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Califontia Postsecondary
EducaNion Commisston

Resolution -25-76

Concerning RecommendatiCns
For Commonality. of Enrollment Related

Items for the University of California and
the Califprnia State University and Colleges

WHEREAS; bly 557 directs the California Postsecondary
E ation 'mission ''. to develop uniform standards
and iteria fot reporting the actual and estimated studene
enrollment at, the University of California and at the
California Ake University and Colleges," and

-

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 557 ca14s 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

WHEREAS, Commission staff has reviewed present terminology with .

representatives of both senior segments, and

,WHEREAS, The Commission's Standing Committee on Information Systems
hag voted to recommend to the California Postsecondary
EducationCommission adoption of'staff recommendations for'
common terminology for both segments; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission
recommends commonality of encollment related terminology
and definitions.for use both by the University of Cali-
fornia_and bylthe 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

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission
recommends t;o theGoverdor and the Legislature that these
cdmmonly defined tetms be.used ;or budgetary reporting of
enrollments for the l978-79.budietary year, and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the report be transmitted formally to the Legislature,
the Governor, the Board of Regents of the University of
California, and to the TrustOs of the California State
University and Colleges for their consideration.

(C..)

Adopted
December 13, 1976
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Common Enrollment Related Terms for'
the University of California and

the California' State University and Colleges

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ,

1. Although the overell/missions of the California State University
and Colleges and the University of California differ, their respon-
sibilities to provide for instruction at the undergraduate and
master's level are essentiallY similar.'

2. The level of academic courses and the coarse credit'loads of master's.
degree students and first year doctoral students within the University
of California are similar.

3. Procedures used.by the ents for reporting full-timelequivalent
student enrollments in their budget proposals are dissiMilar.

4. Commission staff has not found a valid reason, 'Lor 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.

RECOMMENDAfiION

Commission staff recommends that the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges, in presenting
budgdt proposals,,submit FTE enrollment statistics for under-
graduate, master's and doctoral I students in each of two for-
mats: (1) by level of instruction, and (2) by level of student.

5 Although theUiliversity of California and the California State
University and Colleges cooperate in joint doctoral programs, instruc-
tion at the doctoral II level is rimarily a function of the University.
Professional level ins.truction, a efineCin Appendix B, page four,
is.exclusive to:the Ufiiversity. ents at.these levpls utilize
institutionalresources in-aldiffere t manner than do students
levels. Formal course credits are not as accurate a measure of the
students' utilization Of resources as 4.s the case for students at the
undergraduat- iroaster's and doctoral I levels.

RECOMMENDATION

Commission staff recommends that student credit units generated
by dottoral II and prcifessional 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
an

eId

professional students for budge y reporting purposes,
should continue'to be based on a stu ent's rate of progress to
the degree relative to the-"normal" rAte for students at'the
'doctoral II or professional level. The FTE Values should be one
of the following: 0.00, 0.25, 0.50,40.75, 1.00.



Undergraduate students are classified as either lower division or
k

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 baccalaurgate. Insti-
tutions on.the quarter system, iacluding all campuses of the University
and seven campuses of the State University and C011eges, generally
reqUire 180 units for degree completion, although in some instances
there are factors which may necessitate the completion of credit units
beyond this general requirement, e.g., acceptability of transfer units
in the majori change of major, one ear full-time residency require-
ment, five year baccalaureate programs.. liSlf of 180 units is 90 units.
The California State University and Colleges classifies students for
reporting purposes as either lower Aivisibn or upper division,based
on 90 quarter units. 'The University of California reports students
aS either lower divisioh or upper division based on 84 student cr it
units. s.

7. Unless both segMents define student lever in the same manner, It
comparisons of.student credit-distribution, Full-TiMe Equival
lower/upper division student lam cah be made.

RECOMMENDATION

Commission staff recommends a common accounting procedure for
reporting undergraduate enrollm42t on quarter system campuses
of the UniVersity of Californiaend the California State
Univeraity and Colleges 'as follows:

lower division 0.0 - 89.9 units

upper diTlision 90 units

4

or

8. Dissimilar terms'are used by the DepArtment of Finance,in displaying
enrollments for the University of California and the California Statei
University and Colleges in the Governor's Audget. Additionally, when
the same term is used, it has different meanings for eaCh.segment.

.

I.,

('RECOMMENDATION

Commission staff recommends comton terms and uses of terms for
reporting enrollments in the Governor's Budget. For enrollthent
in the year prior to the yea.r: in which the budge-t 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 the budget request year,
staff recommends the term PROPOSED.

6
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BACKGROUND

,Enrollment is aqe o
of higher educati
exist, however?
University in
budgetaryTu
of,noncompar
tWo senior se

base.s byjeihich the state funds iti segments
ferent assumptions and calculation methodologies
es9tatelJniversitY and Colleges and the
heerollment statistics which are reported for .

dies have been done to adftess this problem
llment and funding methodologies between the

ersand decision makers have been hampered in the
ty in information used.to describe postsecondary'

is not limited to California. Recognizing the
s;tuation as nat nal in scolie,' both the. National Center.for EducatiOn
Statistics of th U.S. Department of. Health, E4cation, and Welfare, ind
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
institution's and among the states ps a step in the direction of developing
comparable information. AlthougiOnstitutions have generally accepted
several products of these two organizations,.i.e., the Higher Education
General Information Survey.TaxonOMy of Instructional Distiplines, and
the Program Classification Structure, it is safe to say that few institu-
tions or states haVe implemented'these products in the same manner.

State-ievel pol g
Past by _lack of ,comp
education. This rob

Federal publications would-lead the reader to believe a great deal of
comparability exists in data submitted by 3,000+ institutions across
the nation throukh the annual Higher Education General Snformation Survey,
(HEGIS). All-institutions report, for example, their "Full-Time," "Part-
Time," "Full-Time Equivalent of Part-Time," and "Total Credits Enrolled
like 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 insEitutions.1

Later, in 1969, the Joint Committee on Higher Education of phe California
Legislature publfshed a report entitled Tht Challenge of Achievement, in
which it was noted that over twenty different definitions of "student"

1. Note the'REGIS,definitionof Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) EnroliMent of
Part-Time Students is:

(1) Use a method already employed in your institution to compUte
FTE's for some other purpos, (OR).

(2) Sum the credit hours for part-timeRstudente and'.divide by the
normal full-time4tredit-hour load.' Note: .Divide by normal,
r average full=tithe loa4, not by the minimum fUlltime.load. .

'Eor most institutfons, this will be 15 credit-hours (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
ehould'be classified ai a full-time student.

?°

7
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' were in use by various institutions and agencies in State government at,
. that time.2 The report suggested that there existed three prit4pal

categories in which students could and should' be defined: (1) "Studenfe
or "individual student" '(comparable to the prestntiodefinitiOn of Iligadcbunt
students"), meaning any ihdividual enrolled regardless 9f the number of
units fpr which s/he was enrolled': (2) "full-time student," onetaking at
least 12 (twelve) units, plus all University- grapate studentband
(3) "full7time equivalent.student," a combination of fuliY-1444te an4 part-,
time students'derived by dividing total itudent creait,unies by a measure
of full-time load.3 Even though fhe reportiused thede4ategories for- ,

defining students, it was'noted that since both the Uniiersity and' the
State University and.College's used different metho#ologies_for'aetounting
for full-time equivalent students, reiulting measures were4iot exactly
comparable:for certain detailed purposes.4

The issue'of comparability of information came to light.again-in 1571
when the Coordinating Council for Higher Education :i4gs directed by the
Legislature (Senate Concurrent Resolution 105).to caxduct a study on; the
Costs of Instruction in California's Public Higher Education,. Data
frqm the University and the State University and CO114gs,were reported
to the Coordinating Council both by "level of student" (a. measure of
student progress towards.a degree) and by "level of'instruation" (a measure
based on courses in whiCh students are enro11ed). A-major goal of the
report Was to achieve comparability in data and terminology, while attempting
to, isolate and describe trariations in accounting.and bUdgetary systems.

4

The Costs of Instruction report noted that technitNes used for allocation
of instructional expenditures by Zlevel of instruction". and by "level of
student" are not comparable. Both senior segments rei)Orted graduate
instruction.by graduate regular instruction n1i graduate independent study;
yet differences Still remained between thegnents in their'definitron
of workload constituting a full-time equivalent student, with the major

. differences occuring at the graduate I and graduate:If,lemels,.

!1

The report found that the proportion-of coprses talten by loi4sr and upper
division-students at different levels,of inbtruction were approximately the
same for students enrolled at both the University of California and,the
California State University and Colleges,5" Howevqr, the proportions

:

go

2. Joint domaittee on Higher Education of the California Legialature, The
Challenge of.Achievement, 1969, P. 30. . 0

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid.
.

c
,, . fik

, A ' .

5. Coordi ating Council for iglier. Education, The. Cost of,In4truction
imCal

."--
ornia Public Higher iduCation, February 1974:

4

51.
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varied at the graduate level. At,the UniVersityl .the graduate student
,

enrolled for the majority'of his course tiork'atlhe graduatejevei%
while aC,the State University and ColiegeS, the graduate.student enfolled
for the,majority of his course woik at"thk'undergraduige level. a

, %. .

;Due.to these various, diSferences a4d. practites, A4;number of projects
deall4 with the problem pf noncomparability:in ddfinitions betwew
California'.s senior segments of higher educatign were undertaken. '41ner 61

the mot notable, but never poinplete6Tgoletts,was known. as the Ilig:her ,: ,-
Education Budget Project. A select:group of individuals fromfthe segments
and from several State agencies'404ed on the. Task Forte for th4 project.,

opuring its first po]Ncy meeting.in Frruary 1972,, tbe.followingfirst
phase objective Was:adOpt4d: °;) .

. ,

"Select for usage,hy the,University and the State University,.
and Colleges an iiiterim and catrpatible faculty hudgeting
approach go deve1ip.:4nd presentthe1973-74 instructional
budget to the Department pf Finance and the Legislatuge.1,6

4'

The following limitationlwas one ofithree placed on the first phase 0

objective:

"That essential common definitions-or Acceptable conventions
(e.g., faculty, student4, etCo) will be eigablished for initial
use within the context of 'fdttily.staff.and instructional
budgeting' only. Ina other words,,ipsage of these definitions,
would not be appropriate for other purposes."7.

