compIeted fertllnty rates and is s
) ut|l|zmg an: upper limit of: :2.8.births in its’ hxgh pro jections and 4 fate of 1.8 in its low pro;ectvons
Even er thg Serles C assumptions, the 18~?J age group wrll pez?ﬁ\ in 1981, decllnp by
approq\mately 16 percent through 1991, and not. reach the 1981 level again until ab0ut 2000. ke .
... \Inder Series E assumptions' the ‘peak occurs in:1982 and ‘the - decline is apprommately 20 percent e 'f,
i through 1995; the 1982 level is not regained until after the turn of the cen tury
- 4 , iy e
Partlclpatlon rate . . e - j i . AP .

The numgaer of students in the ent|re civilian population, by age category, is the base for the |
p"“c'PatIOn fate, This is used to convert popuIatlon prolectxons into estlmates of student -

.; J,.,m ’ 'ﬁ i: ‘C-IO f’ }# . - : ._ni : . “;J:f'
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24 4 enroliment. For The California State University and. Colleges participation rates ll‘l the 18 24 year
old age group have incre! sed in recent years as lndlcated in Table B
* Lo TABLE | R ‘jg o s e ;
‘ \ c . B Wt Participation Rates (Rate per 1, ,000) in ’ T
1824 ‘- The California State University and: Colleges" B
v YearOld - -First-time -~ . .Continuing . Total .
Year * Population ‘Freshmen = | Tnasters & Returmng ~© + Undergraduates
" ee7 2200500 77 © 133, 439 64.9 -
1968 - 2,290,500 87. . - 183 4, - 4797% . . T8+
1969- 2,379,200 7.7 S 15 By J32 T,
L, . 1970  ©-2264500 , . 87 . 154 o882 - T nes3
i RS 1971, 2,371,400 . 8.4 - 16.6 61 4 ‘ 86.4
N . 1972 2,430,200 .’ 95 17.7 61.9 \,\ggf{
i - 1973 2492400 - 93 175 62.7 .
1974 2,556,300 9.4 17.0 61.9 . .88.3
1975 2,613,300 9.4 183 . 639 S 91 S
' . : : s Yot
~ Projected student. enrollments are derwed by applying expected partlc:patlon fates to total crvnllan
- . population projectlons .
‘ 3.  Average student load o ' L R - _'-:"L"'"
C e " . Estimates of average . student load are used wrthm the system to convert. projectlons of student
: enrollments to Full-Time Equivalent Studengs (FTES) The average number of units taken by students ln
all categorles has consastently declined since 970 as showna\U'abIe t.
. i TABLE W '
. . . / 7
Average Number of Unrts Far Whrch Students Enroll e
_ By Class Level, Fall Term® i e . JRE :
, . 1'. / ) . LR L . a -, . ‘t .
L 4 o .. "“Y-e‘ir Freshman Sophomoref Junior Graduate
: ‘ P 5 | % A ra
; 3,965 i » 135 - '"12.6 - 120 6.4
o ¢, 1966 , 136 127 - ° 7123 . 6.9
SR 11967 136 12,7 72
‘ ' 19¢8 136 129
sive - 1969 . 13.9 - 13.2
1970 C - 14;0 133
1971 ; "13.6-. 12,7+
S92 8 L dg 1337 . . 125
ey o813 aar 0 132” L1230
i T 1974 "k 136 .- - . 132, 1230
o X 1975 , 13. 130, - 122 -
o i i+ (Prefiminary) ook A v
R ,;yExpectatrons about sIoWed enrollment growth and eventually no g;owth are based prnmanly on the tlrst of these .
; i ~: three eleménts, pc!pulatuon projectrons Consistent’ declrnes in average: student load the thll‘d element, do not altel' @
; o .,j these expectations as far as Full-Time Equivalent enroliment’ prolectlons are’ concerned it is the second of the two
/,' o '/.;elements namely partlclpatlon rate, wh:ch accounts ‘at pfesent Yor unexpected enroIIment developments In the feII
’Source. Dlvislon ot lnstltutlonel Research March 1976' . AR S +




. ‘. K o . P . oy
T W "qu 1975 FTE eqrollm"eqt in The Oahfornua State Unwersutv and Colleges and in many other mstltutnoné across the
- country. exeeeded prmectlons. While the‘reasons f’or this are not enurely known, preliminary data lndlcﬁl'e that the

v

S, - ¢ ase was: nor due to increases in average ‘student unit load {this connnuedotq deql,mq).hnor was it'due to _errors in’
L -pg;:lation projections. it seems to have been caused exclusively by 3 sudden x ;reeSe_.-_.,in,parti.cipatji_on rates,
ially those of contnnunng students : . . . : o R

