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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY!

s
P

THis report describes a study of' EOPS done by Educatlonal Evaluation \,\

Associates (EEA). The purpose_of the. study was to develop a plan for
evaluatnng the EOPS program. " in developing thls .plan EEA worked
closely with two groups. >One group re‘presented community colleges
throughout the state. The other included representatives of the
Iegtslature and )/arlous other agencnes in Sacramento

o - N "
In -this "user-oriented approach " we based -the’ evaluation on the kinds
of guestions ‘expressed 'by these two user 3roups We compared these
questions with the information that’ was ready being collected In

some cases the data matched the questions. ‘In other cases there was a ..

mismatch. We determined how much useful mformat;on could come from
the existing sources and theh constructed new* measures to"prowde the
missifg data. . o . ¢

@ '
‘ - f R
N ' . .’ ¢
’

The key feattires of thg report are: L

El

»

4

- 1. We suggest some changes in several of the existing datassources:
! - certain - USRS ,data elements. should be revised, and a.new

annual. USRS xsurvey ‘of ‘all, students should be conducted;

-- an automated plan for analyzmg the’ flnal fiscal claim forms
(Form A-1) should be developeq;

--.the-Operational Program Review (OPR) should be expanded in
scope; .

-- the efforts of the California Past- Secondary Educatlon Com-
mission (CPEC) to add an EOPS 1dent|f|cat|on to. student data

* . should be supported ) . FEENG I

g

2. We suggest several new measures: '

~#- Supplemental Survey of EOPS student plans and career goaIs )

should be undertaken; o e -

- Longitudinal Study~” of EOPS students' ‘f6ng-term sucoess
should be begyn; ’ .

‘-~ a study of the differences between program plans (Form 10)
and program expenditures (Form A-1) .should’ ,be done.. This
will “tell us which data can be used-'to answer certaln
questlons.‘ ! ’

i . ~ - - ¢
~3. We suggest an evaluation r report schedule! / A
(It is not enough to simply gather information. Information must,
be communicated in a clear and timely manner.) - S
-=- six evaluation reborts for each years .program are
’ recommended; » kS

-- the focus of each report is described anng wuthsfhe data .
. requlred to complete each. . . 1. 4
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-Chapter |

PROCEDURES

v
¢

- This report 'presents a recomniended plan for state-wide evaluation
of " the_ cEO‘PS __‘,program in the California Gommunity College System

oThe pIan developed by Educat|onal -Evaluation Assoclates (.EEA), bhas

-~ .

‘been’ devised over a. perldd of eight months usmg a set of systematlc'

procedhres The first step was the deveTopment of a complete descr|p~
N \.
tion of data sources currentlys avauable for evaIuat1on “of - EOPS

- .

Concurrently, we sought tounderstand of‘varlou,s user con'stituencies!' .

‘informa’fion needs. The primary mechanism for attaining this "user
\ o 1

'feedback" was the establlshment of two "evaluation study groups"—-one
»°

repreSeﬁtmg Iegnslatnve/executlve users ahd one representing coIIege

user\§.~ . ! i T .
» .

’ . :‘ Py ‘

In the next ‘step, -an analysis .of the matches “between available

information and-.user. needs'along with ‘insights from other research
. ] ; : . ]
studies .provided ' the Dbases for. detailed recommendations.  Iri ‘these
‘ N » . ! * \ .

recommendations we maintained existing data sources wherever possible,
( . - 0

rnade suggestions for modifications of some,, deleted others, and sug-
gested new data sources to be added to the Bvaluation system. Eq_dally
1 .
- {7, ) i)
as important as the apalysis of the data sources are the recommenda-

tions - for evaIuatlon reporting and the anaIyt|c procedures for produc|ng

A .

those repo'rts... The best evaluation data is of little worth unless- it
. ' o ’ . s .

finds. its" way into a report or display that. helps users to improve

programs or -make other, important program :decisions'.




s - . * )
Existing Data Sources

. L4

As the initial step in the effort to devise a set of evaluation pro-
-t . . ’ N -
cedures, for EOPS we exa'mined the existing data sources.-We focused

« . on six ‘sources of lnformatlon currentIy avallable the,,application form,-2

/ t
. the f|scaI and‘ \budget report|ng form, student data, ' the on-site.
s . - . . . )
' 4 Y R i ‘
Co operational program revrew,_ the flscal ‘audit, and year-end' reports - ¥
N - ’ . / *° '
Information was ‘gathered on each of these from three souftes:

A Y

examination of all. avallable matErlaIs, |nterV|ews with “individuals who

\bwere deveIop|ng or * modifying- exnstlng procedures’ ‘and comments and

e ' perceptions df EOPS groups about” the vallf:llty ’o’fw each source. 'We
described each data source, mdnca&ed existing procedures for data

- i~ ’

storage and reporting and commented " on.the reliabjlity and vaI|d|ty of .

t

* »

the data. S - ' L3
. o s ’ ‘ "('

a " -The Evaluation- Study Groups

. . f .
This 'effort wasf,gqi'ded(\, by "the -feedb,ack ; f two study ‘gaoups
3 ’ ) 6 T v

representating the various user constituencies/ 'f‘he proJect |n|t|aIIy'
concenved of a comblned study group represen’f/ng Ieg|sIators, key state

' declsaon makers at. the e>§ecut|ve level QI al community college declsmn /<
maketns ‘(including Deans and AEOPS d|rectors)/-and staff of the Special o

Studles Un|t of the  Chancellor! s, Office ‘of the C;alifornia Community

\ ‘ " Colleges. On further examination it seemed infeasible for the consultant
. . 'y . . .
to .meet simultaneou'sly with all of these individuals Thus, EEA along

wnth the Dlrector of Specnal Studles (Ron Dyste) modlfled the procedure ;

and formed two evaluatlon study groups..

-
°

The IegisIative/executjve study group included: James ‘Browne'

(Aide: toréenator Alan Sieroty), William.Chavez (Assembly Consultant on

.

»



-

Post-Secondary' Education), Bruce Hamlett (Specialist- Cfalifornia Pést-

'Secondary Educat|0n Comm|ss|on), Vmcent Montane (Alde to,,Senator

,Alﬁed Alquist), George Normlngton (Prlnclpal Program Budget Analyst,
'Department of Finance), Dale Shlmasakn (Legislatlve Analysts Office)
and Floyd We|ntran .(and subsequently” Frank Barrera) (Admissions and;

Ootr,each Services, University of California). A\. number of meetings

were scheduled d'uring the course of the project in c')rder'to g'aﬁn
& |ns|ghts into the |nformat|on they required for decision making. Each
of the members of the Ieglslatlve/ executive study group attended at

least one meet|ng, in addition brgeflng papers, draft chapters and

e e .

.

various summary tables were mailed to all group members for comment”.

/ .
The second group, “the colleges group," consisted of the followmg

Individuals: Norma Fimbres (Speciat Programs, California State Univer-

itv\;.r,”h’lo?thﬁridge), Ernest Gregoire ‘(EOPS Directorr, Mt. San Antonio
\
College), Karla Henderson (EOF{S Director, Los Angeles Pierce Coﬁege),

-

Chris(tine Johnson (Dean .of Student Services, College "of Alameda),
- ~ .

“

) "3 [ .
Melin‘dai Matsuda (EOPS Director, Chabot CoIIege), Alfred Mendoza
i

. (Instructor, Los Angeles Southwest College), Paul Prelsmg (Instructor,
Evergreen Valley College), and Buster Sano (Specialist,.Chanceilor's
A‘Office, CCC). The EEA team met i/vith the Ucollgges . group! on a
_number of occasions during the contract period in order to determine
.the unique information needs at the local college level that might be met,.

&y a state-wide evaluation system.

L4

v

In addition, members of. the two evaluation study groups not

present at a meeting were contacted subsequently by E'EA staff to

o

obtain thelr inputs into the;process. Typically, these contacts involved .

mailing *the ;materials that had been distributed at the meetings and ,




Y

sollcmng comments, but occaslonally phone interviews took place Some

L4

members of the study group who ‘were present at the' meetlngs were aIso

contacte,d. by phone to obtain further clarification of their comments.

v
¥

A—Severat other individuals' partncupated |n each of the study groups

L

_in"an .ex-officio capacity. ~ Ron- Dyste, Director of the Special Services

Division of the Chancellor's Office participated on a number of occasions . .

~

— and provided feedback on various reports. George Haji, a member of -

~
.

his staff ‘was the contract monltor,.made aII arrangements for meetings -

o and aIso part|<:|pated fuIIy Jennifer Franz, worklng on an allied pro- -
Ject, also partICIpated. In addition, the EEA Consultant he'ld meetings
‘ ’9‘ with the staff "of, the- O.ffice of Special Studies, Chancellor's Office,
g ECC‘ The purpose of these meetings was to ootain added in;sights into

- ' I
”'"vartous evaIuat|on da'ta sources currently available. ,

"‘*»s

- &

L4

As a p"aqt of the prbcess of seekung the most broadly: based con-
sensus possible and belng respons|ve to user needs a presentatuorZ' and

d|scuss|on also took place at a .&ate_-wnde meeting . of EOPS directors in
. . - / o
- Long Beach. : . T

- -
-~

Other Research Reports . S : . .
A /: ) In a'ddition to the study groups' input '\;v‘e examined several.
prominent research re;\rts that mlght provnde approprlate insights for
devnslng a state -wide EOPS eva‘luatnon system While there were many
related reports that might Mave been examined, four seemed partlcularly
relevant, They were: The Stat/de Longltudlnal Study of Communlty'
College Students (Sheldon and . Hunter); What Happened to the EOPS
Students .of Fall* 19737 (Prelsing), College Going Rates, in Cahforma

(Knoell); and The Study of Extended Opportur?ity Programs and

(e YT g,
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[

/ >
’ ‘ ) N . . %
-

Services in California Community CoIIeg€s (Farland, Rose, Nyer&

'l“rent; Evaluatlon and Tramlhg lnstltute‘) m eachgnstance_wLobtalned
a copy,of the research re,port(s§ and renewed it thoroug‘hly. Some
reports, wé're'single volumes (such as ETI); in other instanoes the work
of tbe project constltuted a number of separate but smater studles

(such -as The State Wide Longltudmal Study) Occaslonaﬂy, we bene-

r f|ted from a phone ‘l’ntel‘vnew wnth the author of. the .report (e.g. Steve '

&

Sheldon) or a-.more casual conversatlon (e.g. Paul Preising); .and, in

one instance a co-author was commissioned to write a paper specifically

-

d|rected to the |ssue of development of the state -wide ROPS evaluation
J

based on his report (James Trent - ETI ‘report) Wlth respect to the
State—Wtde‘ Longltudmal Study, we benefited from the recently completed
analysns of that study by Jenmfen Franz (1981) ln summary, an
analys|s of these varnous stud|es provided. an addltlonal element for '
consideration |n.deV|s|ng the r;ecommended EOPS evaluatlon, ‘system.
: | . .
Devising a -Plan '

THe remainder of the report is quite 'straightforward. .There is a
certain logiéal' tonsistancy from chapter to chapter; ﬁ'hich follows the

reasomng process exempllfled by’ the followmg set of questlons P ‘

a

(7n t are,, thg,exnstlng sources of data and:ave. they usable ih their

.

’

present form‘? .. . . ,

2 i . : J

(2) What are the information needs '6f the various user audiences?
. . o .t e ,

(3) To what extent do useable data sources meet the existing

~ ¢ . . a
. . . . '
information ‘needs? ° , . . .
:Y

(4) What |ns|ghts can' be galned about state- wnde evaluatlon of EOPS

-

from other research studies? s -/ g

-

\ . - e




.

K . . - -

_ (5) Should each* existing data' source be retained, mod‘ified‘on,deleted'.;‘

~

é *

(63 What additional data \sourées are appropiate for meefing spécifie'd

s . [ 4
and unmet user .informatiorr neéds?
T, . L SR — ~ : AR .-
(7). What_js.the timetable for_data-collection?—— . . — . L
. . . et B .
: ) (8) ‘What -evaluation reports shou'ld‘be ‘produced to serve the various
« - . b - ,
:‘ & information needs? What, data sources are'to be a part of each -
" - -
L4
- Y . < ‘
‘ report? f
: . ‘e [ - - " > . N
, . (9)¢ What is the reporting time schedule? S
3 . * ‘
’ - . ¢
(10) wWhat analysis procedures are required for producing the specified .
i S
. + evaluation reperts? | ' ,
. ) . . i
A . -7
: : . I
N @ . iy T
2 -
. ~ 7 L v *
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. _ R -+ . EXISTING EVALUATION SYSTEMS R
- - . ) ' o e ’ o y
“ SRR Y . ‘ “av .

N

Our; worli on this project inc‘ludes,-' as one of its compon‘ents, a

review-qf exlstrng evaluation systems used for state -wide assess&ment of .

community college EOPS Programs.“Whrle no concerted effort has yet .

, ‘:. l . R k} ‘ v . > L
been, made to develop a state-wide' evaluation system, ‘there are nogethe- . o
“less, elements present that might be thought of as an "existing evalu- h

- ‘ation system."p Data are collected from many sources. Supplemental

analysns ‘of thls data is eonducted as wegl as other project actnvntles‘

" which have evaluat|on implications. Fmally,.there are personnel

@

> .

t'hroughou't the system who, in so;'ne wal7 engage in evaluatlon

- Perhaps |t is an/exaggeratlon to call this aggreg‘at’e of data sources,

™ a -

procedures and _people A "system N but ‘thelr presence must be under- * .
’ ¢ {stood accounted for, ancl |mproved in the sul,asequentg,levelopment-of a ’ .
well integrated state -wide- evaluatlon plan. We will consnde'r eac‘ﬁ" ‘of . .
* these areas s‘epar_ateely. e - <
“ . . '

.

A . Data’ Sources . ' -, _ - '
. . . , -«x A

"\j ' A _discussion of the current EOPS’ ‘program monitoring. *and evalu- - ' °

) ’
L3

- . ation procedures of the’ Chancellor's OffiCe of the Cal{fornla Community v
* 7 S . '. -
- ., Colleges reveals six sources of evaluatioh data about the program ;
- » . - .’ . k4 .
. S . 4 ’ ol
These $ix ,sources ‘are: - . : . . -

4

s
e "
«
L d

) - . 1. »The applie,ation form (EOPS .For;m,#TlO)." B " e .
2. Fiscal and budget reporting (Form A-:l) ) K ’ ’
- . ! ) . . -‘“. .
. 3. ’Student data (Student Data Cards and "USRS") T s -

..
- LI . v . . . -~ [

4. On-site dperational program Feview (proposed) ‘ o




s L 5.  Fiscal audfz . ~ ’ )
‘ - ~ 6. Year-end ports (EOPS Form #12) " .
T In the foH‘owrng s\x sect|ons we wnII descr|be each data source, indicate .

‘where and in what form the |nformat|on 'is_ stored, and. assess its,

‘ . reliability and.validity. . - o v

-

v
7 - -

Application Form .

EOPS Form #10* Description. An _ application for EOPS. funding
- =~ y‘ v '

¢

must be submitted _annually to*the -Chancellor's bffice by each commun-

ity college. This application (EOPS Form #10),.descr|bes the proposed'

‘program including the\f.lscal resources required for its operation. The

. b
/ form includes -a I|st|ng <6f personnel to be assigned to the -project, of

. ) ] £y

- ¢ servnces to be provnded to students, of materials to be purchased‘ of
‘J' «% .
student populatlon to be served, etc. In short, a rich data base is..
° ' } % .
- available describing the intentions of the EOPS programs throughout the

. [

s state. ) : . . . e e

“
Q
s, .

~ ) ' The program description beglns with ‘a statement of project goals

.

ahd an abstract of communlty based needs It mcludes a statement of

>

need, a des”crlptlon of planned act|V|t|es and a list qf output ob;ectlves

repdrted for each component. The appI|cat|on form requ1res that. the

Y

projected organlzatlonal structure be broken down |nto mne programlng- )

reIated -categorlgs, including, for example, Management Servnces (100),

4 -

Outreach Servaces £200), Instrdbtlonal Development and Servnces (300),

g Dar@/c‘t Aid to Students (900), etc. ThIS‘ mf/o:rm&on fills about half of
) / _ the pages in"the application. ” . '
Th:e Qest of ' the appllcatlon is concerned with rgporting -bu_dg?t
data in consnderable detail. Ea‘ch'.of the nine com‘p_onen‘ts is broken
. . | .
, . 13, .