Many short reports of the BigheriEduCation BliOget Project Task Force
noted the need for comparable information,.. In additiOn, the Task Fdtce
felt that instrudtional program ineed&iphould be determine4oby enroll-
ments. This could be attainWbykleveloping comparable definitionsof
enrollment at both the.instraiional level Ind student level. ,TheTask
ForcedipcuSsedadvantagesandntages of ,hoth measures -- level'
of instruction-an0 level of st d-e§w4-- and applied both measures to
several complex budget formu 1 resolutio# was reachedprior
to dissolution of the Task,Vo.

/

noted that'terms and their apping:er:e: diff:red between the
University and the State Univers y an olleges.,, The most receRtjegis-

Since 1972, several additiona s relqWV:po enrollment have also,

lative expression of concern regaildin ther depparability,.commonality
or uRiformity was AB 557 (Kapiloff), signed into law in September of4,
1975. It directs the California Postsecondary Education Commission to:

,

6. Taken from the Narrative Report of the Higher Educatio Bu,Uget
Project Task Force, February, 1972.

7 Ibid. go
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'1 . .. deVelop standads aftd criteria for reporting the actualell
,

and estiMated studedt enrolIMentvat the Utiversity of Californit.
and at the California 5.*#eUniversttx,and Colleges. Such '.

'atandards shall bp.Uniforni fOr.tile.4two'segmenta to the'exient
feasibler!" (56e Appendix-A) d!:

ltWas the intent of the Legislature that cOmmeneing with the..19,711-Er .-

'itSCal: year, 'budgetary Taqueita and appropriations basedugn.sttident. ,.

enrallmentcdOgider the utilization Of thetandarderec:.,...dn'ded by.. the
Commission.. Nonuniformity in'cuitsent termindlogY and de4nitiona:ccin7 ,

, tribute taomaking\comparisons betWeen,programs and ing*tutions- in:the .

,two segme4tS improper and'utreliattdo4k It ia the intent /04 ti;ip'study to
provide a'4oMtan terMliplogy as an assistance,to.thate1 peOple2fCanterned
with de eloping molt!. reliable means .of camparing segmefital enrallMents.
The.pr ipil,differences between the'University of Olifor0d4and thd.

4

Cáll Stag* enivekaity'and.Colleges are in deterMining'fal-tIMO
. equi _lent.:(FTE) students, and in designatinestudents.at lower diViaion
or upper division adergraduates. .. I

,..

1 )
, . .

fn Ay of'1976, reAresentatives of the aystemwideadmiltistrations of
'. the twq segMents met with,staff of the Commission id. AiscUss;similarities

. and differences between-definitions ot enrollment related terMs. Subse- f

. quent ta this meeting Commission.staff met with staff df. the Department
; ofFtnanceYand of'the,Legislaiive. Analysts office. As a result of these

6 %meethigsi CommisOon'staff compiled a glossaryrof enrollment related terms
aa usea by the Univeraity 4,Californiaand bir the California State

. Urilkieraityand Colleges. d6Miiiaion staff then proposed definitions for
l

these terms. ,'(Appendix B)
4

, ..

The. Glotsary

As'a first step in providing the means A draw valid comparisons between
the University and the State University and Colleges, staff of 'Ithe
Postsecondary Education Commission,(CPEC) designed a gloasary of enro117
mdnt related tems%.(Appendix B).' A variety of sogrtes.were used to
se*ect terms- which Staff felt needed either bettr definition and/or a
higher level of toMparability between both seniofr segments. .Sources
reviewed in the aelection process included:. se,gmental data element
dictianaries, the Governor's. Budget, the Legis ative Analyst's "Analysis
of the Budget Bill," ant, the newly designed "enrollment file" data element

ta.
dictionary of the tOmmission's Information System. °

With the assitae of representatives Of ttre University and the State
.Unt/ersity and Colleges,,-andfl.f.tir Commission staff reviewed over 100 ,

'terms and definitions, a: dra glossary, containing comparable definitions
for 12 (twelve) primary,dnrollment related terms was tirCulated among
7gtaff..at Systemwfde Administration Offices of the Univeraity.pf California
ancrthetECalifornia State University and Colleges for conithent. The glossary
displays proposed CommisSiori staff definitions for enrollment related terms,
comparable for both segments, where comparability is judged bY :Commission
staff to be both feasible and desirable.. The intent gf the glossary is

-67
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(1) the comparability based on existing definitions;

(2) computational procedures based on.similarities and differeiiatir---
.-

4
V

in existing definition's; and/or

44-43) the adoption-of new terMs hd definitions for'reporting student
enrollment. .

Discussion of Enrollment Terms

Many problems Were encountered while attempting to develop comparable
definitions of terms, e.g.., several termm are used by the University
which are not used by the State University and Colleges, and vice versa. !

In addition, a nutber of terms appearing in the Governor's:Budgei are not
used by either segmene, and whenterma were the same for both. segments,
the definitions differed. Although several terms and definitions were
compatible, the applications or uses of tIlese terms differed between the
two.senior segments. Therefore, an apparent incomparability in stndent
-aCcounting procedures needed resolution. .(For example, the University:

- 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) adopting one of the segmental défini7
tions; or (2), by modifying an.existing definition; or (3) by proposing
a new definition. Staff recommended a comparable.definition for each oY
the following terms:

Headcount Enrollment

Average Term Enrollment - Headcount

Average Term Enrollment - FTE

Undergraduate Full-Time Equivalent

Graduate Full-Time Equivalent

e c

\if& 'Tavel of Instruction

O .t'.0.1141of Student
4 .

Student Contact Hours

Time Undergraduate Student

,u11-Time Graduat Student

Pait-Time Undergraduate Student

Bart-Time Graduate Student

-7-
4.



,
..EnrollMnt diefinitions for counting students are established for ,

variety of segmentaI-Orposes, and. any definitionp are pased On differing
philosophies and missions at the.segmental'level. Commissidn Staffjeels,
hbwever, that commiihgliy,iAtterm,teology can be attained for'both,the
undergraduateand graduate atedents'for both .level of student'andlevel.
of instruction,and.,thORgue, recommends adopting definitions,ofterie
included in the "ClossarY Of Enrollment Related.qerms for the Univeraity!
_of California and thb California StateVriiversity and Gol,teges.

,

I e

I /I

\ 1 2
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DISCUSSION Nip aECoMMENDATIctLS

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 Syte University and Colleges. One source
of thi# difficulty has been the lack of oomparability in enrollment terms.
Even when the same.terma have been adopted, e.g., Full-Time Equivalent
Student, tile computational basis for reporting the data has been different.
In order to bring same,degrde of"comparability to discusAon of enrollment,
AB 557 (Kapiloff) was chaptered into law in 1975. The law dl,rects the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to:

. . . develop Standards and criteria for repotting the, ,

actual and,estimated student enrollment at the University
af California and'at:the California State UniversitY.and; '
polleges., Suth standards and criteria shall be uniform.fOr
the two segments to ttaoxtent feasible and desirable,Hao., .

as to facilitate comparisons of the costs and needa,of-the'
two segments." (Appendiit A) ,

The phrase "to the extent feasible and desirable" served a84Pan eVer'
present reminder during the course'of the present atudy, that he
University and the State University and Colleges 'differ,both in 4thission
and in adMinistration. These differenCes are most.pronounCeLom,th:'
graddate level. The Commission staff determined that to red
parablity for full-timetequivalent students (FTE):definitiona across.
fill le e,a of graduate students would obscure the unique mission of the
University. Mith,this exception, however, Most other terms:and'compu-
tational 'procedures used in enrollment statements applicable to under-
graduate students, master's degree studiOnts, anddoctoral I students
can be reported in a comparable mann r.

Cagories'of students Common to.bot segments; and unique to the
Univerdity are listed below. 'Comp able terminology is possible, of
course, only in those areas comma to'both segments.

'

'Comm Stu Cate ories

'Un*dergraduate .

Lower Division
FreahMan
.Sophomore

Upper Division
Junior
Senior

Graduate

Master's

1 3
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.University Unique Student Categories

Doctoral I

Doctoral II

Professional'

Enrollment terms referred to most frequentllin budgetary discussions

are listed and defined.in Appendix B. Principal differences,between the

segments which could not be resolved amonk segmental repreSentatives and

Commission staff were (1) the student credit'unir_determination desig-

nating undergraduate Students LIS freshmen, soplemores 'juniors, seniors,-

lower division and upper division, add"(2) the -FTE stUdentComOUtatiOnel

procedures.,

Undergraduate Lower Division/UpPer DiVision Status

An, undergraduate academic degree generally calls for succesSful comple-

tion Of 120 124 semester, or 180 quarteN4credipunits. Traditionally,

--across the nation, students'who have C4mpleted less than haif 8f the

total number of units Tequired for the degree are condideredlower
division students, while thoSe who have comPletecillslf- or more are cons/

sidered upper division Students. AithOughthe California State.University
and Colleges follows.this pattern for ,designating students by level, the

University of California does not.do So.
4

Present
Undergraduate Student Claisification, Quarter'Units

Student Level . CSUC dc

Lower Division 0.6 - 89,.9 4 0.0 - 83.5

Freshman 0.0 - .44.9 0.0 - 40.0

SopholFore. 45.0 - 89.9 40.5 - 81;5

Upper Division 90.0 + * 84.0 +

Junior 90.0 - 134.9 841.0 - 134.g

SeniN 135.0 + 135.0 +
,.1

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 upppr diviSion

clasiification, thanyould be the case Were the University to use a
"half of total credit units required for graduation" sYstem. Unless



"both segments define level of student in the same manner. no comparisons:
df 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?

Basic tp any attempt at achievini cOmparability in enrollMent-related
terms, is that student leVel must be defined identicalIy "Compission
staff reCommends adoption by the UniVeraity of thelollowing Olassifica-
tion system for budgetary reporting purposes:

Proposed
Undergraduate Studefit.Claasificatiop

Quarter Student Credit Unita

Lower Division

FreshMan

Sophomore

Upper Division

Junior

Senior
L.