P

. i Given that the unexpected FTE increase was caused by an increase in _participation rates and given that there were
e not unexpectad changes in the other two varlables some assumptlons can.be made about the-effects of this: reoent
‘ - development on future enrollment pro;ectlons . o s

Flrst lf the participation rates hold at or ‘slightly below the new levels and the two other variables continue as
antlclpated the effect will be growth at essentially’ the same rate as previously projected \but starting with a hlgher
base. This is in fact the assumption underlying ‘current revusnons in enyollment allocations, Table 111 shows pasg rates
of FTE growth. The rate of growth has slowed considerably and is ex‘)ected to remain at lower levels until 1983-84,
' when a systemwide enroliment decline is pro;ected Adjustrments purrently being made in the FTE prolectlons for

. the system are shown in Table V. . .
T : v i S EL )
= ) { '; /{_ e
S. . TABLEIN L D
P ) R ' S ' T
\ R Reported Annual Full- Tlme Equwalent Studepts for the Academic Years 3 '
' : 1966-67 through 19747%* , o
" Campus 196667 196748 196869 1'9159.70-', n'sno:n 19M.72 19723 197478
o ‘ . } L ‘ . . o .:T T . , J;;
Bakersfield B3y MWt sk w2 aaes T sa 2,268
Chico S8y 0759 7431 TUeeet - 10036, 4 10012 Hol2
Duminguez Hill ns - 303 ° 390 ronlae? 941 3 34 R X TR
- Fresno - 7406 ' 847 9308 C 12334 12,660 13.169 3041
P " Fulleron, .. 5290 7913 10.656 11.400 12,649
Hayward o ’ 4.153 6675 9,149 9,702 9.597
. Humboide - . ¢ om0 5.253 SAM - suss
Long emhtf‘ R 14350 19854  ° 1190954 20,046
v Lot Angelest ] 934 ° a2 15348 J5.254 15.282
, Northridge 339 17343 18,285
R Pomonz 4.882 - 11838 9079 *
I Sactimengp 7570 , 12,639 14670
S , San Bernardino : 51S 1003 =4 2208 i
‘ Senquo : 14073 15557 11529 0035 4%
" Calexico Center 138 167 L N voart
. San Francisco 13638 . 13585 - 13288 144s
.+ Sanlow 16,491 17464 ] S 19073,
A $an Luis Obispo 7457 8102 i ;
Snnoma-l - & 11458 1614 . 1868 ,,& a2
' Stanislaus ¥ - i e, 08 934 T 1047 2355 & 2387
¢ T T : ‘Lo S
( 'Symm'l’ouls I ‘129481 T U143627 1 162438 4{.25.4, 197484 204234 2).974
: . Lo T P ' :
: ‘Toul FTEIncnau By Y‘ar 13079 + 14,186 18811 ° 18816 16.200 * 670 9,750 d
P"cenl Increase, By Year P II'Z-' " i 4 12 ”» * A e % " 27. r
. ","o-(."ileaicoélnm data iheihdcde’eparl of San Die;;S!.u'lg,Unnvcrsily figures. S Lo e
L . , - , Lo . ) ' . ' * “ s
. z L ?
' . ‘. 254 . .
e k . , 8 - ‘ .
v ‘
. k ’ R B b . . e i s
eRlc- - N ST
. ) . . I' vv,'r." oo , ‘ . . R .o . . . L
PR - : sl T e " ! L




S TABLE LA B

arch 1976“Annual FTE Pro1ect|| .

. roo ; . T
197576 9767 ‘5977-78 198081
— Fe'\"i"‘bfu 19754 223800 - 226700 -229,,600 .~ 240800 . 241,000 .
o Allocations ¥ ' ' R ce . ; . o . L
2+ Growth Rate +1.0%: >~ - +1.3% +13% +0.8% L 02% L e
! . {from prevaous year) . LR ‘ . ‘ ' _ LA
L g P s o : o
( ~ March 1976 - i 230,340 . ° 232,700 237320 . 249,660
~ Allocatians - - (estimated) " (budget) ' e
Growth Rate ' . A% +1.0% * +1.9% © T +1.6%
(from prewous year) oy - h
: - » - oL - / . , ) . . :
5. Source: Division of Institutional Research, March 1976. '
c , ¢ * - .
b} 3 M .
It is consequer’ltly not anticipated that the enrollment increase expenqnced in the 1975.-76. academic year will
0 U provide enduring rellef from the: dlf‘fnoultles caused by slow or-no enrollment growth. These difficulties result from
"~ the practice of using FTE as the basis for generating resources and the rghance on growth to generate new resources
e nnually The -effects of this declme in growth rate are duscussed in each of the Mdividual planmng areas followmg. .
. ‘ , ) ', Y P . N -...._':
_1?..\ P o " Q W ‘
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