LTS




- 9
/ yo AR
# . ’ [}
. down into between' three and ‘five activity typEsT,‘and;eH»pno}ee-ted staff
) . -

salarjes are\l budgeted - by activity type. Thus, for example, the J

Instructional Development and Services Component (300) is .subdivided /

into four activity areas; - p , -
- ” . . ’ L
Curriculum and Course Develdpment (310) ' v

Instructional Services (320) . ) ¢
\ . B . .
Tutoring (330) -, :
trin ¢ . .
Other (340) . o s AN

Personnel osts for each employee, are reported by component, and, in
* v

addition, the percentage of time each individual will spend on each

¢ - actlvity is |ndicated (For a complete 4|st|ng of all 37 actlvity types, =

see Appendix A). . SR Y X ‘ .
Y L:f* '

v

3

Non-personnel costs are also reported. by component. Standard

four digit accounting‘ codes are used in reporting these costs (materials,

] ’

supplies, equipment, etc.) Both those items funded from EOPS money i .
and those paid for by the district's own funds must be included in the

application. / )
- D 4 .
Also reported, .are the number of student contacts anticipated for o E_’
‘ '
each component and the total estima?d undupllcated number of . «

studer;ts served
As this brief overview cIearIy'jndicates, the EOPS program appli-,

hd >

cation is an extremely detailed document, contal.rying a wealth of

* information about the antlcipated progrdm. One caution is in order,

however. it is only a proposal As such, it may or may not represent

L]

an accurate description of actual program actlvltles and expenditures

It will be important to.determine the dlfferences between these proposed

budgets r‘eporjted on. Form #10, and actual program expenditure Ievels.,

%
» : ]
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" g : ' .
An estimate of these differences may‘, 'be ,available from other fiscal

’ -

.reports and this will be mVeSt:gated m a subsequent section: .

EOPS_ Form' #10: Data Storage and Reporting . The émancellor 's

o

Office df . the California Communi'ty'QCoileges contracted with Survey Data

-

Associates of Los Angeles to develop' software for computer coding and

v

analysis of the data .from f{éOF:?S Form #10.” The software that was

develop?d can analyze all the quantitativés data in the program appli-
. " /

< \ vy

G cations (e.g., budget actnvnty types, numbers of students, etc.), but

-

the program descr|pt|ons, (need goals, act|V|t1es, etc.) are not being

v ‘coded or analyzed. THus a great deal of the |nformat|on contained in

+

the appllcatnon forms wlll not be accessible from the computer files and

e ' no reports or ana;ysls are planned
- g . "‘ However, analy;mg onIy ‘the _numerical data .IS still a substantial
v task and there is mUch |nformat|on to be found there. Survey Data
| _'Assomates has also been asked to conduct some data anaJysls of the
] ) ‘3980-'81 prog m appllcatlons,q and they | have already produced summary
- ",”' abulations of the first 3data categorles In ‘each instance, the
| tnalyze’d data have been reported by—individual coIIege. and then
. aggregated by district, geographic.'region{ size of school, schoo! type
. (urban/suburban/ rural) and," finally, a st;tewide summary. The

o

. - completed reports descrlbe
'«ia. Program Actwnty Types (Item 1.9 of EOPS Form #10) This
(eport tabulates which of the 39. actuvnty types is included in each

‘t
chool's program application. Thé& amount of actlvnty 'is not reported

-

‘\

\ ut only its presence or absence as a part of the schobl's program

b. Qthei Funding Solurces~ (Item 2.8 of EOPS Form #10). This

eport summar|2es the amount of money available to each college from all

| R
.‘:‘ ' X ‘ . 15'




.

other sources which have potential or actual use in serving disadvan-

-

taged students. The report also indicates, in each. case, swhether the

use of these‘fund.s is -coordinated” with the EOPS program. .

c. Direct Student Aid (Component 900 of EOPS Form #10). This
report describes all grants, scholarshlps and work study funds paid to
students (both EOPS students and regular students) from all fundlng
sources.. This includes federal, state, institutional and private monies.

v ¥

. The final‘report‘ to be prepared this“Spring and éubm.itted by the
end of the contract year (Jyly, 1981), is the most complex It v-vil"l
describe the complete -‘breakdown of alt personnel costs by component
and by activity type (ltem 3.5 of Form #10).

At the conclusion of the analysns SDA erI g|ve the raw data tapes
and all reports 10 the Chancellors Offlce where they wnII be avallable
for further analysns, |f desnred The Chancellors Offlce can then
conduct similar analyses of Form #10_' data in the future. '

Some small nefinements in the _system for next year are still beihg
considered. In particular, Survey Data “Associates has soggesteg sSer
changes in Form #10 to'_"simplify_future data coding. Final decisions;'on
these changes should be reached by the Summer of 1981. '

-

EOPS Form #10: Reliability and Validity.  The dataztheme’elyes

coe

~appear to be ouite accurate. The chief analyst at Survey Data Asso-

ciates estimates an error rate of less than 2%. This should not be too
surpr;ising, since there are built-in cross checks against arithmetic and
clerical errors in most budget reports. .

There ‘was one. small exception to this’ -high accuracy e‘stimai{.

Apparently, directions; were unclear and confu$ion dleveloped 'about'

the procedures forncalculating the unduplicated student total on the

-
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1

sumrﬁary page. . The nume'rous errors |nlth|s |tem appear to be the

? sy l

, ’fault of overly complex |nstruct|ons The problem is not too\serlous,

g

had |n|t1al1y been provnded wuth appllcatlons from 83.01’ these schools

5 N —

for its analysis. The reason for the m|ss|ng data was not clear. For

[N

. : ~

to SDA However, that problem’ has now been remed|ed and the full

~/>\data set is available for analysis.
LI . » . "
,Overallé our analysls shows that accurate and representat|ve “data

——

N on proposed EOPS program- budgets and actnvntles do exist. The

/s I

l -

|nformat|on m f/ture years.
these are only the projected quantltatlv; data . from EOPS Form #10.
. Program ‘data on project ob;ectlves,‘ needs /a‘rf!.‘l antlcnpated outcomes ‘aré
h - not avaitable on the computer, or ":n" any other aggregated‘j&orm.
s, ) ) ..! o : ‘
Fiscal Reportmg Proceduresf - ¥

are based does - :not necessarlly equal the total allocation the school wnll
eventually receive for .ltS’ EOPS project. As a result, the proje,cged
budgets will probably‘ differ'from the actual expendltu‘res during the

Therefo're, it becomes important to investigate the procedures

¥

‘ year.
that are. employed to monitor and report on acutal program expens&r
We found. that actual

"

of detail as in the projected budgets in terms of standard accounting

-

b* i - 2 8 s ¢ -
- howevér, because the correct calculatlor can be performed usnng the -
(4 ’.
. data reportéd on the individual componenl: pdges /
- ‘ Il'he d,fsta also appear to fairly represent the entlre system . There

are 106 commumty colleges in the' system, and Survey Data Assoclates

some reason, data for only 78% of the colleges™ were |n|t|ally forwarded'

e
- Chancellors Office has the capabdllty to contlnue generat|ng s|m|lar,

It should’ be reiterated, however, that

« The total fundmg IeveI on wh|ch thé EOPS program agphcatlons

expenditures are reported at the same IeveI"




# L : . . :
codes; ho_wever,.tne expenditure reports 'show somewhat less detail in
progrém categories than the budgets. This will be. dejcribed more fully
in the following segtions.

" Final Project Allocations. Final project allocations are np't deter-

N >

Ve / : N . .
mined until June or July, after the new state budget is signed into law.

3 .

A.mathemaiical formula determines what share of the total statewide

L4 .

éllocation is givér; tor each, college. The formula assigns wejghts to
differ'enti élements of the EOPS'program proposal--number of tude‘nts’
served, demonstrated‘need, etc.--and calculates eagh 'college's portion
of the total’ a.lloc-ation based on a weighted sum of elements of their

-

proposal..
Béfore colleges .can begin their EOPS program activities, they must
first obtain approval for a revised budget which reflects the actual

allocation level, rather than the level of funding they projected in their

.

initial application. Revisions are begun in the sp'ring'after tentative

figures have been provided, _but final determination awaits the signing

of the official state bf:\dgg‘t. v

L)

Fiscal Reporting Requirements. When schools receive the formal

-

. ' ~ \
notification of their fina\l\project allocations for the year, they must

- £
submit a rgvised budget and a request for pud@t approval using the

EOPS -Budget and Accounting Form ¢EOPS Form A-1): This form

requires . that expenditures be broken. down-by object code, ‘using .the
same standard four digit,codes that werje'l'Jsed in the program appli-

cation. In ‘addition,‘ each expenditqre must be cod‘?d.according to the

.major, prografn category which it supports. For fiscal.repodrting pur-
¥

poses, -the school's program has three major program catggories rather

.than the 39 program subcomponents used on the program application: .

. ~

18
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o Category A -.Program Development and Mainténance; N

N -

o Category B - Student Services; -
/ . o Category C - Direct Payment to Students.
In addition to the proposed expendlture levels, colleges report the

4 district's findheial contribution . to EOPS related servnces and the esti-

t

- mgted number of students served by pro‘gram actuvntres -in categories B
and C. Once this’ form has been prepared, 4t is submitted to the

ChanceIIOr's Office for ap'proval. 0 o

Aw

- 'y ‘b ©
. During the coprse of the year; a var}lety of fiseal procedures are

in force. M|d year |nvo|ce5', .claims and trarisfers are.each reported on
N ]

a separate EOPS form. Invoices and Claims (EOPS Forms A-2 and A-3)

must be submitted before any funds can be transferred to the college's

account. Such requests’ aré usually filed quarterly'/, but can be sub-
. . ~

r

jmitted as often as desired. These forms have only limited interest from '
the ppint of view of(program evaluation.* ;

. / K - " hl ‘
Of potentially greater interest for evaluation are the EOPS ~

1

.‘Fra'nsfer Requests (EOPS Form A-4). Colleges must obtain approval for
any’ transfers of fi:mds between major program categories. A brief

explanation of the reason for the transfer must- accompany any such

request. Because such transfers reflect potentially important changes
’ : :

N

S in the school‘s program, the accompanying docuimentation ‘may be useful
B o - “‘é"\ > " .

« ; m program ‘monitoring and revnew

\‘.;

.

‘In -practice, very few maJOr transfers of the type descrrbe:&‘ﬁbove

v * o are actually made. More often, \colleges m,ak(e minor adjustments wnth\mt .
program‘ categories. * These minor changes do not need advance

. ’ . [ - ‘ .
. approval. However, as a matter of course, most colleges do notify the

Chancellor's Office of such changes.




At the end of -the year, a final claim ‘must be submitted by filling
.out in its entirety the same form (EOPS Form A-1) that was used for

'the buedget approval. All expenditures must be reported by object code’

'a’nd by, major program category. In addition,r'all transfers (both °

between categories and within categories) must be shown. The dist-

rict's fmancnal contrlb‘u‘tion must be describéd, and the total numben of
s . -)
unduplicated students served in Categories B and C must bé reported.

These reports are sent to the Chancellor's Office where they are
reviewed- foy accuracy and errorsqare corrected

-

Data Availability and’Reporti4 All fiscal reports we ba‘ve de-\

scribed ar\e filed with the Specujily' Funded Program unit in Sacramento,

where they are maintained thoroughout the year. At the preéent time,

- . > A

v all aud|t|ng and review is based on the actual documents that are sub-

~

- . -
£y

tape. :

. Pl
Generally speakmg, few summary - reports are complled One end

- of the year compilatlon is made of the overall state jde aggregatlon of

expenditures by object code and major program category. Unless there

d A S
.- u ' R R R 4
are ,special requests for other information, no further analysis or
« »

aggregation is usually carried out. ~ %2 "o _

'Reliability and Validi'g?' The fiscal reportin'g system. is 'quite
accurate. Expenditures are closely monitored throughout the year t3
insure that colleges do not exceed their ailocated funding level. End<

e

of.-th'b-y“e'a’r rep'ort‘s,;,must balance, of course, and.they are carefﬁlly
2% :

checked and revised if there are any errors. Thus, the ‘fiscal data

that is available is c6mp|ete|x accurate. hd

»
K Voem g ) s .

E] ’ ¥ .

mitted. Nothing is coded for computer analysis or stored on mag‘ne‘tic"




v

]6 . , o 1
R . . y . ‘ — - . o
. . ) L4 . \'G *) , .
- The only non-dollar figures reportéd on_the fiscB forms are the -
) L : . - .
o numbes of students served. While it is, acknowledged that this figure .

may not be as accurate as the expendlture figures, it nonetheless

merits attent|on as one. measure of program |mpact and level of servnce
! ‘“ ) ‘t * ‘
‘Student -Data ) {

- A v Y

( -n , :
TRe community college system has had a mecharfism for collecting
.y . .( M N ;.' \
data qn student demography, and academic progress for a number of

years. For. the' past five or six years, supplemental data on EOQPS 7

students have been collected using the EOPS Student Data Cards. The
/ .
system is now changing, "and xhe collectlon of data on EOPS students
> Y
soon. will be |ntegrated into the Uniform Statewnde Reportlng System

'S

(USRS) * This system is bemg p|Iot tested in the Sprmg of 1981, and

¢ .

. '
wlll be fully |mplemented m the Fall of 1981, wZen the data from the

academic year, 1980-81" are to be" reported by 3the colleges. We wilk

describe both the exnstlng Student Data Card ,System 3 d the new -

USERS approach. - . ., "',, ] - K

, y ,\ EOPS Student Data Cards--Des‘cription " Each co l:ege habs“ been )
l requlred by the Chancellors Offlce 'eo submlt basnc and. supple ental js"
. '}‘ . data on \each EOPS student. ‘l‘hree forms were_ﬁuse_c'l‘ gjon'e‘aro@yldedy K .
‘ ._cer‘l:ain ’school-wide'summary data and the other,'tWo reported on. char- “ ~

s e
-

" acteristics ‘of each EOPS"s’tude‘nt The colleg'é?“was~responsible for
codlng the data and subm|tt|ng it on punched cards or- magnetlc tape to

v the Chancellors! Offlce (some smaller colfeges st|ll provide documentary ' ‘
> . R S Ve .
put) ‘ o ‘

2 . - .« v

. Form #1 requested various demographic data about each EOPS .,

% student |ncludlng sex, age, ethnic background h|ghe%t grade attended

‘and marital status. Also |ncluded were a number of |tems' related to.

5 v
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.

not be processed by the Chancellors Ofche ‘at th|s time." ‘As one

*

?
.

o, 3 @ N : .17

students financial status and eligibility for\:’the program A number of

“items on ‘Form 1 were opt|onal the dtrect‘%ns |nd|cated that these items-
‘? ‘.

""may be .included or excluded .as you desnre 2 these optlonal items will

f <

]

" might expect, very few of these l_temsq'were completed for most stu-

" Ca -
- ] - a

dents. O;ﬁo’nal items ‘ included qu,estions which might be ‘considered

confidential (e.g. student'l f‘name, address, ‘living arrangements, o

N % . [ Y -~
in‘come, family 3tatus, |n|tcal contact wuth the school and.initial contact

' . > .
, .

with EOPS). . : ‘ ..

EOPS Form 2'- Student Data waqs' t‘jesw'g’ned«v to'provide data about.
. * . . « © .

-financial grants to students, EOP'SS se'rgi'ces«p“ro‘gjded, and the student's
academic progress’ and ~accomplishments\ The form requested data on
)the flnanclal need of 'each student Ae. g 4 doIIar ‘amﬁount of EOPS grant

scholarshlp amount) -In addltlon,..data were’ i’o be gprowded,on the
services - recered (eag , hours of rgcrultment t"fne, hours of  tutorial
tlme, ‘hours of counseling). In the area «éf academlc pgrogress, each.

LI S5 .a

. coIIege was asked to report the students' coIIege méjor, the number of

LN .

3 ,%o o<

units . attempted, the number compIeted,» and the students' cumulative a

<

GPA at ‘the end of each” term Flnally, the fé’rm requlred some nYeasure

2

of students' "accompllshments" (e g., whether"’they received an AA -
t '\

T,
certlflcatg, pursu)ed a four year, degreé or 'found emponment)

’ b
- With the ‘exception 6f the student~'s narie, all.pf the |nf80rmation on
L4 . . S -~
Form 2. was required. (Students had the'option of providing an .l.D.
- numb&r other than’their Social Securitwumber, so long as they usgd
. - . » T . <
the same |.D. number on all forr°n's.-), S L.
v A ’ . ) N N‘ &
+ The finat form (Form 3) provided a s'ugmmar? of ins‘,‘g’itutional data, -
T;his' form was- designed to obtain ‘stétistic':s on’college-wide indicators, ]
. L /
P




such ‘as the withdrawal rate and the overall GPA at the coIIege ~These .