Enrollment Estimating

0.0 - *89.9

6.0 44.9

45.0 = 89.9

> 90.0

90.0 1340

> 13.0

,

. r

AB 557 directed the Commission to develop uniform standards and Criteria
for reporting actual and estimated student enrollment within the two
senior ,egments. "Actual" enrollment refers to past enrollment figures -=

something which has already been accounted lor 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
veiified hy the time the budget-proposal is presented. Estimating cur-
rent enrollments can be done in a number of ways, but-usually includes

.

taking recent historic trends into consideration (See Appendix C fø
a further discussion).

Enrollment projections are estimates.made by both the University and.

.t4e State University and Colleges, and by the Department of Finance. The
methodology follfwed by .the Department of Finanpe and the twO senior
segments are quite similar. One-yeaF, fall headcount enrollment projections
are prepared by the DepartMent of Fiignce, 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
segmenthl conversion of headcount enrollment to FTE 4..nrollment. Ten-
year projections are updated annually based upon trends evidenced in the
year prior to the year in whi9h the projections are made.



Inasmuch as the methodologies for estimating projected enrollments of
the two segmedts:are essentially the same, Commission stafi recommends
no change. However, it should be recognized that!although'methodologies
for estimating headcount enrollment are essentially the same, copveision
'of theee estimates to FTE enrollments differ substaptialIy\betweenthe
two segments. ,.The California'State University ana Cpllegee,calculates,

in reference to the level of instructiorCas well asj?y level of student.

i::

e University of CalifOrnia; on the other hada, calculates 'PM based on
1

. .

he class level of students. .

. . .-
is the recommendation of Commission'staff that both.actual enrollments

Sand enrollment estimates of FTE'students be reported by%level of.instruc-
tion for'ell etudents otherthat-doctoral II and profesiional studenti,
and by level of student for all student levels including doctoral_II and

,professional students.
.. .

'7

Full-Time Equivalent Students .(FTE)

Full-Time EquivAency is a'measure of enrollmentswhich can be calculated
by either (1) dividing the total number of student credit Units by'same

.

standard studentoload measure for a speCific period.of time;'or (2) by,
assigning'a rate ofProgress by a student towards a.degree-(0.00, 0.25,
0.50, 0.75, 1.00'FTE at the graduate.level). in using, either methodology,
FTE becomes a principal'element in determining the need for7institutional
resources. 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.

,Students are qlassified by level of progresa towards a degree, i.e.,
freshmen and Sophomores (lower division), juniors and seniors, (upper
division), and master's, professional, doctoral I and dootOrai Il students
(graduate students).. Courses,'Ilstoover, are classified by level of
instruction, i:e., lower division, upper division, or graduate. Students
generate credit.units when enrollid in clesses. Lower division courses
are taken on occasion by upper diiLsion and graduate students, and tot--
versely lower division studenti ta e On occasion uppeedivision and even

A
graduate coursework.

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate'the percent distributiOn of student credits by

Abth level of instruction and, level of student.

Table 1 distribUtes total,credit" units gederated by level .of instAtion,
e.g., credit units generated from all lower diviAion cOurses distributed
by the level of studetts registered for these ciedit uPits, The State
University and Colleges reports that of all lower division course credits
taken by studenta, 56.68% were generated by lower divisiod-,students;,
40.14% by upper division,students; and 3.18% by graduate students.
,

16

-12-



able-

"46-
Percent Distri ut " tr a.1% '1On

Credit Units tr LeyeX

,

ate/Gra4uate'Student \\
f Student' )

;

7

Level of

Instruction

Lower Division

Student Level

UPper Division Graduate r Graduate II

UC CSUC UC csuc uc . csuc UC CSUC

Lower Division
,

Upper Division

Graduate

65.92

15.35

0.20

56.68

12.13

0.53

33.10

78.33

3.02

40.14

73.35

5.87

0.59

3.86

32.87

3.18

14.51

93.60

. .

0.39

2..46

64.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

1. UniversitAf California 1974-75; the California State University and Colleges
data, 1975-76.

(
Table 2

Percent,Distribution of Student Credit Units
11,y Level'of Instructionl

'Level of
Student Lowe/ Division

InstrUction Levell

Upper Diirision Graduate

UC / CSUC UC CSUC UC 9SUC

..

Lower 79.41 77.74° 20.50 22.13 -0.09 0.13

-Upper Pivision 27.35 28:92 71.73 70.30 0.92 0.78

oMfasters 5.56 8.00k. 26.68 48.61 69.76 43.39

Professional 1.14 \ N/A 12.29 -N/A 86%57 N/A

.- raduate I 3.23 N/A 19,66 N/A 77.10 IT/A

Graduate /I 1.73 N/A 8.57 89.69 Dr/

1. University of 'California data, 1974-1975; the California $tate University
and Colleges data 1975-76. -17
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Table 2 relierses the accounting procedure, and identifies all student
credit units generated by students at each level, regardless of the
level of the courses4 tooking at student credit units generated ,by
lower division students within the State University and Colleges, we
find that 77.74% of /their units are at the lower division instructiOnal
level, while 22.13% 'are at the,upper division level of instruction, and
0.137. at the graduate level of inqruction.

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 they enroll.

Tables '3, 4, 5, and fi display the actual number of.student credit units
generated by level of,Anstruction and level of student for both segments,
rather than percentag, breakouts as in Tables 1 and 2. These t t

are intendeeas a further display of significance for using on ac punting
procedure as opposed to another in deriving and reporting FTE tudents.4

Table 3

Distribution of Student Credit Units
by Level of Instruction and Headcount Enrollment

the California State University and Co/leges 1975-76

Avel of Level of Instruction
Student Lower Division Upper DiVision.

Lower Division '2,330,010

Upper Division 1,649,745

Masters 130,680

Professional N/A

Graduate I N/A .

Graduate II N/A

TOTAL 4,110,435

663,255

4,010,040

793,485

N/A

N/A

N/A

Total

Term
Headcount
EnrollmentGraduate

,

4,005 2,957,270 75,584

-,
44,415

708,255

5,704,200

1,632,420

156,380',

71,465

N/A N/A N/A

N/A i. N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A 't,

5,466,780 756,675 10,333,890 4 303,429

/ 18
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Table 4

Distribution or Student Credit Units
by Level of Instruction and Term Headcount Enrollment

University of California 1974-71

. Term
Level of Level of Instruction Headcount
Student Lower Division Upper Division Graduate Total Enrollment

Laver Division 397,598 102,641 450 500,689 34,313

IUpper Division 199,644 523,600 6,716 729,960 50,470

Masters 2,907 21,793 56,983 81,683 7,931

Professional 840 9,029 63,601 73,470 5,348

Graduate I 663 4,030 15,802 20,495 1,887

Graduate II 1,507' 7,450 7.7,47 86.904 ..' 9.457

TOTAL. "603,1541 668,585 21,462 1,493,201 109,406

1. Total Wrecile due to rounding.

1

Distribution of Student 'Credit Units
by Level of Student

The California State University and Colleges(t§75

Level of Student
Level of 'tower Upper
Instruction Division 'Division

Lover Division

Upper Division

Graduate

TOTAL

1,698,852

691,1920

8,652

2,399,424

1,203,103.5

4
4,184,031

95,823

5,482.957.5

:Pablo 6

Masters Professional Graduate I Graduate II Total

95,113 N/A N/A N/A 2,997,270
A

827,679 N/A -M/A N/A 5,704,200

1,527,945 N/A N/A N/A 1,632,420

,
.

2,450,937 N/A N/A NA 10,333,890

""..to.

Distribution of Student Credit Units
by Level. of Student

University of California 1974-75,

Level of
Instruction

Lover Division

Upper Division

Crsduste

TOTAL

Level af Student

Laver Upper
Division Division Master, Professional Graduate I Graduate II Total

397,599 199,644 2,907 840 .663 1,507 603,154

102,628 523.702 21.791 9,027 4,012 7.421 668,585

443 6.688 56,987 63.601 15,812 78,132 221,462

500,687 729,960 81,64 73,467 20.467 87,060 1.493,201

-15-
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The total naber of student'credit units generated by students is,the
same, whether identified by level.of,instruction or,by level of student.
How0er, a considerable difference in enrollment_reporting by lower
diviSion, upper division, aad graduate division is.evident as a'result
of using one accounting procedure rather than another. Table 7 below
converts semester student credit units generated by students. within.the .

Califoznia State University aad Colleges to quarter student credit units .

ia ord to'illustrate the FTE calculation i a similar manner for both
senior Segments of public highem. education.

4.1

4

Table 7

Distribution of StUdent Credit Units and Number of
,FUll-Time Equivalent Students.by Level of

Student and LeveI of Instruction-I.

the California State UniVersity and Colleges 1975-76

r:
A

Total S udent Credit Total Stpdent,Credit
Units by'Level: FTE.by Level Of Units by Level of. .FTE by Level

Instruction Student of StudentInitructiou

Lover Division 4110,415

Upver,Division 5,466,780

Master/Graduate 756,675

TOTAL 10,333090

91,343

121,484

271642

1. Annualized FTE qcu 45 quarter units.

2 0

-16-

6 2,997,270 66,606

5,704,200 126,760

1,632,420 36,276

10,333,890 , 229,642



When student tare classified by their progreis towards a degree, e.g., .

level of stu nt, th re are fewer lower division FTE students within
the California StatI Univergity and Colleges than in the case when FTE
stuffents.are calcul ted based upon the total student credit units gen
drated.g't the lower division:course level.

.9:t the University a Similar occurence is nbted (See:Tables d and 9).
After 'subtracting the number of student credit units generated by ..

professidnal and doctoral, II students from the,total number of student
credit unitsetothe lower division; upper divipion,:and graduate level's
of instruction,' the FTE distributiOn by two adcouniing satlipds differs
.substantially. -

y

The undergraduate mix of'FTE. students by level of.instruction within the
CalifOrnia State University,and CollegeS loWerAivision, 57.1%
upper division. The undergradUate mix of FTE.students by level of stu-
dent is 34.4% lower division, 65,6% upper diviSiog: The accounting
.procedure glso makes a considerable difference when reporting the under-',."
graduate/gradUate FTE student mix. If reporting by level Of instruction,

.92:7%-of the FTE enrollment is atthe.undergraduate level and'7.3% is at:
the graduate.level. lOn the other hand, only 84.2% of the sZudents are 4'

undergraduates and the graduate popUlation.doubles to 1,5.8%, whet
accounting by level of Student. Although there May be justification for
reporting FTE by level Of Student at the profesiional and graduate II
level, instructional costs 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 reporting enrollments at theiundergraduate,-master's, and firs6doc-

.

toral student levels. At the'professional and second doctoral level,
however, students within the University of California are-engagedAn
research and teaching. These activities are essential to their program,
but do not generate student credit units. Were second doctoral level
FTE to be calculated from student credit units, an inadequate picture
would be presented of the resources expended on behalf of these students.
the University currently assesses progress of these students toward their
degree objective, and assigns an FTE value to the student of 0.0, 0.25,
0.50, 0.75, or 1.00. CotiMission staff recommends continuation of this
practice at the professional and second doctoral levtls. For those
areas in which tfie two segments are most.similAr, i.e., undergraduate and
master's and doctoral I, Commission staff 'favors budgetary reporting of
FTE students by level of instruction.

,

8. Staff recommends that the University continue witVits present practice a
of assigning a role.of progress toward a,degree of 0.00,. 0.25, 0.50,
0.75, or 1.00 FTE for professional and doctOral II students. Therefore,
to avpid duplication in accounting. for FTE by bothlevel Of student
end level of instruction, number of:studentcreditUnits generated by
professional and doctoral II students has been subtracted at the lower
division, upi)er division, and graduate levels of instruction student
credit unit totals.



Table' 8 f

.0

Distribution of Student Credit Units

by Level of Inagruction 4
1

Leyel of

Instuction

UniUviaity of California 1924-1S

Total SCU by

Leyel of Instruciion

FTE by

lable
,

Distribotion of Student Credit Units and

Number of Full.eiime Equivalent Student by Level of Student
e

Level of .

Level of Instruction Student

Lower Divisied.
, 600,136 4q,052

Upper Division2 652,110 43,410

Craduate A3 19,912
rt

6,659

,

Cradeate D4
,

160,403
14,185

TOTAL 1,493,201 104,3665

1. Total number student credit unitssminus the number of student cre-

dit unite taken by professional and doctoral II students at this

1

,level of instruction; (603,154 - 2,378 600,176),.

2. Total number student credit unite mine the number of student cre-

dit units taken by, professiond and dottoral 11 students at Ma
level of instruction; (668,585 - 16,415 652,110)1.

3. ,Total number student credit ullitaiinus the number of student ere-

dit units taken by professional and &Tel II students at this

level of inetruction; (2211.46/ - 141,5 19,912).

4. The number 01 (adept credit units generated by professional,and

doctoral 11 sydents is subtracted from the totalfnumber of student

credit unite generated at the lower diviiion, upper division, and

graduate levels since professional and doctoral II FTE is calculated

by an assigned percentage of Full-Time Equivalency, i.e., 0,00, 0.25,

04, 0.15, dr 1.00, If the number of credit units generated by

professional and doctoral 41 students was included ip tdie total,

number of student coedit units at the three levels of instruction,

double countina of VTE vould ensues once 1st the level of instruction

and once at the level of,student calculatione

5. FIE mile are dissimilar due to differing accounting procedures'

calculated by either level pf instruction or level of student.

Unkiversity of Celiforeps 1914715 .

Total SCU by '

Level of Stuieet

0

FTE by

Level of Student

1,over"Division '500,687

Upper Division 129,960

14.
Masters 81,684 . ;PM

Profeieional 73,467 5,1,38

Graduate 1 20,461 1,706, j

Graduate II' 86,936 '9,041

TOTAL 11493,201 104 7413

thlro

4
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Governor'S Budget Terminology

- The Department of Finance, in displaying segmental budgets in the Governor's,'
Budget, uses seyeral identical termS for both ,segmentp, 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
budget:presentations. "Actual" referred to anaccepted historic
reported etrollment figure for the year prior to the year in whicii
the budget proposal was>being submitted(-,

BUDGETED 1975-76. As applied to in the University of 'California budget.
proposal, thi& term refeered to the enrollment:s6pport figure approved
for the current year by the Rrevious year's Bidget Act. It is neither
the actual enrollment for the year, nor an estimate of that,enroll-
ment. The CalifOrnN. State University and Colleges used the term
"Budgeted 1976-77." Hence, the term "budgete0"...refers lo the projected
or proposed enrollments in the forthcoming year for ,which they were
seeking legislative and gubernatorial support. In presenting *men-
tal budgets, the Department of Finance had u4ed.the term "budgeted"
for,both segments, but in *eference to diffe,rent years and with different
meanings.

REVISED 1975-76 and ESTIMATED 1975-76 These, were dissimilar terms,
with identical meanings, applied by the Department.of Finance to the
Untwersity of California and ta the State University and Colleges,
respectively., The-terms were intended to cOnvey the segments.' best
estimates of how many students were enrolled.on census 4ate in the
fall term, 1975. 0

5

PROPOSED 1976-77-and BUDGETED 1976=77. These terms were used respet-
tively for the UniversAty and the State University .and Colleges.
These dissiinilar terms,,,however, had similar:meanings, viz.,. the
segments' projected enrollment for the forthcoming year for which they
were seeling budgetary,support.

Commission staff recommends that ,past, budget supported; preseInt, and pro-
jected enrollment terms and definitions of these terms as prç.ented iv. the
Governor's Budget proposal be identical for both,segments. r the year
prior to the year in which the budget proposal IA presented, taff recom-d.
mends retention of the term ACTUAL as a report of accepted h storic fact.

The current year support budget enrollment figures should be identified as
BUDGETED. As a statement reflecting the segmentst best judgment of current
ye4r ehrollments, staff recommends use of the term ESTIMA2'ED.

I
.

lor the budget request year, Commission staff recommends the term PROPOSED.
plis figure should reflect projections of recent enrollment trends, esti-
mates of the number of students who will enroll, and porThy considerations
of the two segments as an enrollment base for budgetary support.4

-19 -
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Assembli Bill No, 557

,

ClIAPTEi1098

An act relating tb budgeting by public institutions of higlier educa-

tion,

(Approved by Cwr September if, 1975. Filed with'
Semler)! of State September 21, 19754

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S Dasr

AB 557, Kapiloff. U.C. and CSUC: budgets.

The law does not currently mandate any 'specified method of re-

portMg student enrollment at the University of California and the

California State University and Colleges for state budgetary put-

This bill expresses the Legislature's intent that, in appropriating

funds foi the support of public higher education, the 'Legislature

have adlable to it factual comparative data concerning student

enrollment at the twO segments of public higher education. The bill

directs the California Postsecon y Educatiod Commission to de-

velop uniform standards and riteria for reporting and estimating

;" student enrollment, and raj ires that, cOmmenCiniwith fiscal year

1977-78, bUdgetary requests nd appropriations therefor which are

based upon student enrollm t, consider the utilization of the uni-

form standards and criteria eveloped and recoinmended by the

California Postsecondary Ed tion mmission.

The people of the State ofCalifornia do enact as follows:,

SECTION 1. Enrollment data are a major factoi; in evaluating,

budgetary support and capital outlay needs , of the University of

California and the California State University ajid Colleges.

Enrollment comparisons among the %/MOM segments of higher

edUcation are useful only if enrollment data are based upon similar

criteria, It is essential that the fikgielature, in Opropriating public

funds for support olthe University of Uifernia and the California

State University and Colleges, have avidable to it factual

coinparative data concerning student pnr011inent and the cost of

education among th6 various Segments of public higher education.

SEC. 2. TheCalifernia hitsecondarr #ucation Commission

shall develOp standards and: criteria for 'reporting the actual and

estimated student enrollment 44he Univesity of California and at

the California State Universitit' and Colleges. Such standards and

Criteria shall be uniform for the two segments to the extent feasible

and desirable, se as to facilitate' Comparisons of the CostS and needs

' Of the two segments: COmmencing with the.1917-78 fiscal year, all

budgetary requeits, and appropriations efor, whieh are:based in,

, Ch. 1098

Whole or in Part upon studenr,enr011inent, or estimates thereof, slja

collider utilization of the uniform standards and Ariterla devel(ped

and recommended by the Califor0a Postsecendary Educatien

ComMission, , Hr

411D

0

, .

4
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Glossary of EnrollmentlIelated Terms for

the University oi CaliArnia and

the CalifOnia State University andColleges

APPENDIX B
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A

'CALIFORIIA POSTSM DARY
EDUCATIONCOMMIS ION

RECIMENDATICNS FOR DEFINITIONS,
/

TO'EAOLLMENT RELATED TERMS-
/

HeadcoUh

Headcount-enrollments at bath the
s are defined as th5 number of stud

census date of each term.

Nk.
AVerage Ter

Enrollmfiedt:-

Headcount

dergraduateAnd graduate-leVels
nts enrolled for credit as Of the

,e,

Sum of term enf011ments divided by the number of regular terms in
academic year, (or college year, if including a state-supported
authmei term).

Average Term Enrollment - FTE

h
SuM'of term Full-Time EquiYaftcy enrollment, at either Iaye of -
instrUm'tion or level of stud t, divided by the number of re lar
terms'in"the academic, year, ,(lor:college year if including a state-
supported summer term).

Undergraduate FTE

.

The Full-Time Equivalency, of an undergraduate is derived by taking
the normal amount of total credit units needed to attain a-baccalaureate,
divided by tier number ofteIrms normally required for Completion ofa
baccalaureate.

For both the University ofiCaliforilia and the CaliforniaState.
University and Colleges: I

I ***4-
Term Undergraduate FTE..Levtl of Student = 15 student,credit units
taken by an undergraduatestudent.

Term Undergraduate F ;. Level cf Instruction = 15, student credit
units taken at the gn efgraduate levelcf instyuction.

Annual Undergraduate. ;-LeIgaZ,Of Student = 30.seMester
'quarter units taken ibr aa:undergraduare student.

Amnual UndergradUate FTg.;..Level. of Instruction = 30 semester or
45 quarter units tak

' '
.

draduate FTE,

,

nfat...Ehe Undergraduate level of instruction.,i

The FUll7Time Equivalenly'of maite.es,post-badcalaureate, and-doctctral I
.gradpates'is derived by t.aigthre. nor,ali amount of total credit units
neecled,to attain a map eeS or. #p"equivalent, divided by the number of
terms normally require 'for.cOnipletion,of a,masteri,s pr its equivaltnt.