“1

indicators m|ght be used for comparnsons between coIIeges In addition,

Form. #3 provided data about _the amount of EOPS funds expended in

4

seven specuflc program categorues . -

¢

EOPS “Student Data Cards «- Data Storage and Reportlng . Each
(

‘college was redu:red to submlt the EOPS Sfudent Data Card |nformat|on

to the Chahcéllor s Office by the enﬁ of October These recor& were

comp iled on magnetic tapes and stored at the Teal Data Center in
- ' » e .
Sacramento. - _— _ —
. -~ . . . : . . ]
’ Limited\ uses were made of data from EOPS_ Student Data‘Cards. A

single page sUmmary containing descriptive statistics was usoally pre-.
.. * ’

’
-

\
. pared for. each school. The, fimost |mportant" items from the forms were

"
8 ]

reported, |nclud|ng units attempted and un|ts completed A state-wide
) . " . .
summary was also prepared, and it proved useful ;s‘a data base for
» B .

. < .
describing the EOPS program in legislative budgdet -hgarin,gs. . The
. . PN

report’ provided_evidence about the special needs of EOPS students and

theolevel of participation in the prpgram. ‘Apart from these two docu-

— ¥

“ments, little was done with the data onc%it had Been collected.

9
’\\'(here are a number of reasons for the .seegnng underutlhzatlon f

d

the data. ;l'he data coIIect|on system_\was estatgllshed ~with good inten-

tions, .under, the assumptlon that the information would ‘be useful.

5 7 o

However, data analyses do not appear to be directed by the need for

1

answers to specific predetermined questions. In EEA's experience, data,
‘ 1

collected to be part of an "information base" rather than supplying

. . il ’
v . L 4

- specific information needs are seldom useful. Furt.hermore/ storing of

.the student data ‘tapes in Sacramento at the Chancellor's Office and

=Y

the computer tapes‘ for the 'progr,a“rsn 'application (Form #10) at another
N u H

g ’ 23
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-

* location increases the difficulty of merg)|ng these two sources 'of data.
->

There are apparently plans to remedy this problem.

EQPSsStudent Data Forms--Rellablllty,.and Valldltx + These data

appear to be somewhat |ess representatlve and Iess accurate than the

.

program applicatlon data (Form #10) described above. The percentage

of EOPS students on whom data is actually reported has ranged from a

.

low of \35% of the total EOPS population to a high of 86% over the past
‘ -t .
five years‘ The overall trend has been toward more complete report-

” \ ‘

|ng, two . years‘ agonatiwere received on approximately 52,000 EOPS
students out of totaI of- 60 000. " Nor attempt has-been made to deterfmne

whether the characteristics of the students who did not report, differed‘

in ahy ' ' "k
y sugmflcant manner’ from those who did. - . R S

| *

In additioﬁ to our concern about, the percentage of forms rece|ved,

we must also address ?he question of the accuracy of the ‘data that are.

reported. Depending on the particular item in question, this accuracy .

varies considerably. Data r°ang'e from I'totaIIy unusable t6 quite accu-

- - - ‘:
rate" as one person at the Analytic Studies unit suggested. \ .

For example, data on studeht enrollment--number of units

- ’

attemptedi number of Unitslcompleted, grade point average--are prob-

~ably accurate. Such information |s central to the functioning of .the

e <

‘coIIege: it plays a key role in fiscal demston, and is highly relevant to -
. academic administration. As a result, it is recorded .with greater care
and maintained up-to-date throughout the year. -
On" the other’ hand, Witems reported on the Student
" Data ‘Cards are not the subject of sucl? careful gatténtion. i:or example,
'reports of EOPS contacts--the recruitment, tutor|ng, counseling and

other EOPS service hours received by each student--are grobably not

.
. ~
.
.
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accurate. . In fact, only two of, these ‘items hawe been retained in the )

' Y .-

new USRS system., [t was felt tyhat only gpecific tutoring "and counsel-

.

. P ! '
ing hours could be compiléd reasonabty and accurately over the course
- \

N . ‘ ' F
a -year. ) . -

. -y . , ‘I ) - . ) ‘ ‘

The feeling among people who have worked with the Student Dita

Cards over the years, is th-at many of the data items are a.Imost:\

-
»

2
worthIess.. In,a" d|scu55|on of the dlrectlons that should be taken in

[}

developmg a new evaluation system, one member of the evaluation study

-

N

group reflected back on the Student Data Cards:’ *
"Data cards? The data have not been used because they knew it
was not. good data. Whatever is_ put together in an-evaluation .
system must go forward and not’ 1dok back, becauSe the previous

data are not good. " . .

Several factors account for the inaccuracy of mucgh information.

Different problems arose with djfferent information categories. We will

-

mention four problems, noting that \,arnous of these issues were

relevant to dlfferent data items. coo 5

’
[

1) Students failed to report some items! Their own income IeveI

for example, was frequently not reported. L
2) Students lacked knowledge of\ somé items, such. as' ‘their
parents' income level. . - T
3) Thefe were flaws in the data reporting system For example,
™ there were onIy four d|g|ts gllowed for zip code, but it was

not clear whether the first four digits or the last four digjts
were to be reported.

4)- The data reporting forms were not self- -contairied, . ‘and it was
sometimes neécessary to refer to a second document to obtain
an explanation of.an item. This was not always done. . *

In summary, the EOPS Student Data Cards were designed to collect

a great deal of relevan‘t information'on EOPS students. Over time, the

‘ .
number of students on whom data are collected has grown ,“considerably.

&

A reasonably h|gh retgrn -rate has been achleved in the Iast ‘two years

-

However, the accuracy “of the reported data varies’ consxderably from «

-
w » ® .

element to eIe'ment R ) o .
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The |nformat|on has not been used extenslvely, as far as we coUId
]

determlne As one coIIege member of the evaluatlon study group com-

%ented' "g"l'hose of us |n the fleld have never understopd the ‘use of:

3

Student Data Cards, or Why we need to go- throug7h th|s exerclse in -

futility every year." ' . o A

Startlng wuth,»the October 1981 report g cycle, a ' new system wHi-

d: for collectlng this rnformatlon an it is to that system that+we

»

our_-atte{mn. ‘ ) Y 4 - . ; tey

)
UgRS--Description As of October 1981 ‘all  community coIIeges

quI b gln reportln/EOPS student dat,a as part of the iform Statewide
—J
Report ng Systém (USRS),- A@the use of the EOPS Student Data Cards -

be d|scont|nyed USRS is a comprehenslve report|ng system

Y =,

developed to standardlze and S|mpl|Ty |nformat|on gatherlng fhroughout

the communlty cdllege system - It was pllot tested in Spring, 1981," and

"will be fullyhlmplemented by FaIl, 1981. o0 . ~ (

TheaUSRS system WlJl .gather data on a variety of different toplcs,

principally, . characterlstlcs of the totaI student populatlon and measures’

¢
of instructional” actl\ ity. ln add|t|on, specnal sections deal wkth other

topics ssuch an enrollmént in non-credit courses, the EOPS. program,

handicapped students and the vocat|onaI educatlon program
Informatlon oﬁ “ihterest to evaluators of* the EOPS prograzn wnll be
N - . o
found in two pIaces. Background data onagl students will be found:s
"\ - ’

among the common student elements reported eagh’quarter for everyone
enrolled in the system;. supplementar lznl’ormitlon relatlng speclflcally tg

the EOPS students will be found among the speclal EOPS 'student data

'
- N

, ¢lements collected annually. = - T
® N .
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Most of the information from Form #1 of the old Student Data
Cards will be found among the common ,_student. elements. 'i'his'broad
category includes information about citizenship, high school education,

residence, personal characteristics (age, sex, race) and student aca-

L4

demic progress. Of particular interest will be units of regular cregé
courses attempted and“'posntlve attendance course enrollment (enrollm

in short. rterm or non- credlt courses for which daily attendance records
are mamtamed). Towekly classroom hours is another data element
which is being collected. This item takes on importance, because not

all courses offering the same number of credits meet for the same
o

number of hours each week. Vocational education courses, for example, .

.

usually require a much greater number of classroom hours for each unit

of credit earned.

A
¢

Much of the mformatlon that was cgg;camed in Form #2 of. the
Student Data Cards has been incorporated into the specnal EOPS data
elements. Tzis includes the student's academic number of units com-
pleted, financial aid awarded, GPA for the term, cumulat;iye GPA, and
the ‘number of hours ‘of EOPS cbuns_eling and tutoring se:vic_es receivad.

Some of the items from' Form #2 have been dropped. Colleges are
no longer required to report "accomplishments" -(:'t’.’e., certificate,
degree, job placement), infermation which was podrly reported in the.
past. (In many respects, the loss of th‘is'pot'entially important ‘outcome
data ‘is "quite unfo~rtunate.) The s_ectgon or: EOPS serviees received has
been simplified, reeuiring oniy tutoring and counseling hours to be
" reported, and ornitting recruitment, re-re‘cruitm.ent‘ and other service

. : R

hours. - Academic major is reported as it was in the past, "though,

each S‘é‘ﬁool uses its own codes to identify major fields. It would -be

-

-, ) iy

4 4
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‘*@?possi.ble, though somewhat more difficult, to decode and aggregate this

“

piece of i{nformation. -

Overall, there are only minor differences between the data that -

-

was available on EOPS students under tﬁe o/d system and that which

'WI” ‘be avallable under USRS

-~ USRS--Data Storage and Reporting. As was the case with data

from the pre‘vious student data cards, all USRS data will be comp'iled by
the indivi.::lual colleges and transmitted on cards or magnetic tape to the
Chancellor's Office. Systemwide data tapes will continue to be main-
tained at the Teale Data Center.

~ Ifc has not yet been determiged what analyses will be done or what
reports will b;e written. Certainly| some .repor"cﬁi!ng. back to the schools
and ;some statewide aggregation cwill continue as in the ;;ast. ‘Beyond

e

that; \owever, there have (been no decisions about what information will
“be .tabulated and in what form it will be presented. As in the pést,

this will be determined by the information needs of the variogs offices

\ . ! e e . :
"and agencies and by the priorities that are established between now and

‘ <

the time the analysis begins. )

,-#“h -
USRS--Reliability and Validity. Careful consu!tation‘fwas gone into

3

the development of USRS, and every attempt has been made to insure:

that the, resuiting data are accurate and representative. At this point,
r .

-

discussién of the reliability and validity of data not yet collected -can be

&
~

only._cénjecture: However, the plans for data handling suggest. that
/ - 3 N -
reliability and validity will both be improved. .

For «example,,tﬁe first step will be to conduct preliminary valida-

tion chec,l;s of the reporfed data. Internal checks . of the coding itself ~

K]

L4

will detect errors. Summary statistics and reports of erroneous data

28 . :
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will then be returned to each college for further verification and cor-

.rection before the data are finally analyzed.

It is anticipated that more at%ention will be paid to some items in
- , [ , ’

the _?Iidation‘ process than others. For e;<ample, there will probably be
no attempt to"\'/-alii:late how accurately sfc,L:Jdents' academic goa‘(sZ/are
o’ .
reported.. On the other hand, samp_l,e ’cen.sus data on actual colrse
enroliments will be returr'wed to ea;ch collége for careful cross checking.

Similarly, there may.or may not ‘be any attempt to validate the accuracy

of the couAnseIing and tutqri'ng hours reported for EOPS students. In

>

this respect, the attitydé seems similar to the one taken toward the old

EOPS Student Data Cards; some information will probably be .deemed
less important -than the rest (based on a variety of criteria; e.g.,
perceived low validity, low priority, cost).

Thé overall impression is that the USRS system will be more reli-

abﬂje'thar'z the previous data collection effort. There are other reasons

P -

4or this observation in addition to the careful organization that has

‘rather than by the EOPS directors.

o

gone .in'to developing the system. For one thing, the data reporting
will now be coordinated by the data pr,oceséing ‘offices at the colleges

The individuals working in the

’

data processing departments are more attuned to the data collection-

concerns than those individuals who most often had the res:ponsib‘ility

for the *Student Data—Sards. .(On the other hand, they are further,

- from the EOPS p}%gram and may not have some data availabl&)

Secondly, 'some of the more ambiguous or unclear items were deleted

from the' reporting formats. A third reason for thinking that the data

: - . . r
reported in USRS will be more accurate is that some of the EOPS

progra’fn functions (e.g. t§toring and counseling) have begun to receive

29
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increased funding from .the gederal government and this funding carries

with it requirementsv for more detailed and complete record keeping.

N -

These improved record keeping systems should increase the reliability

of the data reported to USRS.

©

It is too early to tell .how complete the reporting will be' under
"USRS. The reason for developing a unified system was to standardize
reporting requirements and thus make the process easier. More com-

plete and accurate results are anticipated, but-we have no basis “for

t

judging whether the ﬁercentage of student data reported under USRS

will increase or decline:, or whether the data that are reported will be

more or less accurate than before.

: ™~

< Operational Program Review Process -

)

o

’

Beginning i# the fall of 1981, the Specially Funded program unit of
the Chancellor's O%ficé hopes to implement'an on-site monitoring and.

review program called the Operational Program Review process.
! ’ g ! ~> -
Planning for this effort has been underway for some time; but the final

decisions on the size and scope of the ‘program will not be made for

- " another two or three months. The followingi rep_orts'the current

planning for these activities. '

’

During Phase | of the planning for this activity, the initial moni-

.toring and review model developed by the Specially Funded Prog\ram

unit was reviewec_l by~ field per:sonnel‘from three special programs--
EOPS, hand.icappeh and‘ financial aid. These three task forces critfqued
the initial modell,(mac.:le_ recommendations for modifications; and sdégested
procedures for implemehfcati;:n. ) ‘

During“ Phase II‘, which is currently underway, the in-house staff

of the Chancellor's Office is reviewihg the recommendations from the

Q . . 30 o -
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tasik’ forces and preparing ‘a. revised program model and implementation

's:t?‘atégy. In" Phase 111, the final model will be submitted to the Execu-

tive staff of the Chancellor’s Office for approval and submission to the

Board of Governors. . ‘ .

5

Description. We will present a brig%description of the Operational

4

Program Review process modelggs it currently exists, with the full

®
knowledge that it may yet undergo mo,:iifications. What follows should

be understood as a tentative picture which provides only a general

. ¢
- outline of the OPR process.

As currently envisioned, the OPR process will be a two or three-

‘lday on-sité team review of colleges' Specially Funded pr:ograms--EOPS,

s

handicapped and financial aid. "~ Time and resource constraints will
probably limit the number of colleges that may be visited each year.
One staff. person in the Special'ly Funded Program unit, "guestimated"
that be‘tween 203 and 30% of the community colleges_ might be réviewed
annua[ly. Thus, all colleges v:/oula be visited withfh a 4-‘ye$r cycle.
At the present time, the“Chancelloir's Office staff hopes to begin the
OPR process in 1981-82 .‘with ‘a sarﬁélé of up to 20 community ;olleges.

The purpose of the OPR process is to assist colleges .in preparing

4 '

for state. and federal program audits, reviews, evaluations and/or
accredidations. Within this general framework, two sets of documents
have been prepared to focq”the review efforts. They are referred to
as the Compliance Documents and the Parameters Documents.

.Th'e "Complianée Documents® contain a complete listing of all stat.e

and federal requirements for record keeping for each of the three pro-
- ‘ - . 431

~ew

grams. ’ Using these as guidelines, the te‘ar"n members will review with

the college's pro@ram staff all ‘the documentation they should have to

[y

comply with existing regulations:

»
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The "Parameters Dbcuments" -for each specially . funded program
contain a comprehensive list of all actlvmes that one might envision ln'
an ideal program. Comparmg these to actual programs, the team mem-

bers would be abIe to ldentlfy where the college is making exceptlonal

effort and where addltlonal attentlon mlght prove worthwhlle

The previous two paragraphs might suggest tpaﬁ*the OP'R'proc.‘e'ss -‘
will focus on e>;amination of documents and. ignore the obse'z'rvation of
actual program activities. + This'is.not the case. . The OPR process is
designed to be much more ‘a\ap merely a "paper chase." Both, Jn the
area of cdmpliance’ and in ‘the area of program activities, the team
members will gpserve project activities, discus:s issues of .concern with
relevant staff and participants, and check to see the extent to which
actual program activities matched ‘what had been specified on paper.

At the conclusion of the OPR process the team will conduct an exit
interview with the staff at the *college and prepare a Wr'rt_ten report to
the college and the Chancellor's foice“«soon,thereafter.

Operational Program Review in Evaluation System. It is, of course,

v

too “early to tell exactly. how useful the written documentation from the

* OPR might be in a broad-based EOPS evaluation system. As envisioned,

the OPR process will consider botfi atters of compliance and prograrrn

'eff‘ectiveness. T‘hus, it might well offer valuable data on program

) L4 .
implementation, t'yp’ej.f services offeréd and effectiveness of program
. ’y [}

‘activities. The parameters document in particular, may provide a
N - h ]
useful measure of program.implementation. Our experience with such

"checklists" in other contexts cautions us that its use may evolve into a

°

simple' cross Ehecking form vghich identifies neither level nor quality of
- , : w0 T ’ ;
services rendered in each category. Barring this, it has great'poten-

tial as an element in a larger evaluation system.