:

B=1: \,



The.Full-Time'Equivalency.for first4 professional and doctoral II

. graduates is derived by an.assessed percentage of,full-timeness,
i.e., 1.00, 0.75, 0.501 0.25, 6.00 FTE.

For:thd Calii-ornia State Universityarid Colleg s::
*

,

. Term Graduate FTE, Master's'and Post-Baccalauretite;JeVel of Student =
15 semester-or quarter stUdeni credit unit t 'Ay a graduate.student,,

Term'Graduate FTE;Maater's and Post-Bacca aureate; Level of Inatruction
15 semeSter or quarter Student credit unit taken at the graduate
level of instruction.

Annual Graduate FTE Matter's and Post-Bac alaureate; Levelofitudent.=
30 semester or 45 quarter student /credit sits /taken bY a graduate

student.

Annual Graduate FTE, Master's and Post-Ba
30 semester or 45 quarter, student credit
level of instructionJ

For the University .pf California:
,

0
Term Graduate FTE, Masteesuand Post-Bac alaureat.e; Level of Student =
12 quarter 'student,credit units taken by a graduate student.

Term Graduate FTE, MaStet's and Post-Bac alaureate: Level of Instruction=
12 quarter, Udent credit units taken at/the graduate level of instruction..

Annual Graduate,FTE, Master's and.Post-BacCaLureatei
36 quarter student credit units taken by ,a graduate s

0'

Annual Graduate FTE, Maiter's and Post-Baccalaureate;
36 quarter student-credit units taken at the graduate

0

, 1 i
i

. i

ca.41aureatek-Level of'Instr12ction
its taken. atithe graduate,

1

!

,

Term Graduate FTE, Doctoral I. LeVel,..Of Student = 12

.

units taken by a graduate.Stufient. 1

i

I

. 'Term Grad4ate'FTE, Doctoral I; Level of Instruct ion = 12 quarter student

credit units taken it Ehe graduate. lev 1 of instruct n.
--

Annual 'Graduate FTE, Doctoral I; Level of Student = 36 quarter student

Level of Student =
tudent.

SO

Level of Instruction =.
Edvel.of instrdction.

qUartet student credit

credit units taken bT a graduate stud

Annual Graduate FTE, DoCtorali-
credit. units taken'at the.grad

evei of Instruction = 36 quarter student
le ellaf instruction.

Term Graduate FTE,. Professional and poctoral II; Level of Student = a
percent of full-timeness towards a dOctorate'or professional degree'
taken by,a graduatesstudent in a te7.1.

1. Percent of iull-timeness is defined

B-2

30/

: 1.00, 0.75, 0.50, 0.25, 0.00 FTE.



Term Graduate FTE, Professional_and_Doctoral II; Level of Instruction
is equivalent to termgraduate FTE level of student.

.Annual Graduate FTE, Professional end Doctoral Irf Level of Student =
a...percent of full-timeness tolprd a doctorate, taken by a graduate
01tu4ent4n one academic year. ..

li

,Annual Graduate FTE, Professional and Doctoral II;

r

el of Instruction
,

.is equivalent to annual giaduate FTE level'of stude .

.

Level of Instruction

The levelof offering far instrUctional courses. The following three
Categories constitute level pf instruction: .t

t,
Lower Division - course numb ng system usually associated with the
first two years of undergraduate study.

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

Graduate (and Professional) course numbering system Usually associated,
with posf7baccalaureate students in graduate or professidnal programs.

Level of Student

The total,accredited work by 'a student which reflects his level of progreps
towards a degree, diplama, certificate or credential. .

Included are. the following 'categories:

Undergraduate Student

A student who does not Hold an adc ptable baccalaureate degree or its
equivalent.

Lower Division: -Includes students who are enrolled injorograms
leading to an associate degree (including%three year associate
degree programs) or in,undargraduate'occugational or vocational

.

programs,of three Year duration or lesth leadingto:a Certificate '

or diploma; and other undergraduate students who have earned less
than fiftY percent of the number of atademic credits or program,
requirements normally required for a bachelor's degree (typieallY
freshilen or sophamores).

Lower Division: 59A or less seMester unIts
89.9 or less quarter units

Freshman:_ 0,0 - 29.9 semester.units
0.0 44.9 quarter Unita

.

1

Sophamore: 30 - 596.9 semester units
45 - 89.9 quarterunits

B-3
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Upper Division: Includes all undergraduate students who-are not
enrblled'in associate degree or occupational-vocational certi-
ficate ptograms and who tav sUccessfully Completed.fifty'percent
or more-of the acadaMic:credits or prograM.reqUirements.normally,
required for a bachelor's degree (typically categorized as TUniors
and seniors). Includes students in years three, four; and five of
five-year bachelor's degree ,programs.

- .

UppeeDivision: -60 or more semester units.
- 90 or more quarter units '

it
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
P

Includeil Students who have returned ater coMpletion of at least a
bacheloris degree to achieve further educational objectives and who
Are :lot enrolled in a graduate degree.program.

Graduate
A

Student

Graduate students are thope stiA.ents holding a bachelor's degree or
its equivalent who are. enrolled An A graduate degree program.

Master s: 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 doctoral degree,program, but have not earned a master's degree
and have fewer than the eqtavalent,number of credits normally
reqvired for ,a master's degree,or .(b) _are enrolled in a special, 7

hnclassified, visitor, or non-degree(seaking siatus, or (c) are
enrolled in an eduqational specialist certificate, degree, Or
coordinate intermediate level degree program, whether or hot they'
pOssess an earned master's degree.
.N

o

. r.Doctoral II: Includes all Students whip are enrolled in a doctoral
-

'degree program (excluding "professional") except thOse who are ,

doctoral I students.by the detinitia provided above.
b

. Professional: Includes'all students who are enrolled in any one of
the following "first professional" degree ,progsams-
L.L.W1,.or,J.D., D D,S DAT.M., 0.05.r,.T.D.', M. Div., -Rabbi, Pod.D.,. '

P;IC. 'Students' enrolled in undergraduate "Ore-professional" curricula
and students in the first two years (corresponding to-the under,-

- graduate'freshman and sophoniore year) of integrated professional
degree programs are lower division, and not first profesOmnal
students.

I

3 2
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Meekly Student Contact Hours

Akgregate of the number of hours spent in class per week by-the enrolleeS
in the Class. 40C'

Full-Time Undergraduate student

For any given term,,a student with twelve or more semester Dr quarter
units attempted on census date.

Fulf-Time Graduate Student

.For any given term, a student with at least 75% of Full-Tillie Equivalency
Or 75% of a normal load required to complete a student program or course
-of,study within the norm4l time.

Part-Time Undergisaduate Student

--For.any given term, a student with less thnnli semester or quarter
Units attempted on,census date.

Part-Time GraduateAStudent

For any given term, a student with less than 75% of Full-Time Equivalency
or less than 75% of a normal load' required to complete a student program
or course of study, within the name]. time.

f

f'

V.
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Enrollment Projection iR the Department of Finance,

'the University of California, and.

the California State University and Colleges
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND BROWN JR.; Govern,

DEPARTMEN'T OF FINANCE
SACRAMENTO

r-

August 1, 1976 '

Dr. Horace Crandell, Principal Highdr Education Specialist
Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street- -

Sacramento, California 95814 .

Dear Dr. Crandell,

Walter Hollmagn has asked me to respond to the questions in.your letter of
July 26, 1976.

(1) and (2) The Population Rese-arch Unit uses two basic demographic methods eo
project fall headcount enrollment in the University of California and
California State University and Colleges systems., With verY slight varlations
the two segments are treated the'same methodologipally. One, method is the
student flaw model, which uses historicaliorogression rates, continuation
rates and projected graduates of California high schools and the 'other iS an
age/sex participation model, whidh 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 anly, a category which ...

does-not appear in the Governor's budget. There is projected "annual amerage
headcount" ,shown for the UC, and all other enrollment projection tables are
expressed RI terms of FTE, which we do not project.

All of the projections shown in the Governor's Budget came from the segments.
Technidally, neither of our fall headcount enrollment projections for the
UC OD 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 segment's in the preparation of the projections, but
especially so with:CSUC. The Department of Finance projections are not used
directly in the Budget, but as a control factor. We generally have to give
approval'of the segments projected enrol1mens.

(j) There is virtually no difference'ig methodology used in the two segments.
There can be differerç assumptions hpsed on policy considerations. We project
graduatewstudents foi CSUC but not for UC, for example.

/

(4) a. - "projected enrollment" refers to any future 'year where there is no hard
indicyptordata. ,

1p). "estimated enrollment" refers to any year where we have same hard
indicator data but the aetual enrollment was or is not available at the
time of the estimate.

3 5
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Dr. Horave Cfandell
August 1,,1976
Page 2

4

s;

(4) c. "budgeted.enrollment" would be the'budge
3

year enrollment either estimated

or projected appearing inthe BUdgdt.. know Of no common usage of-thig:
term,. and I suspect that most'people ring it Would mean '"budgeted.FTE."

(5) Methodologies would'be changed if the basic AnrollMent categories uaed in
budgeting;were revised. ,

Letsle know if I can provide dny further detail.

Sincerely, ,
L

7.7'1L%1

Donald E. Hillsi: Associate Demographic
Population'Resmarch Unit'

..,

i

1025 P Street Room 328
'Sacramento, CA r958l4
9l6-322-4651. '

DEH:skh

cc: John G. Harrison

Analys,t

3 6
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UNIVERSItY OF CAL' 3:FoRria ACADEMIC PLAN, 1971b-1978

PROSPECT'S FOR THE 1970s

New demographic trends and related. shifts in the levels of fiScaVresources are-the

/ primary changes affecting the environment and the planning needs of she Univer- °

sity of California in the 1970s.

Enrollment Projections
.

The University's 1966 and 1969 Academic Plans Were based.on much higher pro- 11

jections of student enrollment than are currently expected. The Aarlier projections
assumed a continuation of the demographic trends and the pattern of!in-migration
to California experienced in the 1950s and ,early 19.60.s. 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 reribrted in mid-197.1 that demographic data indicated thia the University
would need to grow -- but at a declining rate -- during the 1970s to accommodate
.future students still in high schOol or elethentary-grades, but that growth_might
cease altogether for a time in the decade of the 1980s. More recent data have
indicated the need for scaling enrollment projections further
than was doneL'in the Growth Plan Task Force Repoy.