.
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Fiscal Audit Procedures’

The authority for auditing EOPS programs stems. from a 1951

' statute stating that "Audits were,.to be performed to determihek the

validity of the‘a‘llocation of state funds fér school/program purposes and

to establish proper fiscal accountability"” (Chapter 1259). The legis-

lature has reconfirmed the intent of this statue with the enactment of

Senate Bill 787.

. . b

In the spirit of Bill 787, the ‘Department of Finance and the

Chancellpr's Staff jointly carried out approximately 12 aqditi\ of: EOPS

prograrﬁs ‘in 1979-80. Since that time, the procedure has been tempo-
rarily . d|scont|nued in favor of a new model--an EOPS seIf-audlt whlch

is only in its pilot phase at the present time., The new self audlt will
. v . rs

\
H

be described bel~ow,' but first we will review the.“str:e'ngths and weak-
nesses of the existing audit ,process. This will also familiarize the
reader with he important content areas to be addressed in any fiscal
audit--be it the current model’or the pro;7ected self-audit format.

The EXxisting Audit Process--Descriptioh. The audit procedure,

s Y

itself is directed from the Chancellor's Office “Its mtent is to revnew

the documentation of all expenditure claimed against state EOPS funds

l %

In performmg the audlt, a team of flscal experts spends approximately

10 days to two weeks at an, mdlvnd’ual EOPS program s|te examining all
records pertammg to \EOPS expendltures, including both-, finanical
records and doc,uments. At the conclusion of the visit, a report is
pr‘ep'ared detailing . the team's'-ﬁnd[ngs and recofn(nendations are
presented to the EOPS' prog\ram directgr.

® . -The present audit process has two major parts: a funding review

and a program review. These functions are conducted by the on-site

-~
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.audit team, and should be reflected in the final report~deve|ope:|' by the

.

team. i ‘ . g .

~

i . ‘ ' .o
The basic question to be answered by the audit team in the fund-

* /I ‘
ing review is: ¥%Are the expenditures reported on the EOPS final claim

LYt

i, . .
format correct and substantially in compliance .with EOPS regulations?"

The audit tedm- carries out two procedured? in responding to this
i ﬂ#

question: a fiscal audit test and a Title V' audit test.

AN

The fiscal audit test reviews the budget accountsl to determine that

the (EOPS funds are being accounted for separately, and reviews the

expenditure documentation to ,'determi'ne)the congruence betw/;en the
amount claimed and the documentable expenditures.”

The Title V compliance test looks at several factors related to the
expenditure of funds: eligibility of students to be receiving EOPS‘
monies, eligibility of programs for fyndl‘)ng under EOPS guidelines,
payroll expenditures, percenf:age/of personnel time expended on .EQISS-
related activities, eligibility of salaried 'positions:, and costs exc_lugt;,d

under’ EOPS guidelines. \
The basic question to be.answered by the audit team in the pro-

gram review section of the report is: "Are the programs and services

-
¢ ~ .

. reported in the approved project in operation and adequately meeting
\ ‘
the -goals and objectives of the college?"- - - s
. ‘ .

A «

~ In 'responding to this question, the audit team looks- at whether -
/the personnel exist and the program is actually in operationv as planqed.

They document ‘Wwhether there is an EOPS administrator directing the

-

program, and whether there is an active and properly constftuxed

"

advisory committee. They review the level of staffing to détermlne if
h i

there are an adequate number of personnel to prop&&‘l'y identlfy EOPS-~

¢ 3
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eligible stu&ents ~and track. their progress. They d@términe whether - °

3.,

o there are adequate procedures for mamtalmng audit trails and for

determlnmg student eI|g|b|I|ty Findlly, they examine whether thre are .
£ 3 . ."‘ ]
adequate support services to meet the needs of the EOPS students and

N\ to carry out the goals and objectiye’s, of the coIIege's EOPS pﬂrogram.- ,
. s % '3
Results of Prevnous Audits.? Some ?type of EOPS program aud|t has

.

been carrled out for over a decade, and during th|s time, the audit =

a

results have been mixed. The mam audit exceptlons in the fundmg
. reviews have been: awards of a|d to |neI|g|bIe students, |mgroper‘

,accounting of EOPS funds, and a lack of understandmg r"egardmg s

-

regulations. While such examples of audit ex‘teptions,,can,be found, it
L8 lad b

is fair to say that, by and Iarge, the, audits conducted to date have

“4‘

shown no maJor d|screpanC|es. The major .need is .for a procedure to

continue the same " level of fiscal scrutiny at a lower, level of staff
- b » “ 3

effort. The guidelines from/‘the Chancellor's Office to the éaudit teai%
for the program review section of the report includes an appendix -

\ . .
defining. each of the terms used. This is to insure gonsistency an¥ .
clarity in the reports system-<wide. : ’ .

[N PN B ’
» . 4

.An examination of several sample audit reports si;ows that the S

actual activities carried out by the audlt team,,vdid ot fuIIy encompass

- i .

each of these guidelines. Rather, the audit team appears to haye

,' concentrated on providiryg detailed exammations of eachﬁ:?‘ém\troms ’

)

-

the budget to judge whether the item compiled wath guidelmes and Iegal

> A .

» .
'requirements. By following a Ime-ntem-by-line-‘item.format, the team L

A

{}‘did' not respond to the question of whether the.prodrams' and services

! were adequately meeting the ‘goals and obj_ectives of-the college. ] -

3 ’ N w’

Wr M5 \';
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Th|s program review section- of the report ha?t‘pically turned up

' ’

a number of audit exceptions at each college reviewed. Eaxemplary' of
3 .o - .

the kinds of things noted are:. services to ineligible students,

duestionable advisory committee *functio‘ns,i and poor record keeping

' processes. . ‘ \ KNS . '

o
F

4

.

~The problem of services to_lineligible students seems to be a fa|r|y

common one: "Students enrolled in this program were, in many, "
/instar;i,,ces, high school students gnd} not eligible }o apply .for federal
fmanmai aid whose procedures for determining eIngnbiity are also the

basis for determinmg eligibility for the EOPS program" .MStudents

o .
¢

enroIIed in this program were, in _many instances, found not. to have
“ completed a FAF form which is. utilrzed as the basis of determinlng need
and thereby eligibility for part|c|pat|on |n the EOPS program"

- Poor - record keeping processes -were found to be responsible for ..

several audit. -problems(: .. .the dot:umentatlon made avallable #to the
audit team was ina'dequate to demonstrate (these claims)','.i Min addition, )
the purchase of (|tem) ... was inappropriately. récérded under this

budget category" .and&"expenditurgs,for student aides should not +be

. . recorded here, but should be recorded more‘:appropriately in Parts B -

. < 7
sor C.W . _ : > R .
' . o \ St . -
The EOPS program ,needs ~to'maintain its credibility by bging able
g - . .-
to vfl'{l%tand r|gorous scrutmy from the out5|de Since its inception,

however, EOPS has not, had a weII defined and strlctly, adhered to

v

means by which it couId be fully -audited 'for fiscal and regulato"y

. 'compllance. "In order to begm sfqnd‘ardizing ‘the fiscal procedures, and

" to reduce the number of audit exceptiofs across all EOPS 'program's[va

I3

_special project» has been funded to provide a mechamsT for addressnng
. < B

th|s common area of need‘l ) .
. [
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Self-Audit Guide. The Chancellor's Office of the California

~ g

Community Colleges has funded a special project at Sierra Community
College to develop an audit guide. It is* intended that'this'Guide be
used by those in the field--directors, business office directors and

*

personnel, district auditors, independent auditors, and staff _of the\

California Community Colleges Chancellor's Student Services Section--in
J

\\
the audltlng of their EOPS,»,programs The Guide will be, a "working .

o

. K tool for , lay lndlwduals",f“'*a"“"well defined .means" of auditing for fiscal

. .

_ identified for

and regulatory compliance. Those developindg the Guide mtend to
* N . W

adhere to audit standards prescribed by the American .Institute of

. Certified Public Accountarits, the ,DaJarthn; of Finance, and the

Chancellor's Office. - ' .
&
1 4

The .Gui.de itself will have three parts: (a)"financial audit of
7 L J

‘budget activities, expenditures and'clalms;, (b) illustrative reports as a’ «
result of fi‘scal activities; and (c) regulatory compllance reviews. It
will also |nclude the following reference checklists: compllance, student
servuces/drrect grant eliglblllty, regulatory reference material.

\- lt was projected that the flnlshed Guide will be avallablé and

-

dellvered to the Chancellor!'s 'staff for revnew and dlstributl0n to the

fleld by Augqst, 1981, with the develqpment team staff available’ subse-‘-

T e

quently fer on\{slte, in-service .training. A sarl'\plé of 20 E\:hools vulill be
- . . .. . * .
ield review of the audit procedures in 1981-82. Current

plans call for a detalled review of 3~5 of these sites the follownng year

-]

to make final adjustments in the guide before systemwide. implementatlon

is begun in 1983-84: ) : , ) T =

* The Self-Audit Guide should reduce the incldence of audit

< ~

exceptions, while providing'g common’ means of.measurement among the

'

’
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various part|C|patmg éolleges It quI also provide a common pomt of

reference for all EOPS program.personnel. The Guide, does M, appar-

-

ently, address the issue mentioned in the Chancellor's Audit Procedures

. for EOPS of whether "the programs and services reported in the
$

approved pro‘ject are in operation, and are adequately meeting the goals

and objectives of 'the college".

oy _
* Tt is.impossible to determine, at this early pl::}m the develop-
ment of tl'fa’ self-éudit guide whether it might be useful in an evaluation
system. There is no doubt ‘that it addresses . important issues. How-
ever, its form and accompanying procedures are far from final, \and it
woulci be premature to do anything beyond makmg note of its existence

for future scrutiny. %

~

+  Year-End .Report EOPS Form #12--Descr:i9tion

L)

v
The. EOPS Program ‘Unit at the Chancellor S Offnce of the "California

Community Colleges requnres EOPS programs %o present a "Year-End

Report. Th|s report is it tended to provngje data on the extent tg ,.‘\;lhICh

Iy v N

the various program activities have b |mplemented and the intended
! g !

[y
|

future status of each actn’/ltWhe report does rot provide am/ indica-

-

+  tion’ of whethér or not plrogram objectives have been attained. Thus,
7:
’ in evaluation terminology, the intent _is snmply to elvaluate the extent of

»

implementation of the instructional process, rather than the educational

outcomes produlce‘d’by that process.
‘ '

v 2 .

‘The year-end report is really quite a simple affair.. Each college

is -asked to.duplicate the program application description paoes from the
'project application. For each program description page, (typically-an'

objective)’, the college fills in a Form EOP'é #12. _:

t e
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Form #12 asks for twq things: (1) a description of how each °

gress toward accomplishing each objective .Iiste‘d; and, (2) the st;étfus of
PO -] h . , q
the activity. EEA'§ review of a sampling of year-end reports reveals

-

that colleges pui forth very little effort in .describing progress toward
accomplishing each objective listed. On the other hand, there 'is some

, self-evaluative data on each of the activities. Thus, c6|leg’%§ might

[

de'.ic:ibe the way in; wl'}ich the activity was conducted, the number of

planning ﬁ'\éetings held, the extent to which the activity was under-

-
taken, or whether there was variance in implementation, etc. This is

N

potentially interesting information. However, it is not clear what usge is

%

made of these data. On the one hand, the anecdotal and highly

[4 « .
idiosyncratic nature of the data makes them incredibly difficult to inter-

0

pret. On the other I'.ménd,"the detail available about the extent of
purported program implementation throughout the state provides a rich
base for further understanding about EOPS programs.

The final columrt of Form EOPS #12 asks fog an indication of ‘the
- v v

future status. of each activity. Community college EOPS dijrectors

L 4

provide their own estimate of whether that particular aétivity ought to
. ~.

be maintained (M), Reduced (R), Expanded (El, or Discontinued (D). .

Not surprisingly, a sampling of year end reports reveals that, EOPS .

" directors. feel that most activities listed in project plans ought to be

. :
activity listed in the program proposal was accomplished and the pro-

-

/

4

either Maintaine’or Expanded. There are véry fewu‘ﬁtances of a —

request for reduction. Typically, requests for discontindance of an
L . - : -

activity . follow the inability of the project to implement it; thus in

instances where personnel could not be Hired or where the™actiyity was

<

simply unattainable, one occasionally finds a request for discontinuance.

-
o : .
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It seems to us, that the futurre status cate¥gory provides I|ttIe in the L
way of usable evaluative data. It may be helpful for the EOPS program ~
staff at the Chancellar 's Office in réviewing next year proposals, but it
does not provnde much |nd|cat|on about c\m/ent year programs' success.
In part, we' make this assertion, ‘becaude of’ the lack of guldelmes
-4 pres’anted to prqgram directors in datermmlng fut_urt;. status, In short, -
a‘ program' director might have any af.a wide variety of motivations for

a °

making pa'rticular judgments about° the futuré status of each activity. S

. ' EOPS Form 12 Data Avanlablllty and Riortmg No information is

curreﬁtly avanlable from thls da&a source, because its use has been

’ \

temporarily suspended for the current sthool year--pendlng development B
?

of a complete evaluation syVem “In the prior school year (80-'81),

~ ¢

only agampling of colleges had 'tried out" thé procedure. .

ERIC , € 7 o © 40
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Chapter 11|

)
] THE NEED FOR INFORMATION .

» ‘ .

All parties (the Iegislatlve/executlve group and the colleges group)

' have the,  same major concern They want to be abfle to |nterpret the

-~ - <

data convnncmgly enough to indicate whether or not the EOPS program

" v

lhas been successful " There exist, however, many -differing per-

ceptions of the meaning of the term "success," and these perceptions or,

-

definitions lnfluence the types of questions asked and the co‘rresponding
data-gathering requirements. In this section of. the report we \will

describe what the two groups-legislative/ executive and the colleges~-

0

., perceive as appropriate evidence of success We have derlved these

A -

views from cOmments made by each group, |n earlier meetlngs, as well as

R

- . o ~N

Legislative Execut{ve Branches-

[

From the evaluatipn study group meeting and from subsequent

view( have einerged about appropriate information for legislative/execu-~
. [ - . B ' e T
tive needs. Generally, participants from the Iegislative/executive

-~

— branches -of government prlmarlly identify I'st:lccess“ ,as the rate of
: student retention’ and the subsequent trapsition to fOur ~year insti-

, . tutions. Transntlon, ltself is seen a5 the logical and desirable outcome

. of _the 'educatlonal process ‘which begins wnth recruntment contlnues'

w1th the .formulation of student goals after counseling, and concludes

‘with the completion of the°courses attempted in\onQ- to gain acceptance
\ - .

s

-

. » - N
into a four-year <institation., . >

L™ . E ' - .
A Y "“
. . 2 .
¢ . . - TR

\)" . '- /: 1 .
ERIC * .- . e 4 :

_from follow-up interviews ﬁhere appropriate. ' .

°

phon%dnversa’tions with several membeis not present, some points of

.0

R
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This theme of retention/fransition recurs throughout the course of

the discussions. For example:

Moo I'm interested in .numbers ‘with ‘regard to recruiting, reten-
tion--there are measures of retention, some standard measures,
class dropout rates, that sort of thing--another sort of measure is
the length of timé¥it takes a student to complete their objective
‘versus other students "having similar objectives--and also what

their success is when they leave the institution, which we_call

transition. Those are outcomes that | have an interest in, and |
think the legislature would. .."

-

Another comment further clarifies this point:

"There's a big source of transfer students in commlmity colleges,

and it really hasn't been transferring.e;ém,jnnsome« se, we've
got to get EOP directors to see that th students get in and out

as soon as possible apd go on to a four-year institution."

As a consaque(o:‘adopting this view of "success," the data-
g.atherfng requirements focus around several categories of data:
student data, proéram déta, and financial/budgetary data. .

student Data. Participants in the discussigm recommqﬁded the

gatheri;\g of a number of types of student success data. Ideally, the .

A~

measurement of '"success" would include the following:

-

a) Longitudinal data from recruitment to retention to transition

&~

b) Numberrs of students who go on "to four-year institutions
c). Follow-up studies on students after transition

- d). Minority representation ‘in two-year vs. four-year programs

. e) COmparébIé records for both EOPS and regular studénts i'n

terms _pf progress through the system, - grades, ‘ units -

-

‘As‘qu from these measures,*a number of %%Ja/er comments were made by

0 r
.study group~members about Jata problems .or information needs relating
. sQ X _"‘\: ,a °° y@ R - .
to students. - R A ‘ -
. P > .
. . o B . ¢ > . .
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Legislati\(e/executive study group members generally felt that mere

emphasis should be placédcén collecting additional anecdotal/descriptive

¢

data than has been the case in the past, in order to better understand

a '

how students make decisions and the contributing factors to retention
-and transition. As one participant stated: g . L

"My sense is that we get a better response in legislative hearings
when we have students who are warm bodies there, giving stories
about their experiences with EOPS, indicating that they're now at
law school here or there or president of their own business now. .