, Tables- 1 and 2 show the University's most recent ten-year projections for general
k campus enrbllments and health sciences enrollments . The, tables taken ,together

project a total 9nrollment growth for the University of about 20 percent over the ,

decade of the 11970s . By contrast. actual University enrollment growth between
1960 and 1970 arnounted ..tq 119 percent.

The University's 1969 Academic Plan , anticipating a continuation of rapid enroll-4
ment growth, established "planned maximum enrollments" of 25,000 to 27,500
students each for the growing campuses -- Irvine, Riverside, San Diego, Santa

r Barbara, and Santa Cruz -- and .estirnated 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 figurea of the
1969 Plan are no longer relevant for planning purposes on these campuses: In-
stead, campus plannink 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. Each campus

makes a tentative projection which incorporates its own plans and expectations,

versity as a whole and for the campuses, using State Def)arnnent of Finance demo-and, the Office of fhe Vice President - Planning prepares a projection for the lUni-

graphic data, information on application trends ,. estimated results of redirection

'1

among the campuses and Other Materials. Differences betwn Universitywide and
campus projections are discussed and utiially resolved, and the Universitywide En-,- e'e

rollment Advisory Committee then reviews the projections and makes its recommenda-
tions to. the President , who establishes and issues . the University's official ten-year
enrollinent plan. the near-year figures are used for preparation of the University's
C.Perating 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 civtc and commercial interests in the suirounding com-
munities.

S.

vie
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BERKELEY

Undergraduate

Graduate '

Total

Table 1

THE UNIVERSITY OF CAI.IFORN1A

GENERAL CMPU5,ENROLIMENTS1

Ten Year Enrollment Projeitid (31.1erm lidcount3)

1970.71 197W? 1972.73 1973.74 197441
ACtual Actual Actual Estimate Ilycit 1975.76

18,36 18,101 18,874

94068 8,528 8,403

27,429 26,629 27,157

oAm

Undergiaduate 9,651 10,05 10,927
Graduate , 2,504 2,658 2,035

Total 12,55 12,703 13,162

IRVINE

Undergraduate 4,743 .5,050 5,576
',Graduate 736 882 904

Total 5,479 , , 5,932 6,480

LOS ANGELES

Undergraduate 17,181 16,695
Graduate 8,227 .7,484,

Total ;5,414 241119'

'RIVERSIDE
)

lindeuraduate 4,428 4,535% 4,062
Graduate 1,173

Total 5;117 5 .1 5,235

18,781 19,02
,8,181 8,166

26,962 21,198

11,075

2,835

13,910

5,628

950

6,518

18,082 19,185

1,538 7,697

25,620 26,882

SAN DIEGO (Includes.

Marine Sciences)

Undergraduate

raduate

Totil

4,174 4,635 5,183
1,149 987 1,155

5,323 5,622 6,338

SANTA DAMARA

Undergraduate 11,232

Graduate
1,177

Total 13,009

SAN1A CRUZ

Undergraduate 3,446

Graduate
267

Total 3,19

TOTAL GENERAL

Undergraduate

Oraduate

Total

10,518 10,078

1,661 1,150

12,239 11,828

3,901
I

4,349

305 282

4,208 4,631

23,222 73,542 77,131

25,011 23,850 24,120

98;239 91,392 101,251

PROJECTED (Rounded.,to the Nearest 100)

976-77 1911-18 1.9171 111.11. itej12.'

19,000 , 19,000 19,000 419,000 19,000
8,240 8,200 8,200 1'...s,2or 8,200

27 ;2t10 27,200 , 21 ,200 1L200 .47,200

11,500 . 12,100" 12,100
3,000 3,200 3,300

14,500 15,300 15,400

5,755 6,000 , 6,200

1,000 1,000 1,100

61755 7,000 7,300

19,312 .19,100

7,605 7,800

26,917 26,900

3,615 3,393 3,800.
1,210 1000 1,300

4,825 4,693 5,100

5,604 6,169

1,141 1,248

6,745 1,411

10,079

12,100 12,100 12,100

3600 3,000 3900
15,700,' 15,900 16,000

6,400 6,600 ' 6,700
1,100 1,200 l,200
1,500 7,800 , 7.,900

19,000 19,000 19,000 19,000
7,900 8,000 8,000 0,000

26,980 27,000 27,000 27,000

19,000 19,000

82O0
21,200

1.100
21,288

12,100, 12,100

41000 4,100

,' 16,100 16,200

6,900 71000

1 ,300 1,300

8200, 8,300

19,000 19,000

cbco 8,000

27,000 27,000

19,000

0,200
21,200

12,100

4,100

16,200

7,100

1,400

8,500

19,000

8,000

27400

I.

4 200 4,600 MOO 4400 4,800
1,400 1,400 1,400 1,500 1,500
5,600 6400 6,200 6,300 6,300

4,800 4,800

1,500 ,,- 1,500

6,300 6000.

6,800 1,300 , 7,600 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
1,400 1,500 I 614 1,700 1,800 1,900 21000 2,100
0,200' :8,800 9,200 9,700 9,800 9,900 101,000 10,100

10,224, 10,600

1,112 1,776 1,909

11,61 12,000 12,50

4,965

390

5,355

5,210 51600

450 SOO

5,660 ,6,100

10,900, 11,200 11,00 11,800 12,000
2,000 2,100 2,200 2,300 2,400

12,900 13,300 13,100 14,100 14,400

5,000 6,000 4,200 6,400 6,600'
500 soo 600 100 700

6,300 6,600 6,1100' 1 000 1,300

78,932 , 80,899 81,000 84,500 86,900 87,200 87,800 88,400

24,176 24,545 25,300 25,900 26,600 27,100 27,600 28,000
103,108 105,140 108,300 010,400 112,500 114,300 115,400 116,400

1

Health.Sclenie an4,Extended Olversity enrollments are excluded,

iuhiect ,tunqual review during March.

1 'tg;inadcoUnt, ii the average Of enrollments
forthe Fall, Nide: and Spring luart0.i.,'7,

- .

12,000 )2,000

2;500 12,600

14,500 14,600

.4,800 6,800
700 700

1,500 7,500 ,

88,100 88,800

28,300 28,E00

117000 117 400
,

*NA liccur during the Fall Oar

,39



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

HEALTH SCIENCE ENROLLMENTS

Ten Year Enrollment Projection (3-1ei.m Headcount)

Actual
1

Actual ,, .ACtual
1

Steady .State'

1970-71 117144: 1972-73, 117374 1974-75 1975-76. 19 1077.78 1978-79 1979-80. Beyond 1979-r80

BERKELEY. ,

Optometry 203

Pubtis Health 253

,Iotal 456

DAVIS.°

,Family Nurse Practitioners -
' Med kink.; '.'- "' 356

yeteriniri:MOicine* '420

;,,,, "r, T,00.,:'' ' 7*

IRVINE ,

Cormuni ty. & Publ 1 c 4ieal t:;;;

ProgramS I '"

Medi* .. 580'

LOS''..,ANG.EL(

Oenti,stry....;

Med

Nurs4
.

PuO1c0ea1 th,''

Total

.RIVERSIDE

Medicine,

SAN OIEP

:Medicine

,SAN FRANCISCO'

8 iolpgy

, . Phanicy

,580

376

1,477

218

308

:2,379

,123 231 240 240

267 . 284 313 345

490 515 553 5t6

245 258 172 282 289

400 415 415 415 415

658 .687 ,687 704 707 .

18 32 65 5

5,16 639 565, 790

464 182 l486 521

?'. 998 1,153 1,216 1,376

65 65 65 65 .65

830 905 , 980 1,06S 1400

540. 583 633 688'. 738

11435 1,553 1 678' 1,818 ,

2 , 8 li 24W 32 44 44'

729 773 876 905 039 981 1,011

710 13,1 781.. 890 929 971 1,025 1,055

400 420

1,646. 1,798

214 258

364 385

.2,624 2,861

513 513 513

1,943 1,943 1,943

307 316 330

450 468 478

3,221 3,240 3,264

829 860 860 860

538 562 588 588

170 200 ', 230 230

1,584 1,584 , 1;584 q

'49, 551 552 552

7 ,551 , 551

4505 3,505.

11,219 ; 11,345 /
f

" LNIVER$IT'HilTAC,
4

;"!, :14StatlitiCa1

1.;APprOVed, Febi ,28i:07,3:.1ii:ter, revisions not inclnded.
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Tables 1,and 2, then, are the projections whi WCre issued in ,the spring of 1973

(with some minor revisions). A new set of pro ctions will be_available shoi.tly
after this Academic Plan is issued. It shoul e emphasized that th'e figures do
change aomewhat each year and are not to e read as long-term commitments. \
Actual enrollments may, reveal unexpeled Ishortfalls or may considerably exCried

estimates, and projedfions -ate _revised annually to reflect actual enrollment ex-
,perience an&prher rectors.

i Undergraduate tnro lments - The Univergity . admits, all qualified undergraduate
aPplicants from Cal' ornia (on their preferied campus, if possible, or on an ...,,,

alternate campus 'th ugh the redirection proOess)', and offers admission to .

eXceptionally able aOplictints from outside fii'e 'State . ', : State demographic trends are
a major determinant of undergraduate enrollments. About 90 percent of:the Univer-
sity'a enteringlirst-year students are recent gradu-ates.,of California high schOols.
The Populationpivision of the State Department of Finance provides the Unhiersity
each year with projections of State high school graduates by county. These pro-
*dons, when combined with trends in applications from individual California
'Counties and simil rlr derived information for-tiansfer studentg and for.out-of7State ,

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

% sultant campus toté.ls are ,projected to exceed either temporary capacitY or permanent
enrollment Ceilings., the projected excess applicants are distributed to cainpuses ..,

where facilities are available. Past 'experience with redirection indicateS that only
about 30 percent of redireoted applicants register at the new campus,'-as cornOared

with 50 percent of.applicants w1.10 actually' enroll's/ the campus ,of, their first choice.,
The ,Untversity h pes to improve its redirection process, especially through redirec-.
tion earlier in th year, with the expectation that' earlier redireCtion will. result in

- higher rates of a teptanpe of new campus assignments. .7. '.
, t

.
Table 3 (see foll wing page) Shows the Department of Finance "Provisional Projec-

.s tions of Public igh Schoolffwelfth Grade Graduates" for :.California for the durrent
pianning _period Two 'sets of figures are given; , those 'dated April 1972 which were
used in prepari i g Table 1 in March of 1973, and those dated July4973 which wql
be used in the niversity's preparation of the next sei of,,,ten-year projections in*

. Marc of 1974. It .should be noted that the:More recent figures.>project lower
numbers of hig school graduates throughout every year. of the planning period,
than did the A ril 1972 data. Both sets,of figures show 1979 as the peak year for
igh schopl gr duates, with numbers declining thereafter aid by fairly. large
amo nts in the early. 1980s.. These ,data'are reflected in the undergraduate projec-
tibn in Table 1,;which sho,,Ar much slower growth after 1980-81',... It. A possible

that 11040.1 ,c1P ines will occur in the Mid-1980s, When the full effects of declining
era oZJ4 h'sdhool graduates are felt.