Demographic data does not really hold great interest.for the legis-

lature. " -
o« . 1 Y

Another participant contributed:
rd
remember one time | went with three students just to visit. We
had no intention of testifying. It was the Senate fiscal committee
...the Chancellor's staff was in a state of surprise because it did-
n't look like they were even going to go along with the governor's
budget request--they were going to cut from there. So | was
hustled up, and they wanted us to provide some testimony in
support of augmentation. And what happened is that my students *
, literally got into arguments with (names of legislators), so that
was proof of the pudding..." )

1

»

Follow-up studies. of students after transition (to a higher educa-

—,—

. - b3
tional institution) are seen as further appropriate documentation of the
effectiveness of the program outcome:

"We've been asking .for that (data on follow-up after transition) for

three years. And it seems like, given the fact that it pops up on

every set of budget hearings, it, seems worthy of being incor-

porated into whatever ongoing eval®mtion we have...That's jone of

the things that strikes me. the  strongest about future budget
. . augmentation--would be to find that EOPS students just propor- .
tionately outnumber non-E®PS in going to state colleges. That's
very important." .

L3
L]

Study group members also pointed to the importénce\ of reporting

)

student data on progress through thjz college (units,atfempted versus

ynits’: completed) and retention within the coklege. Furthermore, a
. - . o

rRepresentative from the University of California - noted the desire to

have evaluation data tI{\at would allow them "...to track how U.C.

A}
~

. y s -t :
\)‘ “ . . ‘ . 4q
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Outreach -students. do irh the Comm_unit'y Colleges..would like to be able

Al

to track and work with these students.”

.
e

. It should be noted, however, that EOPS students may have very
different goals from uniformly preparing to transfer to a four-year
institution.  Although the participants seemed to agree that the legis-

lature, itself, ‘wodld not put priorities on serving one type of student

4

(those who were planning to. transfer to a four-year institution) as

opposed to anotHér, tl'zey also reaffirmed that the particular issue of

&

retention/transiti}n is the one which' recurs over time. yFor example, in

» .

résponse to a question about possible legislative pressure in one

direction or another, one particip responded that:

"Well, let's put it this wayf:
the policy directions of th

the extent that you can anticipate
egislature, which is very difficult, but
the legislature has alr brought this issue up for a couple of
years (retention/trafsfer)--the extent t whlch yau can come up
with solutions and: d|rect|ons, the legislature is' going to be much
more comfortable with giving you-money tb do it."

. »
¢ Another participant continued, - . ‘

"I don't think they're goung to say you. should have that as a. -
priority, but they're sure going to say how are you doing? What -
- percentage of your EOPS students are -transferring, etc.?” We
have a problem which has been identified by everyone now."
—~. ‘ &~
By émphasizing retention and transfer_as a recurrent cruteruon for
P
L "success," much less: attentlon is bemg paid to the achlevement of other
. - -»

types of goals in other terms. Thus, the power of the data purporting
to meésu.;re' total “success" in other terms is cor'résporg'nding'ly weakened.

Some further_ conc}srns and com;enf:s were e>£press$d by Iegisla-—
tive/executuve study group members about the topic of student goals.
Most of these comments Jelated to thé goal data as an inadequate source

of |nformation. The first type of problem revolved around the formula-

tion -of the goal q‘uesfion on the student-data cards: .
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"That's one of the surprises | got in looking at the statewide data
that's requested...they were saying that the categories for goal
did _not express the kinds of things their students pursued at
their campuses. So what they -did is they made that particular
question optional. And very few people r"esponded,ﬂl think it is
"?much less .than 50%. It's not mandated.).But the other is that
among the ones who responded, there were a lot who said "none."
Maybe' that says the question is asked poorly, or it means that
students are not getting much in the way of counseling..."
Y . v &

The second type. of problem stemmed from a lack of expressed

goals on the part of the student entering the college. The difficulty

Y
was summarized as follows:

‘e
>

- ‘ .
"l can see people coming in and putting down an undeclared major.
- They might say, ‘don't put a particular major down, "even if you
know you're going to declare a particular major, just basically lay

low your first year, because you might want to change your mind."

It's -better to shift from undeclared than fronr another 'major.
Maybe there is that sort of, 'well, you don't have to come up with
a-goal at this point, let's see where it takes us.' But the point is
that you're going to use the dollars better, if people have some
idea of what.they plan o® using.their time in school for. |-don't
think it's unreasonable to have a goal in mind, an AA, BA, or a
certificate in a particular area...i'm not into the idea of a revolv-
ing door. We've got a lot of students going in and a lot going_out
before they've completed any kind of degvree, and it's unclear--|
mean 1'm sure it has someé bearning on their life goals. Well-
defined goals seems like a real important starting point." )

A

Man]stud_ents simply do not' know what. their goals are and view -

.

college as an opportunity to further. refine and understand their own

capabilities and _opportunities. . This 'searching" part of a college
education is not confined o EOPS; indeed "undeclared" is the most
. i 5 .

popular major at fou.lJ_r-year institutions throughout the United States.

. ™~
However, one study "group member felt that such comparisons are

S

inappropriate because the legislative/executive branches demand greatér

evidence of goal direction among college students who are receiving
’ 14

special services in state-funded programs.

A final ﬁ?tion arises regarding the "meaning" of student data

that is collected, within the context of an ‘"open access” policy at

.

\
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Y , :
community colleges.x Many different types of/gtudents now enroll under

.the EOPS program. These students are not all stérting from the same

point in their development and/or academic achievement level, yet little

. data has’ peen gathered on the rates of individual student differences.

~
L d

As one participant’ stated:

"...'let's put a minimum GPA requirement'-~| thjnk ‘that. kind of
attitude still prevails. And | think a lot of the legislature doesn't
understand the -meaning of open access, the open door policy of
the community colleges. and what it is' all about...The other part
relates to the youngster who has grown up (in a disadvgntaged
. home) and then gets. the notion to go on to get a BA and a Ph.D.
" You need some data on what kind of student you're getting in the
first place...Clearly, the students are poor. And, of course, that

can have a lot of bearing on other things, too."

Since the factor &f, prior preparation and readiness for college is

»

seen &8s having an effect orr the eventual "success" of the stident in

terms of refention and transition, the cdnsensus is that more emphasis

-

/

should be placéd on® gathering this type of background student data.

¢ .

Program and Process Data. Several legislative/executive study

8 ®

group members identified the importance of careful documentation o_f'

-~ * A

services provided with EOPS funds in any evaluation report.

"The argument we make for EOPS is tRhat it is a ?ﬁtegérical pro-
gram designed to target-disadvantaged students, and what are.we
getting forathis? You guys (Charicellor's Office EOPS'Staff), will
get "'up and testify "ghat we get finantial aid;—we get counseling
services, all those sorts of things.' Well, we ought to know to
what extent those services are being provided and te what extent
we're getting any benefit out of.it." °

'

t

The point is that the ‘EOPS prog;‘am, along with most othér pro-

grams,- simb!y ‘does not, do a good enough job of dgséribing fully and

\

compietely the serdces that dre b_rovided. Legislators need to have full

and ‘cdmplete (and understa’r)dhable) information on what specific services

.

were provided to what specific students in what time frame. (They also

, want to know "with what results"--but,* are satisfied to a great extent

-7

) ‘ .
if the evaluation of services provided is well done).

. o \
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This is illustrated by the following example: . A legislative repre-

sentative on the- study group ‘identified the annual report of the’

California Comservation Corps as a model of a good evaluation report.
This relatively brieﬁ report, analyzed by EEA staff, documents the

achievements of the CCC werkers in performing public service' tasks/

public servicé program'.objectives. while the' report fails to offer any

S

eviden.ce of the implementation of student improvement program objec-

»
$ - .

tives and student achievement outcomes, it ‘does an excellent job of
documenting iservicés provided to CCC workers and to communities.
This had a strong impact on the person who saw the report. The

report also highlights the importance of well~- packaged anecdotal data,

as was mentioned prewously
- v
A further elaboration of the program services theme is provided by
those who feel that an important element of relevant‘evaluation data is

the description of program type and program organization. The interest

is not only in the description of the progratn char'acteriatics, but in a'n
analyses of the extent to which those-characteristics match the.college's
EOPS goals and are sensible in light of that mission. ©ne evaluation

*

study group participaht_ stated, '

"In other words, I'm also interested in how the program'is organ-——

ized to achieve what It is supposed to do. And are there any
patterns in terms of the number of components funded and any of
the results that seemingly are achieved? I'm also interested in
what-type of personnel are providing the service..."’

Financial and'BL'Jdg',etary Data. Another area ,ac'knowledged to be

important was fisc(al and budgetdry data. Study grodp participants .

noted that auditing the proper expendituré of funds was important, but

emphasized that fiscal concerns wgnt beyond merely auditlng that no
|rregu})arlttes had occurred that agegulattons had been followed, etc.

P 47
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The types of information generally conceded to be useful in relating

Y

evaluation to financial/budgetary issues would include data ‘to help ,

answer questions such as the foIIowing° (1) wh‘at is the relationship

L
.

between the resources used and the number and type of students,

ser‘ved" (£) Whatiis obtained for the !EOPS “money in terms of program

components, implementation of programs, benefits, ~ lmpravements?;

1

(3) what is the relationship between EOPS financial #id per student and

: . ‘
retention/transition rates?;- (4) what are thd hidden costs of the

4

_Par‘ticipants affirmed the imoor‘tance of accut‘ately describing the

s program?

6.

financial aids provjded to students in the program. "After all;" noted

oné study group participant, -"I've never heard anil olne of those ads
(recruitment) that didA't mentipn. EQPS financial aid." ¢
_The. cost-effectiveness o EOP& services was a continually recur-

-

ring theme. The concern is r‘eﬂecfed by the following example of

counseling procedures at different colleges. (Counseling was only an
1 -,
example, the cost-effectiveness Issue extends tq all services.)

"The best- illustration that comes to my mind is the difference

between :City College (A) ‘and City Coilege, (B) in the area of -
’ counseling. (B) spends a lot of its money in hiring. professional
‘counselors, so they have a very high cost- for counselors. " (A)
spends most of its money on student counselors who are trained to
provide more minimal functions? So what I'm intef'ested m*domé is
looking at what are the expected -outcomes. If you're going to.pay
five times as much_money for professional c eling vs. 3 peer,
what do you expect is going to be the'result on the student in.
this difference?...That puts us in the middle of lots o? “contro-
versies) but ‘at the moment we don't r‘eally have an idea as to what
.. they are daing.™"

~ “ . ) . .
-~ While it has been very attractive to talk about, the cost per EOP’S ‘
Student and the average costs of dlfferent ; kinds of services provndéd,

" these numbers - are dece,iving-;sthere are hidden costs. One of the

par‘tiéipants'pr‘ovided a caveat: : C ) . ) ~°
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....) _One of the selling points  of the program over the years ‘has been
- that it's looked like a bargain. -But there's been-a h|dden cost..

b

‘and that is that those figures don't include the .additional money
being put in by the.college ADA revenues. There is also the °

] question of students actually served by EOPS. How. many students

of those eligible for BOPS (who didn't get funded) didn't contlnue
‘in college"

Thus, |'t may not be right to consider co¥®- effectlveness within ‘the .

narrow limits of EOPS proﬁ?’alﬁ actlvitles A wider view of these 155ues

is likely to.be requjred. This |s |IIUstrated in aQether way by potentlal

ularly with regard to transfer studepts. As one articipant noted:
) /

"In fact, there may be flscal disincentives (to encouraglng transi-
tion). If you have problergs gettirig students this year, a college
might suggest that a student come back ‘next year--that students

+ be encouraged to stick around. To summarize, | think the other
part of it is (other than the fa¢t that maybe they're going to help
some human beings get a degree and all that) whab is the economic -
interest of the community colleges""

s

As this person suggests, the incentive structure at ‘the admfnis-\
trative level may actually work in opposition to the‘ggal of increasing
thansition rates to four year colleges. e

As was suggested at the outset, the Iegislative/exec‘u;cive study

group had very basic concerns in three areas. The preceding dis-

%

o

cussion illustrates . their focus egtudent data (partlcularly measures of | !

retention and transntlon) prog da@_ (W|th a focus on documentatlon
o™

of serwces) and fiscal and budé@bdata The next sectlon will describe

the ‘colleges’ study group's pomt of V|ew of the types of information

-
-

¢’

needed in an effectlve EOPS evaluation’ system.
- v ' : . ) ;
Colleges " U e

1Y 0 . \

: Several types of information needs emerged ‘from. the discussions

with participants representing the colleges' point of view. Many were
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" varigus. oonversatlolgs éwnth the college Ie‘\/e[ evaIuat|on study group was -

- 3 ) ) . .
similar to’thase expressed by'the‘ Iegislative/executivé "bf%nch partici-

pants. One obvious difference,< however, ‘was’ that thé‘re -were many

*

(and broader) perceptuons of what couId be Comldered‘ "sucoess" by tﬁy

colleges group. . ‘ _ ; :
s . . : )

’

Participants agreed that thenr bas|c focus in-. measﬁrung program'

. ¢

" outcomes accurately is to. jusw th.e programs themse]ves and to help

both the local campus and the statewude system nmpr"dve program
H

{‘ > + - e - ¢ N . . b
pIanning. e St . . ‘ - P
. .

' ) .there's two ‘thmgs that. have been surfacmg We definitely
-2 wan't mformaéon for~ epraun?ng or justifying the programs, . state-

" wide or local? and afso, _we want more Information to.help the local «
campus or: statemdé &mprowe pIanning And around thése -two
,fafc;tors’ .,plann“lng and justification. we need information that's
gomg to.meet both “of those neetis. " ')

L}

e two 1ssues e[aborated h@;&e requ|re both data’ about ‘stuélents

K

'%
and a "about program orgamzatlon and resource usage Althgugh
\~ ’I- i 0\ (5

-0

,“': T RS >, f
tﬁe\cé‘ is' a@ﬁge‘r‘ # amount of over'lép_, we w:ll organize our dlscussmn of

F

uthé‘-‘q mformatlon ne ds m terms o’f these"two/categorles : . e
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i., Studgnt Dat;% One dom|nant g'\eme that sounded throughout the
) QW‘VX :‘, .
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the- coﬁleges need for,—{more éinf rmatlon @thap is presently avaulable- '

e e e

3"1 S ?Q‘
College study grmfp fhembers aIso eg;pre:sed concern about the\qualuty

Rl P

of data that" was available and fm tﬁé@iprocedures fof gaining access

E state collected data ‘l‘he cgk@gegstudy group members provided
f,;, v oo
gy desired.. The information

some detall as to the, type of inform oﬁ th
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® .c) comparative data between EOPS students™and regular students
iy,

- h ¢

in terms’ of number of units attempted/completed, goals and

retention rates, . . . ) 1

d) demographic information -

*

The colleges need more baékgrpund'information on the 'étarting )

oint of each student because of difficulties in interpreting retention/

transgition rates. A% one participant commented, ‘ '

"It may be that different colleges are serving different student
groups. ..I'm just simply saying that we need to think of som\a, way
to be able to get better understanding of the meaning of the
transition data, and for that reason we've got to have some better

understanding of differences between student groups at different
colleges."

‘Another participant questioned whether: . ’

"...in terms of Iéqking at the units;.attémpted and coi'nplete?i, we
should adjust to the type of student that's actually being retained.
Thus, the starting p\o’int of students is importaq}: in understanding

retthion M . :

One 'problem: with the existing information on student goals arises

s . K

from poSr question formulation on the student data cards. /

. / -
"...the student information system now asks fér stu ent?ﬂf‘ls as
an optional item. Very few people respond ‘to i Among¥those
who do, over half say "unknown" or "don't.know", Superficially,
that looks odd that so many ftudents would not know what they're
there for, but what jt more typically means is (that they wanted to
"respcm‘&'f,

"none of the above." Our tools are not sensitive enough
to pick those up. So we're just missing it." ' . .

Members of the colleges group concur that retention and transfer7

are approprfate dimensions for the measurement of success.” ‘But they
caution that it is naive to consider- these data without an understanding
of student goals ‘and student educational and,home,backgr’ound factors.
As one participant stated;.

3

"See, ‘we don't have.ahy/information that we could say, now-wait a

- .° minute-~this particular group of students has been characterized

as having the need to be in remediation’ for up to a year and a

~
L 4

’ . ¢ 8 ‘
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. t
 half, before they enter into the regular programs--that sometimes
happened So you just can't take & straight- out comparison of
, how many with given goals start out in year one and are done by
year three, or year two. The"commumty coHege students, EOPS
students included, are not homogeneous. Although in EOPS,
there's a tendency for people to think of these students as a‘

homogeneous group, they're not.” *And, we don't really have any
indication of what those differences are."

A

Another participant pointed out that, . . .

. Y
". ..there is another question of Mthe types of_
- things we've been discussing--retention data. W appens when

they leave? What are the transfer rates of the t})PS students?
And sa forth (looking at these kinds of questions) that strikes me
as being a real dangerous®™practice i{f it were done unqualified
(i.e,, without knowledge of student background and goais). We
have some programs that serve any 'student who meets the income
criteria. And we have other programs that deliberately set a
priority on students who are exceptionally high risk...And then
you might look at retention, or-the length of time it takes for the
student to progress through school (which is another measure .of
retention that:is often used) and again come to a false- conclu-
sion...0Or, where are they three years after they entered? Wé
might wind up with many false conclusions that one program is not
doing~as good a job as another if you just compare outcomes."

_Another d@iculty with measuring "success" by re&ention and transition

\
\

rates relates to the problems of changes in student goals. For éxample, '

"A student comes in and says tha\l\ his goal is to be here for one
year to -improve his skills and gel\, a job and they're there and
they. |mpr‘ove their job--is that” sucgess? |If a student says that
his goal 'is to transfér to a four yeal institution, but then at the
end J6f one year doesn't transfer to four year institution and
drops out and %ets a job--is that success? Or is that a function
of whether the “student's initial goal w realistic? If a student
says that his goal is to be here and get a\two year credential, but
then tra(nsfers to a four year . college--is, that super success?"

Program and Resource Data. Participants pginted, out that the

) - \

colléges have a multiplicity of missions. As a result, it' is difficult to

~

Jneasure program success.

transfer and vocational education. There are community services,
and a lot of student service programs, certificate pfograms, ‘etc...
Something “has happenéd to the community colleges and it's difficult
for legislators to get a focus on what its mission s, because it
seems that there's not a lack of mission, there's an abundance of
missions " : <

s -

- ' "The community colleges serve multiple purposes e’%:mpared to just,




College representatives also pointed ‘to another‘—c.:l-i-mension of the

problem: making otl-)gr partiés\c%n[zent of this expanded mission. As,
- T -

‘one, participant statéd, * .

"This -is certainly a big problem, because as you know, the com-
munity colleges are under attack right now for not transferring as
many as they did 20 years ago, 15 years ago. And, up here the
perception is that we have 'a problem, we don't know how big,
with the legislature, which tends to see the community colleges in
terms of the master plan that's 20 years old, rather in terms of
what tHe institutions .have become in the intervening time. Theé

community colleges serve multiple purposes.,." !
¢ - M

L4

Another issue brought out {)y the group is the pr:ébiem of whether

programs are serving the "appropriate" participants. Appropriateness

is pagtially a fupction of the mission (or purpose) selected. In addi-
- . . * . N
tion, no clear cut guidelines detail, how selections should. take place.

As one of the partfcipants defined the problem, ."You might be helping
: 1%,000, but .is it i fact, the group you shoulvdube helping?  The ques-
tion” of which group should be helped is, pf course, a nebulous one -and

-open to sﬂbﬁtantial debate. The current guidelines for the prdgram

provide. indicat’ién that participants with highest priority are "first time

\Qtudent with the greatest need." ‘The question, of course, of what is
. -y ~o

"greatest need" is still open to debate--and to individual interpretation
by each college. As one study groups member noted:;

T S .
"The need of the community’ is what defings the highest .priority
student needs at your college." - :

-—

Aside from accurate descrip'fion of the population served and tie

appropriateness of programs, colieges also want to be able to maks

- . . ~ ..
claims about success in terms of program outcomes.. Participants
e

pointed withffrustration, to f?we inability, thus far, to differentiate EOPS

-~
LR~

program effects:
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...you resort back to general outcome measures. You wind up
maklng an assumptlon that if there are differences, and if EOPS s

a major service area that other students are not benefltlng from,

that you can claim that sdme of .it (some claim' all of it) is due to
the program." .

Again, study g p members felt the necessity for c'ertain.kir'rds_o’f

v

evaluation data to describe program effecti\\/eness. . Transition was

mentioned as convincing evidence of program impact.. As ome parti-

cipant pointéd out; . ’ ' -

— M| think' the transition of our students is y_epy/]mportant If we
. can find out, especially on a state-wide Jevel,...but | think it'd be
*Y very interesting to know how our students do as they transfer on,

and what percentage of aur students transfer. | think that weuld

be valuable information for EOPS to have, not only as ammunition,
if we could show that 15, 20, 30 percent of £OPS do make the
transition- from_community colleges"*to a four-year college, bgcause
we know that somewhere from 3 to 7 percent of the regular
students make that transition."

Fd

Another participant continued .along the same line of thoughi‘

"But my big concern rlght now- is\ the trans'tlon--the movement
-from. the ‘community "college to the four-year scene...| think what
we don't know is the definite impact statewide that the program is
having, and on the other hand, the transutlon--how many - -of our
students are actually pf(sistin§ ahd getthg into a fopr-year
schoal .". . {

Although we have alluded to‘this in other sections’ of thls paper,

it is |mportant to™ note that members of/th\e colleges study group alsg

bl

po[nted to the need fog-basic program demog*aphic data.+ The following

d‘ata Hllustrate the kinds of information that would be useful:

P * . ’

. Number of students who applied for édmissi?n "
: Number attendind class ° = .
Number persisted beyond first densus week '
- Total dropeouts’ . ‘ ) e -
Financial 4id ] T ‘ E

s

"Registration: day/evening/occupational

Etc. ~ . bl

S

kX3
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Also, of great‘i‘mportance is” a descriptidn of the way that pro-

Y

grams are organized. It is- Important to document the.characteristics of

» .

programs.. One .pfrticipant noted that it is importan\t to provide "a

’ picture 6f the way various programs have organized themselves in terms

Pl

. ¢ . ] - , T,

of the functions they're addressing and ‘the kinds of activities they're

engaged in." One participant cautioned, however, t-hat there -is a:
danger ‘in this procedure. There can be Man implicit message that this’

is the kind of thing you ought to do": Such an assessment could

¢ \

. inhibit'a campus’ from developing different types of programs to serve,
{
the particular needs of its students in favoy* of installing an existing

program whlch might not necessarlly be the most effective.
hj

A better understanding of the utillization of program services was
- ' : ' .
“often mentioned by the panel. Which elements of the EOPS program are

o seIected by which students? All partucnpants agreeKthat they needed a

.clearer |dea of which programs students chose to take, which program

-

components, wer successfuI angd \@y In add|t|on, they saw great
-benefit from havmg comparat|ve student/program data systemwnde
However, they felt that the present system of data collection and
"analy.s'is‘was not providingv this information. There is a very clear

indication from the colleges study group that data:of this type would be

welcomed\for local information purposes and would beé important for

program ‘legitimation. e . . . )
. ‘, - «

) The topic- of fiscal r&urces was promi'nen_t among the issues men-

tsoned by college partncnpants« An accurate summary of progi‘% costs‘

o N7

is invaluable“to the schools and is an |mportant item” ,m descrl'blng EOPS
" to the I‘egislature and others. At the most basic Iei/el data ought. to

’ be ‘available on each coIIeges aIIocatlon and the ‘humber of documented -

e ;/'Ie . A T
’ N -, [ toL SO
\ . . i f .- .7 LY NI
: C .8 . v ~ oo :
EKC Yo N
| "85, )
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eligible students. ‘More general fiscal descriptions of the funds

allocated to different’ program components. are also seen .as valuable

“information by the colleges. Comparative fiscal data can serve as a
N .

useful guide to what tother cdlleges are doing.” One participant. noted: *
" wouId like to have comparison mformatnon beyond what | mlght
generate at the local level. |In particular, I would Inke\o see
statewidé data on_ amount of money for direct aid versus amolnt
for services, theh within services the amourtts for counseling,,
tutoring, basic skllls,‘etd oo s . .

t

,Several of the participants pointed out that data conccrning the
reIationshig of fiscal resources to. categories of services woufd be heIp-‘

ful in determining how the EOPS monies could best be utilizéd. As one

participant stat - ) g
participan saes,. R ) ' : ‘ C .

-all of this is part of the current era .where people are going

. _to have~to make better use of ‘the monies they ve got because it's.

.. not going 'to be Comlng in. large increases as it did in the last -
-decade." .

- . N ./.' -
.Most of the particcpants also- saw another dlmen5|on ta the fiscal
.- ’ 4 « '

nssueJ There is @ neéd for better, understandmg of the. reIat|0nsh|p

.

between studeht background and fiscal resource requnrements Study

group partlmpénts feel« that if they."had information that wouId indicate

-4

that there are |mportant dnfferences |n the needs of students . wh"eré
they must be served longer |f they re go|ng to suceed, it puts us in a

stronger position to hrgue for. doIIa_rs.'f One partncnpant further

' 4

-

analyzed’ this problem as follows: - * .- o V_
. L .
"We have gone through- three years of an agreement whlch -was
struck between the Governor and the Chancellors Office about the ..
level of fundlng “the Governor: would . provide for the  EOPS pro-

. © gram. The agreement’was that he:would allow so many additional .
students to be served, and a forula- was devised to "be able to.
provnde“money to students who had entered -the program.in the

X previous years and those who were: continUing in the second year,

. for- a perlod of +three years:--that's called the ripple formuia--

J well, the agreement's up, it's over. So we're now in_a. position

where we're. going to have to, in effect, ¥enedotiate a process, ‘a
: i I )’ v .

. .' ) N *

-




mechanism, for ‘generating” new resources from the state pie. Now, -
.|t s my feeling...that if we are facing the situation where students
. heed to continue in.the program longer, or there is a need for
more students...well, that implies a completely different mechanism
for requesting augmentations."

Comgarat'ive data is seen as a desirable additional piece of infor-

mation which has not always‘been collected in the fpast. Two types'of . »

comparisons are desired: '(1) statewide comparisons of different EQPS

programs; and (2) comparisons of EOPS with regular college programs.

. What s being discussed. here is not S0 much: the nature of the data to

be collected, as the manner in which it might be analyzed” -

Some of the parl'ticipants felt that 'stat'ewide corr_\parisons of EOPS
programs cou'ld be a politically se'nsitive issue:s "There's a comparative
issue here, whether (or not) we?re going\ to \use this.data as a}'iaasis. for ’
maki'ng comparisons of EOPS with the gene['ai studéntl\populations--now
that gets into shaky political gro&nds." ‘A further comment made on’
this‘point( ’ -

. .There is a fair amount of data generally available that can be

. used for comparing EOPS to itself, (colleges with other colleges).

. We could tdl that now. What we can't do now is compare EOPS to
the student body, because.the general student information system
does not include, fog; instance, data qn units completed. We only
collect that mformation state-wide on EOPS students "

¢

The colleges study group echoed many of the concerns of the legi-

. ke 2 . —
slative/exécutive group, but they saw a number of additional information

’

needs. Notwithstanding the difficulties, the consensus was thét; it

would be helpful to be able .to obtain statewide data concerning: the
. N ‘ , -
overall pattern of the program/student ‘goals; program descriptions;

EOPS vs. general student data; and transition/retention rates. Also
i . 4
seen as useful information, would be a ‘clear description of what the

colleges' .recruitment plans ‘are, 'and a general understanding of past

historical trends. .- ] i

19
~{
3
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, T . " 7.  Chapter 4V

.3

S . .-
STA"I;E’WIDE EVALUATION OF EOPS

,

»
I 1)

This sectlon o} the report compares the EOPS’%program data

sources (Chapter Ib) with the EOPS lnformatlon needs as envisioned by
s ‘ (

the two study groups (Chapter l1). The correspondence between

lnformatlon neeg:ls and existing data will elucidate the questidns of

interest which can currently be answered. Furthermore, the com-

parison should point to the maior’"data shortfalls of the current EOPS

-, A

evaluation system. As will be noted, while much excellent and valuable

data exist, there are some méjor di"screpancies between needed data -and

—data that are currently available. '. ‘

Existing Evaluative Information

-

The existing information sources ng Chapter Il are summarized }n

&

Table |. . The data have been categorized into- five areas: student

Y

background characteristies and demographics, student academic informa-
tion, EOPS program characteri'stics, EOPS service levels, and financial

aid to -students. 7

»

At first glance, Table | appears to suggest that almost everythmg

anyone might want to know Is collected in one fashlon or another, but

-

this 'impression is misleading. The footnotes at the bottom of the table

point out some of the limitations of the existing data. Much of the data

are either.unreliable,” not coded for computer analysis or collected on .

-

only a small number of -colleges each-year.
There— are two important exceptions; the fiscal and the: USRS

repom‘fs a;*e both reaséhably accurate and readily accessible. The most

accutate and useable data is that obtained from USRS, relating primarily
i
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TABLE-1
i ' Existing Evaluation Information
DATA ITEMS : . DATA SOURCES
Student Data ;&pplication Fiscal
.Cards® USRS®  Form 10° Form A-19
+. Student Background Char- ; . - . ,
acteristics and Demographics . \/
Sex - X X .
Age/Birthdate X X
Racial, ethric group X X
Martial status X
Financial need . X X .
Residency ‘ X~ .- \ »
EOPS Student Academic Information i ' )
Highest grade completed ‘ =X _
Declared major ) X X
College of last attendance X
High school diploma? ' X .
' H.S: of -last attendance X ‘
> Academic standing T X . X
Units attempted o . X 7 X
Units completed ‘ X X
| . Academic status at ) .
\) N beginning of year’ ’ ] X S8
I Year GPA . X - = X
Cumulative GPA X X
Academic goal (OPTIONAL) ) X
Accomplishments (OPTIONAL) X
Overall college with-
drawal rate X .
EOPS Program Characteristics
‘Number of components X
- Types of sub-activities (27 types) X
- Needs ° ., . y - X
Component goals statement — X
Activity descriptions _ - X .
Estimated number of students served X X .

. Actual number. of students served . ) X

K\ ' :
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TABLE 1 (Contintied)

. DATA ITEMS ‘ _ DATA SOURCES -

- Student Data ‘( ‘ Application Fiscal
Cards USRSb' Form 10° Form A-1

d

EOPS Service Levels

Resources per component

(by object class code -

-9 components) X

" Resources per major category (by

Resources per Activity (by ' .

object class code - 3 categories . X

object class codeé - 37 activities) X

Personnel per component . . X
Personnel per category . . : cor T X
Personnel per activity * X ) *

Estimated number of students

served by component .\ : X

Estimated number of students

*served by category - ‘ X

Actual number of students o

.served by category * - S © . Tx

Districts' financial contri-

bution (actual) ' R X

Distrists' financial contri- . .

bution (estimated) - . . ' X

Counseling hours (EOPS &__ C oy

non-EOPS combined) -1 < X .

Tutoring hours (EOPS & o

Recruitment hours
EOPS. counseling hours-:
EOPS tutoring hours \

non-EOPS combined) ‘ : X

X %X X

Financial- Aid to Students

Student need X X
Financial aid from ot
. each-source .- X X X . X

Note Refer to previous section for a more complete discussion

b

d

Student data cards are na longér being used, and have Iow reliability.
USRS will first be fully implemented in 1981-82.

Appllcatlon forms reflect projections,. not actual expedltures only fiscal
elements are coded for computer access. not program characteristics.

Fiscal forms are not coded for coniputer access.




9 : * < s
S 58 . . .

ot

- ¥
aid.

. - )
hensive evaluation system is best supported by‘ current data collection

v

efforts. - .

Necessary Information for Ewvaluation Qﬁestions
: ¥
In Table Il, we.have categorized

:chegconcerns expressed by the

4

-

study groyps into six major questiods of interest. In addition, the

.kinds “of informationgapprdpriate“ to answer. each question have been

specified. The six major questions aré: b «

f . . : y ‘
1) What are the background char teristits vof thsf EOPS popula-

tion, and how do these cbmpére ‘with non-EOPS students?

s

2)" What are the elements of the. EOPS program, and how do

e 0 S e ‘ S i .
d "’ these compare with services offered cgutside- EOPS?

3) What level of services is provided in EOf’S programs?

'4) How are EOPS resources expended?

.
n o

5) ., How successful are EOPS students‘,d't:lrin‘g their tenure in the,

college, and how do .they compare with nor-EOPS students?

-

- .
6) How successful are EOPS studgtslwhen they leave the com-

’ munity\ college, and’ how does this 'com'pare with non-EOPS
Ly T ‘ & '
students? . '

A cursory glancé ‘at . Tahle || may give the misleading impression
that most of the information necessary to answer these questions will be
found among the data that are currently collected on EOPS programs

and students; indeed, the information categeries have a striking similar-

ity to those in the first table. The apparent 'data mat_ch_' partly results

from the use if similar terms in both tables. The tabular 'format ft,lrt'her'

[ 4
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to student academic success and the level of individual student financial -

As we »yvill s)ie later, these are the twd qeas” ip which a compre-




- "~ TABLE I

Desired Information on EOPS® ‘ ‘
- L .