Th Universit 's undOgraduate projections (Table l) assume that the application
4 rat of "high chool eaduates will remain'about the same during the 1970s. It is

po sibie that 'he Univeraity's student clientele will be broadened oVer time (see
di cussion of this., topic in the later section on "SoMe Special Concerns for the .:

hO Os''). At resent, thenumb'ers involved in this iirea, 'when comparedi,to the
to al' enrollm nts at the University, , do not warrant .changes "in the durrent pro-
je dons,



;
Table 3 .,

PROVISIONAL PRO ECTIONS OF CALIFORNIA PUBLIC scHoot,
TW LFTH GRADE GRADUATES

Total for Year ending June As revised April 1972 As revised July 1973
i

.

1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
190
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

294,175
296,375
303,850
312,150
310,250
313,275
3,18,475
322,375
.318,600
.311,750
305,725
289,825

-

291,496
287,075
294,800
303,375
303,075
307,850
313,425
317,725
313;875
306,575
301,475
284,650
268,500

,,,-

.

i

,

-,

.,'.

a
.

.. . ,

Source: Population Division , California State
!

Department of FinanCe

4.
..

Undergraduate admissions. May .be conStraineck at campuses either because of
estathished enrollment ceilings br temporary litite on Capacity. . The following
planning ceilings for ,threel general -campuses are currently° in effect:

I. Three,tertn Headcounts .

General carnpus . Health Scierices .. Meat.: .,

Berkeley ,26,900 : .600 A 211,500.. :.
Davis 16;200 . ' 2 AO 18,200
Los Angeles 27;000 3,000

. i
. .

30,000

An enrollment limit of 7, 00 for the Santa Cruz campus iS' in effect for
ten-year .projection perio .

. .

Davis is rapidly approac mg its /Ceiling and .both Berkeley and Los Angeles are
at their ceilings: Table 1 ,indicates that Current projections 'for general campus
enrollments at Berkeley re slightly in exceis of established ceilings , and Table
shows a. similar excess j projections of health selences eorollments at Berkeley.
and Los Angeles . Thes campuses are expected to adjust actual enrollments to
conform to ceilings as s on as possible. It lihould 'be noted thg4ctual enrollments
may never agree Precis ly with ceilings because of °annual varlitions in the per-.
centage of students offe ed admission who actually enroll.. ., .

. . . . ,

Temporary constraints pn undergraduate enrollments maY be required at one time
or another either because of lack of. capacity, , or because slower ratea of growth
are deemed advisable to assure high academic quality . In determining their rates
of growth , the campuses take into account their phythidal, economic ; az)d social
impacts on their syrounding communities .

-

th,e present

4

4 3
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bne oiher important question, and one that is 'resolved by the Office of the Presi-
dent after consultation with campus a ministrators, is the distribution bf campus
total enrollment capacities between u dergr.aduate and graduate enrollmenta.

Graduate Enrollments - Graduate enr011ments are determined separately and some-
what differeiktly from undergraduate/ enrollments. The .UniversAy has exclusiVe
responsibility among the State's public institutions for instructfon at the Ph.D.
level and in certain professional fleldt', and it shares responsibilities for training
at the Master's ' degree level and other professional fields . Graduate students
are drawn in considerable numb rs from other states as well as' from California.
Demographic factors have their ffeci on graduate enrollments, both directly and
indirectly through their effect qh undergraduate enrollments and thus on the
level of future demand for doc ral degree holders as teachers, of undergraduates
in colleges and universities. The Growth Plan Task Force in- 1971 suggested a
substantially smaller growth rate tor graduate enrolkients than had lpeen envi-
aimed in earlier Academic P ans, and notedi, several causes: . prospective lower
emploYment demand for indi duals with ph.D.."and some other postgraduate
degrees; decline in financi I aid for graduat4. 'students; and the effects of in-
creased educational fees arid of higher tuition fees for out-of-State students; along
with limited availability of non-resident tuition waivers.

-

The graduate enrollments Table 1 have been established by the Office of pi
President after consultation with the campuses , anreflect estimated'atudent
demand, developments/in the various fields, program coats, placement opportunities
in 'the fields, and ca pus and Universitywide program priorities at the graduate
level. The graduate enrollnients are considerably lower than those of the 1969 .

ACademic Plan and Somewhat lower than those Contained in ,the GrOwth Plan J'ask
.force Report. Bo h they and the undergraduate projections are, of Course, sub7
jeCt to change an ually in March. ;

Fagtors That M y Change Projections - -The current projections assume' that certain
policies and cOnditions will remain relatiVely constant. But 'it is possible (and
likely)._ that unexpected changes will occur. Slightly less than half of the Ca*ornia
studentt eligible to attend the University .of California do in fact enroll , and /this
proportion could increase (or decrease) over the next 'decade. The followink' are
illustrativ of the range of possible changes: /

.4,

Proporgons of gtudents seelang college education may..change . Social
preAsUres for attending college seem to be weakenin&.sOmewhat, and
preSsureS.'for v.ocational training .increesing . These pressurs may
cause a decrease-over Iline in the proportion of high school gracluat,es
seeking admission to the University. Orli% again, policies further.'
encouragink the, atter.(iance of minorities ttird wornen.might raise:'
these proportiOnt measurably. Increased enrollment opportUnities
for part-time or, older students and reliance on some nonrtraditional
criteria for their adMission might a0d to the numbers. I

r:91,

2. Tuition 'and educationaLfee policies, may cliange. If the University fees
are raised, enrollrpentedemend will fall sortieWhat. rf, however'; tuition ,
or substantial educational, fees were tO be introduced in the State Univer-
sity and Colleges , aome atudents '*ho now gO to these institutions because
of the absence of such fees might; elect to attend the University

N.1
4.



.Financial aid patterns.may change. For example, the federal goIrrunent's
new Basic Opportunity Grants are now funded only to a limited extent.
Full fu,nding, 4is recently, requested by President Nixon, might enable some
students to attend the University Arho now attend. comniunity colleges
primarily for financial reasons.

Basic demograPhic trends might change if, for example, the eller cris
should persist and should encourage a wave of new in-migration to
California because of the State's mild climate..

The University has theThbligation to choose from among the 'many posii 'ties t.i.ore
that seem to be the most realistic assumptions about the future, to proj ct its en-1
rollments according to those assumptions, and to Jorinulate its future academic
plans and its budgets in the light of current projections.

Fiscal Outlook

State support is always related ein some measuie to enrollments, and the prospeCt,
for slower enrollment growth means atio.the Prospect for slower growth in fiscal
resources. Beyond that, the University in'reeent years haS not receiVed general
fund support from the State commensurate with:the growth of enrollment. Instruc-
tional support pet student on the University's 'general campuses, in terms 'of
1972-73 dollars declined by 27 percent, from approximately .$2,830 per student
in 1960-61 to $2,080 per .student in 1973-74. There *.as , some , falling off of
instructional support per studeht prior to 1966, but major downturn has de-
curred since then. One effect Of this fiscal Asituatioh',has been a steady -deteriora-
tion in the student/faculty ratio, as the ',University haS_ been unable to Lugs faculty

<to keep pace with the rise in erhrollments..,*

The fiscal situation faced by the University is not unique among institution's of
titgfier education ip thii.4970s . The costs of higher education eVeryWhere have
risen rapidly, , bbth,,becauSe of inflation and because higher eilucation does not have
the same abilitV as qtfost :ohndustry to offset rising ,costs with rising ,produbtivity --
,there seem to be feir,shdrtduts to the production of a highly educatedindividual.
At the same time , state legislatures are besieged by pressures to meet- other'. social
needs with high pribrities, in such areas as .health and welfare and erkvfrontnental
protection. This means that the, University most Aake spe4al effortsjolOse ifs ,

resources as wisely and efficiently as pos,sible'a. n,y1The'VnArer-Sity,, MdSt -alsb s4k to
demonstrate to the State that the need for)e/ highly edud'ated Eitizenry 'is as im-
portant as many other social-goals an* thit the University will return invaluable
economic and social benefits in exchange' for the State's investment'.



ACADEMIC PROGRAM.AND RESOURCE PLANNING IN THE CALIFORNIA STATE. milvERSITy AND COLLEGES,
1976-77 THROUGH 1980-81 .

'PLANNING FOR RESOURCES IN
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

The several planning activities of The California State University and Colleges (curricular, budgeting, facilities)
cannot,be accurately described as separate entities since they are inescapably interrelated; changes in the currithlar
'plans 'have direct consequences with'regard to budgets and facilitiet- planning. In like fashion, revisions of facilities
plans or budgetary resources have a direct influence on curricular. plans.

I. , '''.
- -

The annial revision of the PUB-Time Equivalerit. (FTE) enrollment allocations for the system and each campus is the
'starting ,point" for the annual planning cycle. These annual enrollment revisions provide a basis for the various
planhing activities, ranging from budget Year adjustments in areas such as facultY.staffing /0 1.0-year adjustments in
such areai aslong,rapge capital outlay.projections.