-

¥

QUESTIONS e

<

RELEVANT INFORMATION®

C1.
Y
.z
3.
v
B
4.

in EOPS programs?

what are the baE:kgro’u”nd
characteristics of ‘the EOPS
population? . R ’

a. How do these compare wuth
non-EOPS students?.

v

¢

[N

What :are the elements of the
EOPS Program? -

8] " - -

.5

-

.
~

a. How do these c.oympare with
services offered outside EQPS?

* - .
! . N A

What IeveI of services are pro\/ided

How are resources expended?

.
¢ .

Prior school experience:
High school diploma/
«  ecertificate .

- High school GPA
College GRA

Age

Sex

Race . . -
™ Parents' education level

Parents' income level
Studeny§ income level

*

Same

e

Community needs ° = .
Program components
Activities

Services offered

- Number of " type of personnel

Organizational structure

-
’

Same

¢

-

Recruitment activities
Instructional suppor
Tutoring hours ' -
Counseling

Administrative activities

- Other activities -

Financial aid to stu'dehts

Cost per category
Cost per component
Cost per activity




. :
. . > . .
B . -

.. &
S ‘. . TABLE Il (Céntinued)
[ . e . , .. ‘ . . . - . . “ .
. ! y e - —-
o > ‘QUESTIONS y . RELEVANT .INFORMATION °
. Loe %8 3 ) . - . .
'5.‘3 How successful are EOPS students In terms— of their own goals:
. during their tenure in the college: Student educational goals
o . ’ In other academic terms:
"\ { Units attempted/Units .
b - _ . completed
<. . ) = o " Academic standing
Ve L ¢ : : . Cumulative GPA
- .7 A-. ‘Term.GPA L
) - - Drop-out rate/retention :
, T . rate
. o "7 A.S. or A.B. certificate
. . i _ T attained? | h
. N . . i . \ -
! a. How do they compare with s Same — . ‘ .
“non-EOPS studer'cts7 : ) —- ’
- * v . . " . .‘ ‘. [ . , . ( . . v
.~ , 6. How successful are EOPS students T ln terms of their wn goals:
'+ when they ‘leave the community >." » Student goal- staterfients
" college? _ 1 % In other terms:
, o : ‘. ! Vocatwnal skills J
. T . JobB" placements .
.- ) o . ' o .Transfer/transtition 'to . - ’ .
4 o A ' . four-year institutions”
- . ‘ “Suocceéss after transition - -,
N . - . A
= a. How does this'edmpare with - Same i L
Co non-EOPS students? L : ' .o . .
3. Desired information could be provided by program, cog\parlsons\ ! *
between programs and comparisons with statewide datd. ) - .
\
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A
»

suggests that each question has equa 'llm_portance._ In reality this is

-

not the case: thé questiohs for which the greatest amount of informa-

tion is available are not the ones stressed most strongly by the .study

~ -

groups. ‘

N4

This _picture will be clearer if'we consider each of the siX‘ques-

tions,* comparing the mformatlon that would be necess‘bry to answer the

. questlons with the avallable data It is |nterest~1ng to examine which of

the six evaluatlon 7uestions pre§ented in Table |l can be answered with

v

information currently being callected. This will provide a more accurate

appraisal of the gaps in the current data as the basis of an EOPS

evaluation system.

.

" The usefulness of existing data for answer'ing the questions sof

-interesth shown in Table III--AvaiIabiIity of Desired Infermation \T‘he

br"OaJ evaluation questlons are presented in column one of the table,

X »"

and the types of, information that would be /Reeded to “answer these
. N Q

»

questions are shown in column- two. All existing information sources

1 4 >

that provide. such measures are. cited in column three, and those

¥
$ources that are both rellable and computer accessible are lndI%ated in

'co'lumn four. Specifically, column four provides an answer to the data

o ot : :

useability question. Only those data sources for which the answer is

"yes" in column four properly contribute to an evaluation system.
LN

4

Availability of Desired\lnformation. The first questien deals " with

the background characteristics of EOPS students. Members of the

study g;oups felt ,it. was Khportant to Jdocument more accurately the

entry characterastics of the EOPS populatnon These data mlght be

.

refevant to an analysis of the appropriateness of EOPS services, the
EN - .

expected level of EOPS outcomes, etc. Both the research literature and

¢

: 64
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) TABLE 11 } ’ - ®
( : - ‘
Availability of Desired Information® ’ g ™
- N i ‘ -~ - > < ' ¢
©~ 'QUESTIONS ) .RELE\/ANT“INFORMATI\ON CURRENT AVAILABILITY L{SEABLE IN CURRENT FORM
—_— - ‘ -
1. What are~the back- Prior school experience: o~
. ground characteristics - high schodl diploma/ USRS .
of yhe population by certificate . o ) "
EOPS? . high school GPA .. - » ’ --
, (priog) sollege GPA USRS Yes
. Age : . USRS i Yes
- Sex . . USRS , Yes
. Race ' . USRS . Yes
Parents' incomg fevel -- L. --
. * Student income level - . -~ ‘ --
. Student finapcial need USRS Yes
'a. How do these ‘Com- : v ' _ o "
pare with non-EOPS . . o
« students? Same (except for Same - " Same 3
s .. financial need) s - ’
v — . ».Vv~ o /’
2. What are the elements of Community wmeeds Form 10 (program) & . --
the EOPS Program? Activity goals | . Form 10 (program) . --
~— Program components Form 10 (program) --
Program subcomponents - ...z Form 10 : -
¢ . List of activities offered Form 10 : 2
) . Numbef of type of - o N
\ . . personnel - Form 10 (program) : .Qf,
e &, ‘ Organizational structure Form 10 (Rrogram) . --
a.- How do these compar}é , ' 3 -
85 with -services offered \ * ,
‘ outside EOPS?, Same =N --
O _ S
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TABLE Il (Continued)

"QUESTIONS

RELEVANT INFORMA;FION CURRENT AVAILABILITY

o\

/7

What level of services
are provided in EOPS
programs?

*

/\\
Actual/estimated number
of students served
Recruitment activities
Instructional support
-Tutoring hours a
Counsellng hours )
Administrative activities » °
Other activities
Financial Aid to students \
Work-study grants to
students »

Form A-1, Form 10--
Form 10 (program
Form 10 (program), USRS
Form 10 (program), USRS
Form 10 (program), A-1
Form 10 (program)

Form 10, USRS, Form A-1

USRS ) o

How are resources
expended?

.

Expenditure per catesory
(A, ﬁép) -

Projectdd cost per
component (100-900)

Projected cost per

~ activity (37 levels)
District contribution

Form A-1
Form 10

Form 10
Form A-1

How- successful are EOPS
students during their
tenure at the community
college? °

In terms of their own goals
Student academic goals
In~other academic terms:
Units attempted/units
completed,
Weekly student contact
hours ’
Positive attendance .
enroliment
Student level
Academic standing
beginning/end of term

Ve

USRS (Optional)

~

-

USRS
USRS

USRS
USRS

USRS




TABLE {11 (Continued)

L

£
QUESTIONS

REbEVANTlNFoﬁmA;RNJ CURRENT AVAILABILITY -

USEABLE

5. (continued)

- -
.

o

]

4 .o

Cumulatlve GPA

Tert GPA * 3
Drop-oyt rate?reteqtuon
? rate - .

¢ ‘A.S. or_A.A.. certu{,fn-

~

USRS
USRS

a. How do these
compare with .
non-EOPS students?

-

v . ‘cate attained? ; =

Same R |
N « 9 .

USRS (Only academic .
goals: units attempted

and weekly student
contact hours)

(X

Pl

How successful are

“EOPS students when
.they leave the com-
e mumty college" ,

N

e -
uttd“?‘x'.‘c_\‘

in terms of theirown goals

Student goal statements
.In other terms:
Job placements
Transfer/transition to
four-year institutions
Success after transition

a8. -How does this
compare with non-
EOPS students?

z

In- terms of their own- goals:

Student goal statements
Other appropriate meas-
‘ures

.- i
’ ’”9

NOTE: 1.

»

t

¥Desired information could bé provided by comparisons between EOPS and non- E(‘)‘B’S
programs and comparisons with statewide data.

Form A-1 - ‘Reliable but not computer coded.

2. Form 10 - Projected levels at time of application

.

3. Op}ional element in USRS - Low response rate

y

o«

.

IN CURRENT*FORM,
Yes ‘
Yes
h - o
Same -
- \1 -
- -/ )
- &:-
" /()
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/:ommon sense®suggest that it would probably be most important to

-4 N
- consider educational and socio-economic variables. The current system

does provide some information on rac1a| ethnlc background, ag( and sex
of each EOPS student it also prdwdes A gross measure of pr|or
academic performance by lndlcatlng if the student has a hlgh schooI
dnploma and if he or she has prevuously attended a coIIege But more

.

meannngful measures of academic performance, such as high school GPA

or college GPA are not collected. Similarly, no information is collected

on " socioeconomic indicators (such a parents' income level, parents'

education,:°etc). As a result only the most cursory descrlptlon of the

°

backgrolind ,characterlstlcs of EOPS students can be drawn from

existing information. .
. . 1 “ ‘ .
Data on race and prior academic experience are part of the common
N L

'USRS “data elements gathered from all community college students and

.thus provide a basis for examining potential di'fference's between EOPS

-
° and non-EOPS populations. However, dat’a on=academic accompllshment

4

and flnanclal ald,,are unlque to the EOPS data forms. USRS does not

N Y
gather comparable data on mon-EOPS.student‘s. while such comparative

¢ L S

-

information-,might exist” in s’orne other 'form‘ in some- other location, to

* our knowledge, it does not. ThIS is uhfortunate, ‘because . potential
‘¢

_comparlsOns between EOPS and' non-EOPRS" students are important to

many members of the study groups. . “. .

* -~ The second question ig directed toward 'a description of the EQPS

grogr:am components What are the’ elements of the EOPS program, how

do they meet the needs of the s-tudents and how are they ,organized?

’

The most extensive and most detailed description ‘is found in the pro- -

gram ‘application (Form 10). The' drawbacks of the programatic data
. ,l . * . . ‘ .

’

A

Ny

'y
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[ . ° %
reporteg:l in Forra;\v T0 are twofold: (1) they are not presently coded fér

‘
‘ ¢ v

computdr storage and access; (2) there are no sysﬁatic revisions of
¢ . D
o the des;criptive sections of the application in Iigi(:c_\of actual budget

allocations.. Analysis would need to be based on the "proposed" pro-

. ¢ gram description only. Thus, many of the more interesting questions

on program organization could only, be answered after a great ‘deal of
coding and analysis work--and then only "approximételyl"
. The only other source that maintains any ;/)rogramatic distinctions

are the fis¢al forms (Form A-1). However, they actually contain Qery

—
. -

little about the organization of program aci:ivitfes. Form A-1 disting-

" - L}

uishes only three "major componenis," rather than 37 activity sub-areas
. as described in the ‘program application. ;Thus, only the unsatisfactory

Form 10 data are really relevant to questions of EOPS program develop-
o o - (3

©

ment and organizatiqﬁ. The comparative question is equally difficult to

< t Bl ‘ vy .
answer; we kn;\v little about the program characteristics of special <«

services provided for non-EOPS students.

]

-Two other duestions with a. slightly narrower focus can be

5nswered more successfully using information from the existing data

“

collection systems. The first of thesgﬁlates to the levels of EOPS
services p;‘oyided to each individual student; the second to‘ the fiscal
resources -allocated to each of the servicés within the colleges.

» First, we will consider the.direct measure of service level:, hours
: "N v ) 7 *

of tutoring and hours of counseling provided to each EOPS student.

These two pieces of data are reported on USRS. (Recruitment hours

. o ‘ ‘ .
. were estimated on the olq Student Data Cacrds, but the estimates proved:

N

- to be quite inaceurate and the item was not retained in the switch to

., USRS.) "Even here there is a problem, however,~because tutoring and
C . "

< -

. .
b2 N -

Q - . . : ) ~ 72 ’ Y
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-

- expended college\;vide with a fair amount of accuracy. The bu\dj:t

. J ) ) \ 67

.

-~

counseling hours are reported as a combined total for EOPS and non-
EOPS serviées, and it is impossible to differentiate between the two.

[}

Thus, for each student- there is some measure of EOPS s'e;'vices
received, but not a perféct one.‘ ’

" As an altern§tive, one can m‘eaéure EOPS servicks aggregated at
the college level in terms of 'the dollars expended.in different areas
using the application form (Form #10) and the fiscal forms (Form A-1).
It is. possible to answer the question of how EOPS resourcés are
sections of Form #10 are computer ,Eded (unlike the program descrip-
tions) and there is easy access to this data. Though not computer

coded, Form A-1 might be useable to check changes in expenditure

levels and adjust Form 10 projections. This would require some extra

‘work, but not as much as analyzing the descriptive sections. Thus,

describing the expenditure ochOES funds by activity (with fine tuning
only at the aggregated level of 3 major program categories) is one[task
that can be berformgd within 'the current data collection fr;amework.

When we turn to the question of .EOPS students academic perform-

G o Lo . .
ance more extensive information is available. USRS provides a number

-

of useful indicators of success. The number of units attempted and
) : 3 g

completed are the most direct measure. That, combined with{ﬁmul\ative;

‘e

- GPA and term GPA, allow' us to develop a E%?rly_a_ccurate Eyﬂure of the

short-run academic success of EOPS students. '_

/Memberé"of ‘the ;:t(udy groupslsuggested that gomparisohs of the

. /
educational success of EOPS and non-EOPS students- might be an impor-

tant measure of program success.. The common data elements of USRS

do not.include measures of units cbmpleted nor of GPA. THWuUs, unless,

)

e .,

o A -
«




, ‘ 3
these figures can be obtained from some other source, no direct measure

v}

of these data on non-EOPS students is available for such a comparison.

, e Another academic item that was suggested is a comparisqn of
drop-out rage;c, among EQPS’ and non-EOPS students.” We surmise that it
wou.'JId be possible to compile figures on EOPS drop-outs using student
identification -humbers from one terrr) .to the next (though/it is not clear.
how one, dif%erermtiates beﬁwe*e‘i:\ drop-outs and graduaieg). The oth:ar
lement in the comparison--fhe overall college withdrawal rate--was one
off the bieces of information collected on Form #3 of the old Student
’ ' Dat;Car'ds{Vbut it i's got éollectedr under USRS. It {s possible that
these'da';a could be.acquired for nbn-EOPS students in a manner simiar

to that described fo!r EOPS stu;ient's. I.f'th'is is the case, compa;r'ison. of
withdrawal rates among EOPS and non-E@PSj,students would be possible.
E As a final note, Qve find it hard to bélieye that better- measures o'f

-

. non-EOPS s:tudent' academic per;forman;:e;are not available somewhere.
\(Vhile such information does not appear to I°3e part of 'ghe six'i&nfor;nat.ion‘.e
sources we reviewed, we suspect that such data i§ compiled "tn some °
B form. A:s a consequence, we will leave fcl:me question of co/r’n[:arable
‘ academic perforl'r‘nanc':e ’dé'ga on n.on-éOP/‘S ~o;;en for . ‘a;dditional_

> investigation. - . w b - Co { -

"The sixth question suggested by thé &ﬁdy group m'éy be the most

important one. ,Cg?tainly it, was the issue addressed most often in our

“a -

discussions of the EOPS evaluation system. .The question is, what is

P
<

the ,'success of EOPS stuaie'nts.when they leave the program? Do they

P

achieve their personal edugational goals - an associate degree, voca-

“tional- training, job placement; etc. What is'jche overall EOPS program

.

success in preparing students for transition to four-year cblleges? How

v .
. 7

13

'

e
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do EQPS students compare with non-EOPS students in achieving«sn.;ch

i

goals?

Very little information is available about students' personal goals.

USRS has one item regarding student's academic/vocational goals.

~

However, it is an optional item. If past experience with the-Student

Data Cards is any measure, we should anticipate a very low response

~

rate on this question. As a result, we will have no dependable measure

of the students' own goals, and will be unable to answer the first

.
»

<

sub-guestion. . »

"We are similarly handicapped in our attempts to answer the ‘ques-

tion about transition to four-year colleges. No data are collected on

EOPS or non-EOPS student post-comr;unity collége activities. This is .

’

unfortunate because transition appears to be a very ifnportant issue. |t
may be possible.to compare students' identification numhers from one

year to the ‘next‘and perhaps obtain a measure ofﬂtransition rates to
the universit'yq and stgle college system. Th'e critical question’ is
whether procedures ezcist to fellow individual gtudents througho‘ut their
career in;the different California college .systems. Even so, gathering
the data will probably be difficult ancl time consu‘ming Barrlng thns

complii:ated concelvably lmposslble cross- referencmg process, nothlng

in the exustmg data sheds any llght on tI'Te"lssue of transition. To our.