Those areas which are particularly relevant to ctirricular planning are discussed ih the folloWing pages, namely
enrollment, faculty staffing, facilities, library developthent and instructionaltomputiM Current procedures for
curricular planning, and the relation of these other''planning activities 4o: tUrrictilar planning; are also discussed. In

, .

,,,' -c ;addition to outlining the procecipres nold.in uie, a summary of potsible future developments in each of tab ,

planning areas is provided.

Enrollment Projections,
'i

. . ''.4

Projected allocations of/ Full-Time EqUivalent Enrollments for a periad":of ten years are updated and.'reyised
annually. Most adjustmenti result from.changes in the experience data WhIC11 form .the basis for three cOmponenti of
FullTime Equivalent Enr011ment projections: pot:Milian projections, participation rates, and average student Urfit.
load. 4 .

, s,.

Population peojections

These are cOmputea by age category by the Population Research Unit of the StSte;Departinent of
Finance. ProjectiOnSpertinent to higher education for 18 years in advance are baied On existing
population,data0t is:l(nown on the basis of thiese data that the number of individualin the 18-24
year ald.age giiiiiP -4 the major source of, thei011ege population will peak alloUt11971 or 1982
and, then decline. Thit. projection is based upon births that began to decline after'1964 and is now
Sullject only to variations arising from changes in,inigration patterns ar deathiates. How Jong this
decline will last beyond the observable period 'depends upon fertility behaViO.G vififlich is a
'consequence of constantly changing economic and social influerices. The Population Researth
Unit, California Department of Finance, has prepared two ettfrnavii that appear to be plausiblt.
planning 'alternatives, as follows:

Completed fertility Rate of 2.8, net in-migration of 150,0012 teries C).

Completed 'Fertility Rate of 2.1 zero net migration' ,,(Series .E,.' the repladirnent level-t/
population growth).

.,

The tTS Bureau of the CensCis has:noted a downward trend in completed 'fertility ratei'a'nd is
utilizing an ,upper limit of .2.8. birthi in its high porpjectioni and &Ate of 1.8 in its low projections.
Even knder inq Series C assumptions, the .044 age group will peayrin, 198,1,,,.decline by
approxmately 15 percent thiough 1991, and nat reach the 1981 level again unfil 'about 2000.

. Urider Series E assumptions' the :Peak ocCUrs in,,1982 and 'the:decline is aPproxiniatelY 26 percent ;
through 1595; the 1982 level is not regained until after the turn of the century.

Participation rate'

The number of students in the entire civilian population, by ale category, N tine bite for the
participation rate. This is used to convert Oopulation projections into estimatet of; studeht

C-10



Year

k ..

enrollMent. For The lifornia State University and. Colleges, participation rates in the 18-24 year
old age grouP have inCre sed in recent years as indicated in Table I:

;

TABLE I
.

Participation Rates (Rate pef-,000) in
18-24 . The California State Uniiersity and Colleges*

. Year Old , First-time , Continuing ' Total
Population Freshmen TraQsfers & Returning Undergraduates

2,200,500 7.7 134 43.9 64.9

1968 2,290,500 8.7 15.3 ' 47.9 i 71.8 `
1969 2,379,200 7.7 14.5 -51.5 ,.t 7;.2
1970 . 2,264,500 8.7 154 59.2 83.3
1971.

1972
2,371,400
2,430,200

1
8.4
9.5

16.6
17.7

61.4
61.9

86.4
89.0

1973 2,492,400 9.3 17.5 62.7
1974 2,556,300 9.4 17.0 61.9 88.3
1975 2,613,300 9.4 18.3 63.9 91,5

.

''', :

Projected student enrollments are derived by' applying expected participation rates to total civilian
population projections.

3. Average student load

Estimates of average student load are used within the system to convert, projections of student,
enrollments to Full-Time Equivalent StudeVs (FTES). The average number of units taken by students in
all categories has consistently declined since-1970, as Shown iVable II.

TABLE 11
,

Average NuMber of Units.For Which Students Enroll
By Class Level, Fall Terre' =;,:-

ro

.Yeir Freshman

/ 1966
13.8

198 13.9
1969 14.2,

1970 14.9
1971 117
1972 ti . 117'
19/1 1-3.7
1974 '-z 13.6
1975 13.

(Prieliminary)

tophomorey, ,, Junior ..., ,Senior Graduate Total

1 20 5 ° : 12.6 12.0 6.4 11.4
13.6 12.7 '12.3 6.9 H1. 1.6
13.6 12.7 "-..12.6 7.2 11.7 .

13.6 12.9 127 ,A, 74 11,9
13.9 13.2 13.0 7.8 12.1,

14,0 113 13.2 ;.0,8.4 -12A
13.6 12.7. 12.7 8.1 . 11.9.
13.3 , 12.5 12:5 7.9 , me
.13.2 12.3 124 8.0 11.7
13.2 , 12.3 12.1 7.7 11.5
13.0 , 12.2 12,0 7.6 11.4

ExPectaiions about sloOted enrollMent gro`mith and eventUally po grbwtb are based primarily on the first of these
. ,

three elements, population projections. Consistent declines in average' student load, the 'third element, .cto not altei:,t.
these expectation; as far as Full-Time Equivalent enrollmeneprojectiont'ireconceined: If is the secona ,of the:tWo
elements; namely participation rate, which account; 'at piesent /or uneXpected enrollment 'developments. in the fall

'Source; Division of Institution;i1Research, March 1978 '



'

qf 1975 ; .FTE earollmt,qtinZhe Califprnia State UniversitV'and Colleges and in manY other institution's(' across the
country exceeded prOfections. While thcreasons for this are not entirely .known, preliminag data indicOe that,the
incieeie was.`;16f due to incieaseS in average student unit load (this continued otQ dectine), nor was itdue to errors in
populatiOn projections. It seems to have been caused exclusively by 'a sUdden increaSe.,in participation, rates,
esPecially those of continuing students.

Given that t.te unexpected FTE increase was caused by an increase in participation rates, and given that there were
not unexpected changes in the other two variables, some assumptions can.be made about the effeits of this recent
development on future enrollment projections. .

First.1f, the participation rates hold at or slightly below the new levels and the two other variables continue as
anticipated, the effect will be growth at essentially the same raW as previously projected (but starting with a hicjher,
base. This is in fact the assurnptiOn underlying'current revisions in enrdllment allocations. Table III shows pas; raies
of FTE arowth. The rate of groWth has stowed considerably arid iiexPected to remain atlower levels until 1983!84,
when a sysTemWide enrollment decline is projected. Adjustmenti currently being made in the FTE projections fir
the system are shown in Table IV.

Campus

Bakersfield ,

Chico

Dominguez

Fresno

Fullerton

Hayward

HumlitOldt

Long B,e,ctfi

Los Artgeirti.

Northridp
Pomo6s

Saciimenge

San 8er:tan:lino

Sin tilt9
Calexico Center

San Francisco

San Joie

San Luiapb ispo

SonoMali
Stanislaus'k.,...-

Syitem Totals

TABLE III
:

t.
, . .

..

Reported Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students.for the Academic Years
..., 1966-67 through 1974464'.

I.

Total FTE Increase. By Y4ar

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

233

5.835

118 A03

7.406 8,1147 9.305

5.290 6.438 7,913

4.153 5.253 6.675

7,971 3.460 4.168

1 so ,... 16.090445 18.361

1.934 12.45; 13.44

.339 114 84. \ 13,471

4.882

7.570

515

14073

138

13.635

16,491

7.457

1.145

. 706

281 3514

7.431 1,712 ; 9.661

890- 1.5g6 -.2b2
11.294 12334

9.52k: 10.656
:

9.149

4.846./ 5.253

19.027 19.854

14.684 15.348

15.639 17.843

5390 ' 6,345 183 '3.835
, 8.980 1 1. 12.639

1307 2.003

15,557 20.035
167 , 212

10491

1.178 1.611,,;

17.329, 16.672

154: 188

13.285 13.688

1.:

1971.72

1.495

10036 .
2.941

921F7°0:2:

1972.b

1.941

^ 11.112

4 3314
13.169

12.649

9.597

1975-74

2.2%
11.455

3,847

,13.135

13.327

8.906-

1974-75

11612

4,491

13.041

14.005

i IS
5.478 5.955 6.458 I

° 19.914 20.086 20.632,

15.254 15.287 14.992 15.026
18.065 10.281, 17,992

9.079 ° 8.743 :- V:249

14.146 14.670 15.002 15.225

7151 2.268 2.592 2.843
l 20.184 - 21.758 23.297

175516 1291) 1283)1 (2$:1)'arr
13.585 14,446 14.152

17A64 :18,316 . 18.758 10.074 L 19383
8.102 9,10, 3 10.702 11377 11.437

1.634 2.527 1154 . .3114

934 1.867 2355 -f 2.357

129.441 143.627 ' 162.438 197.414 , 204424

13.079 14.186 18.811 18.816 16.200 "" 6,770

Percent.Increast. By Year , II%

.
i 1% 14% 12%

'Calexico anter data Mciuded a's part fir San DiegO Statg, University figures. .

"48

15.848 . 16.228

20.1137 20.197

0466,1 12.479

:4,880 5.150

2342 2.175

210.974 218.075 , 221.285

9,750 4 101 .3.210

15.85a

19337

13.606'

5.177

2,307

C7:1.2



Filif-ury 1975
Allocations

Growth Rate
..(frcim previous year)

TABLE

8:4;:inParison of,Febr;ery:;S75 Annt;a1 -FT.g,er;jeopiis 4ito
1975*Annu.at FTE ProjectibnS*.

197575 1976-77 9 7 7 - 78

223,900 226,7e -229,500

+1.0%: +1..39O +1.3%

.

March 1976 230,340 23Z700 .237,320

Allocations (estimated) (budget)
Growth Rate
(from previous year)

+4.1%' +1.0% +1.9%

'

:Source: Division of Institutional Research, March 1976.

1980-81.

240,800

+0.9%

241,000,

249,660 25257
. .

+1.6%

It is consequently not . anticipated th t the enibliment increase experienced in the 1975-76, academic year will
provide enduring reiief from theAffiCuities caused by sto'w or .no enrollMent groWth. These difficulties result froth
the practice of using FTE as .the basis for generating resources and the:rptiance on growth to generate new resources
annually. The effects of this decline in growth rate are discussed in each of the illdividual planning areas following.

4