Py

knowledge there is no regular, annual cor&prehenswe mformatlon of thls

-

ty,pe on non~EOPS students, either.” !

-

As an additional note, we should mention one further analytic task

that will be’ possnble in the future-—-year to year comparlsons and revnew )

,of hlstorlcal trends USRS will be a valuable source -of year—to‘-year

o 4: . . . . .
comparative data. Any new elements that .are developed to suppiement

. . e o . -
% N
. - N .

e
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the evaluation system should. be responsive to this ability to make

comparisons over time.

In summary we found that many'of the questions that would be

4

important in an evaluation system for the EOPS program cannot be
answered with the existing data sources. Reviewing the six broad

evaluation questions in light of Table Ill, we found that the questions

~

regarding background characteristics, service Ievéls and student aca-

demic success can be answered to a certain extent with the existing

data sources.” On the other hand, the questions relating to program
. ) 5.

. . . A
characteristics, resources and expenditures, and student success after
¢

EOPS cannot. Similarly, some of the comparisons Setween EOPS stu-~
“ - ‘
-dents and non-EOPS students can be made, but not all. 1in the next

‘section we will consider “both _scaling down the questions of intérest
regarding\ EOPS and developing procedures for adding critical items to

the data base. )

Before we turn our attention to proposals for developing an evalu-
- * 3 P N .
atior system based on this.analysis of current needs and information

sources, it is interesting to examine the data currently collected which
g A ‘ ' -
does not appear to have any relevance to evaluation of the EOPS pro-

~

gram. In Table |V wée have collected a list of some :oft the extraneous

information which is now collected on EOPS programs and students.
These data _are not useful jn their “current form for answering any

of the questions posed about EOPS by the mefmbers of either study

- ‘

group. For -example, the elaborate statements of needs,” component

ar

goals and descriptions of activities included in Form 10 are not usable

- ’

. for large s€ale analysis. They. aré too bulky, ‘cumbersome and idio-.

'syncr'atic..‘ ., The budget projections by object_,class tode and by pro'éram
- “ N . .' ’
76 N .
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" TABLE IV

A Sample of Extraneous Information
(Not Useful for Evaluation System in Present_Form)

LY

SOURCES

) ' Year-End _
USRS Form 10 Forma A-1 Report '~

-

Student Background Characteristics

Citizenship ’ . X
Veteran Aid Status g'
L

Academic Information

Student Declared Major
H.S. of Last Attendance

EOPS Program Characteristics

S ' ¢

Component Goals
Activity Description
How Accomplished
Future Status ~

EOPS Service Levels

Projected Budget by Object
Class Code by Activity
Projected Budget by Object
Class Code vy ,Component e
Projected Personmel by Activity
Projected Personnel by Component *
Combined EOPS & Non-EOPS
Counseling’ Hours
Combined EOPS & Non-EOPS.
Tutoring Hours




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[
~ activity code are too detailed and change too much when final allocations
< . -~ ’ ’
are actually made. Other information--such as citizenship, high school

of last attendance, etc., is simpl'y irrelevant. <

~

.Thig is not to suggest that they are -entirely meaningléss to other

agencies and for other purposes. .But, the paperwork burden that

. 1

many administrators complain about is real. If changes are to be made
"in current data collection efforts, one would do well to try to achieve

vso'n'\e balance--deleting unnecessary reporting requirements at the same
-time that new supplemental information requests are being added.

.

. . M 2 . . .
With this novel recommendation in mind, we now turn our attention

to the task of integrating existing infermation into a usable evaluation

system.

¢t
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° Chapter Vv
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B ., - e INSIGHT§ FROM OTHER STUDIES

- 1

Introduction . . .
-_— ‘o/-’ .

In the past few years a number of studies have been conducted to
examine different facets of the EOPS program and the community college

system. While -none of these had as it's direct focus the development of
R . M
= ‘an evaluation' system for EOPS, much can be learned from the analyses.-
\ -

In the following sections, we will discuss several of these studies,

.n ' describing brfefly their research focus and dra&/ing what implications we

can for.a ?c_/tatewide EOPS evaluation system.

*

“Statewide . Lond\tudinal Studx Of Community College Students

« ' Descri . M. Steven Sheldon and Russell Hunter of Los Angeles

Pierce Cotlege conducteda three year longitudinal study on commmunity

" college students in the state of California beginning with academic year
4

v —1978-79.‘ A f.ifteen ‘campus sample of students who entered the com-
munity college system that year served as the basis of thei‘r research.
’ dsmg telephone interviews and review of transcrnpts they followed
thﬁe students for three years in an effort to obtain, a more accurate
descrlptlon of the type . of students who ,enrolled n\thev community
colleges and the " various ways that they progressed through the
‘@systemﬂ ‘Date were collected on a number of potentially relevant
e £ . ' .

- »
! ‘ . * . s

-
-
- % °

- 4 ¢

1The study had’ six specific goals, -which will not be recounted

here. The interested reader is referred to the reports.themselves and

» to an excellent analysis of the utility of the studies for assessing the
lmpact of EOPS written by Jennifer Franz (T981)

’




“.measures for 'EOPS participation: Franz (1981).in her analysis of the

used in the study, and these cannot be ‘taken as perfec* surrogate

variables including the vocat|onaI status of the students, the changing

natures of the students' academic goals, theitr reasons for Ieavur(g the
K

Pl

communlty coIIege system,. etc. | ] . ¢
To thls date three annuaI reports ha’e beeh publlshed and a

fourth is nearing completlon. These reports paint gn interesting and’

e 3

detailed picture of certain- aspects of the communlty colli;e stuglent

population in Callfornla. i ) . AP

s

" Information About EOPS Students and Prog'rams. Unfortunately v 7

LY

the analyses have limited direct bearing on EOPS programs--ih largeg

4t

part due to the strong underrepresentatlo_p of EOPS students in _the
survey sample. -This may be’ accounted fer in part by the fact that the‘
data collection was done primarily. by telephone interviews. . In Part | of
the report Sh'el.don a:i Huntér_e)?plain that, "Thére was a great deal of

difficulty on campuses with a h|g‘9 percentage of lower soclo economic .

o

level students...with respect to d]sconnected telephongs, wrong phone

“- *

numbers, -and moving with no forwarding address."

In additiony EOPS™status wag not determined directly. 'Financially

o

disadvantaged' and ‘'educationally disadvantaged' were the categories

f
s .

o

report is quite specific on this point, and adds an additional significant

criticism:
' 4+

Thorough and consistent interviwer trainihg is the sine g )
non of valid telephone survey research, and there is né evudence

that the training done for this -study. was’ elther &
e ... In shm, the training and utmzation of interviewers would
appear to bé a major weakness of this study, One would need b

access to the original data to prove that it affected the results,
but it would be noteworthy if it did not. (p. 10-11)

: .. 8
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3

As a consequence of all these problems, tri specific results of {he

Iongltudmal study prowde little information about EOPS students.
. » '§
Relevance to an EOPS Evaluatioh System. Despite the criticisms of

t

the Statewide Longitudinal study, a number of general findings are
. . ~ .
relevant to the dgvelopment of an evaluatiqn'systerri for EOP®. One of

‘the strongest findings of the study is that our old fashioned stereo-

»

3 . ’ ‘ . - ¢ o \’ ’
types of the typical community college student are not valid. As

Sheldon and Hunter note in Part (I, *
"The underlying ‘assumption is that the stadent body <is
homogeneous-describing one or two '"typical" students will be
enough vide an understanding of all studénts. enrolled |n the
céllemos assumptlon is unwarranted o
- Comrﬁunity college students - are. heterogenéous_ in - every
respectf\‘,demographic, vocational and educational. To determine
the natyre of: these students and thus define the educational
service that the commuﬁi‘ty college provides, it is necessary to
“develop something other "than_ the usual*student profile." (p.
70-71) P . :

e
* -

Fhesé findin‘g\s reftect very closely many of the comments made by

the colleges study ‘group Member of this panei often reiterate the

notion that the students bemg served by EOPS dlsplayed a wnde diver-

snty of mterests- an‘d academlc goals They r¢jected the notlon"s that

. PEDANY

one could characterize coljege students in a sirr{ple manner and, thg"
; S _ .

resultant implication that opé could base an assessment of the success

of the program on simplé measures of course complefion° and transfer te

other institutions. 'Sheldop(and Hunter's conclusion on this point is
. - - r . .o <
unequivocal: - N
. A )
"The data- collected the first year of the Statewide Longitudinal
Study are certainly sufficient to dispel the myth that:
v 1. California Community Colleges-are primarily two y_ea\~ colleges.
2. Most *students who matriculate . finish their lower division
requiremw/and transfer to '3 univérsity. as juniors.

7
14

IR d
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» 3. A large proportlon of students erfroll in and ‘complete a two
year vocational program. ¢ - v

«

The myth is difficult to -destroy because some’ of the studepts do -
carry oyt the program listed.above but, considering the hundreds

c(:housands of potential students, who are admitted to California
Community Colleges for the first time-each year,—the' stereotypical
two- year program describes the activities of very few."

«i{ is to Hunter and Sheldon's credit that ti'\éy ha\{e gone bey;ond
merely destroying aﬁ old stereotype and have attémpted to create asset
of more’a’ccu'rate protdtypif descriptions of community collgg;f studen%i._
They group these students prototypes into three broad headings--

- ,' Q‘ansfer, vocatlo:@l and leisure tlme--but within athese three hroad

e

categories they have identified 17 dlstmct' stdident prototypes These

o descriptive cIassnflcatlons' range from thg, "fulltime transfer" and the

« ] ~ .
"unmotivated transfer" to the "career program completer! and the

2 - - < .
‘ . "leisure skills student."” : Lo % . .
3 \ .

Sheldon and Hunter believe they can classify students into proto-
> £ i

types with up to 85% accuracy hased on telephone tdiscussions about
their goals in the-comml.'fﬁity‘ colle'ge‘ and a review ofétragscript_s. This
to =

raises an exciting possibility for capturing some of the élivgrsity of
H 5 - .

&

‘EOPS students. A more, detailed classification ‘of stu@nt‘ types, such
9 . 4 Y
as ‘that ‘suggested by Sheldon and Hunter's pr&totypes niight yield  far

more useful énd. approp'riafe information on the success of. EOPS,
/

. . ° « ‘
o Certainly -it would allow a more accurate formulation of student goals

than that afforded by item S11 of USRS. This ~ possibility will be
'y N :
dlscussed in greater depth in Chapter 6 .

)

the cISssification procedure employed ‘in the Statewide Longitudinal.

Study _has _ar)oth)er broader implication about the mission of the com-

munity coileges. In Part 111 of the report we find the following issue

. raised: /.

ERIC . o : - 82
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-

The importance of the findings lies in their capacity of
tncreased understanding of .the. community college "mission." It

. has become evident during the study that students tend to gene-’
rate. their own goals, enroll in and drop classes at will, glean from-

courses Sthe' information they want, and leave when their own
. personal goals have been achieved or are not being -met. This
indicatgs that the mission of the communlty colleges is determined
to a far greater extent, by the students than by other groups,
e’g. Boards “$f TrusteeNcademlc Senate, College Administration.

' “(p. 56)

This echoes many of the comments made by the colleges study

.

g&oup They concelve of. the mission of the community college lp,very

broad terms, and see, EOPS fulfllln;g a wide variety of functions. Some

~ * v

students are su€cessful by their own measure when they have learned

3

eRollgh ,to obtain the job promotion ‘that they hoped to achieve. They.

ay drop out of college "without completlng a degree program of any

2 G A ’
sort; yet in thelr own“terms thenr«tenure has been a complete success.

3 < A 5

Other EOPS students have a spec|f|c goal of trans-ferr,lng fQ a four year_

college and ccﬁletmgga Bachelors Degree -lengthlerQl pquod of-

academ|c courser work resu1t|ng in. & successful transfe‘r to a four year

A

L4

college may be the only outcome that one v@g‘;accept as_a successful

reahzatlon of this ‘partlcular goal.. Whaté&r» evaluation, system: |s

4 ‘ ow
fopted shbuld respond to t}'ns wide dwersnty of interests and purposes

.
L4 ' ’ *

among° EOPS . students

‘Two other ~useful pO’lnts ag:‘be gleaned from ,the anely'ses them—
selves: * T'he flrst contradlcts a tradltlonal@assgmptnon “that vocat|onal
[ 2 'I bl
and non- vocatlonal students have markedly dlfferent académic goals

g t <®

The ::,econcl~ po|nts out the poor val|d|ty of mea&lres of student goals--

in part|cular measures’ related to desire to transfer to’ a four year
‘\
college. ' ' o - .

. ) - .. > ¢
One finding of the Statewide Lo’ng.itudinal Study illustrates the

difficulty "of using the traditional ‘student géal lapels of vocational and .

.,
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non-vocational. Overall 30% of the. respondents in the stud'y indicated

that they wanted to transfer to a four year college, while 36% sald that 3

they were. attendlng school for ‘job related redsons. (General interest

N .

accounted for 20% of the student§, AA degree for 6%, and home or

hobby SkI”S for the remammg 2%.) The stereotyplc view of the com-

munity colleges would place the vocational students among the '386% v{ho

a're -attending for job .related reasons, while non-vocational students

would form the bulk of the 30% who are planning to transfer to four
year cojlleges.!

“The results of their study'{indicate that this view is completely
erroneous. Vocational and non-roationaI students were almost equally

distributed amon:_\g the ‘categories. 25% of the ‘vocational student said

that they planned to transfer to 4 year colleges.” In fact; most voca-

tional prégrams in the community college system are* set Lip so that the

course work is @{rectly transferable to UC and CSUC campuses.’ Equally

)

surprisingly, 28% of the non-vocational studen.ts mdlcatﬁ that - they
were attending the community college for job related reasons. |

The authors of the report s:uggest,that misclassification of respon-

. dents according to the “S:AM criteria m#y be responsible for some of

’

these data, - but this would represent only a small percentage. The

conclusion we- draw from these data is that one must be extremely
0’ . .

careful when categorizing community college students. By conjuring up

mcorrect stereotypes, descrlptNe labels may. obscue rather than illumi-

nate the nature of students' mterests in attendmg community colleges.

After” studying_the individual student's transcript and having a
Iengthy telephone, con\/e'rsa jon, the in‘t,erviewers were. asked to inter-
p‘ret the atudent's ability .to articulate his snecific ga'f."' The results on

t

- -

: 84
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the questlon GOAL CLARITY are mterestlng -Overall only 51'%_4 of the~§
respondents were ]udged to have artuculated spec|f|c goals. The other

half of the sample had a general idea of what they were interested in

’ -

(37%) or had no clear idea a;/ all (12%). This suggests that the -cdm-

-

munity coIIege cduld provide an opportunlty for students to clarify their

)

own specifice educational and career goals. _As Hunter and .Sheldon

)

conclude, ”th|s finding -points, out the need for more and better career
'counselmg on community college campuses in Calufornla" fp 37)

Review of reponses from other questuons further illustrates the
v - ) c& ’
uncertamty of student goals. When students were asked, “_Do you plan

L4

to attend a’ four year college?" The response d|ffered markedly from
those reported in the previous d|sct?ss|on 536 of aII students ‘said

; g"ygs" (up from the 30% reported above) Sheldoﬂ and Hunter's expla-

' o

.natlon of this - change was- that students responded to. th|s questlon in
i .. . :

terms of "Iong term asp|rat|ons," whlle the figures above represent
b - d - *w

more~re||able,. short-term predictions. (As, quI be reported beJow, the .

‘

ET| study found an even h|gher percentage of students who aspired to

- 2.k

attend a four year college.) The concluslon we draw frorru all of this

'

research is that student goals are a very tenuous .measure’and must be

5 (4
» v

used with great care.’

t L4

e Conclusion. The State\yide Longitudinal Study suggests a number“u, )

p -~ e

" ’ 1 - . -~ < - * *
reinforces the,notion a: e communlty colleges have a diverse and

of issues .that arearelevt: to ag evaluation system: for EQPS. Id

‘complex«mission . EOPS students comprise a wide varlety of student

prototypes, and each may have different set of 1goa|s. Under ;uch

4

conditions it wouId be d|ff|cult to measure "the succes[— of an é\OPS

’Program




. - | ) o
Attentlon must be pa|d to the coﬁ’cern f the. colfeges study group

=

that EOPS provndes a 'nu ber of, servnces to students: (counseling,
” . :

‘tzformg, fman\clal aid, which in and of tljemselves rpay go.a long way
] serving'e-student needs regardiess of their -particular educatioﬁal

» goals. The Sheldon-Hunter. stud-y also reminds us that transfer t; a
four year college is a commonly held goal among comm‘unity coIIeg'e

students. The legislatjve executive study group s mterest in transfer

' 0
’ rates is .legitimate. A number of th\eL EOPS students have as their,
immediate or their long te‘rm‘aspirations transfer to a four. year college,

-

£ . R - - . .
and no evaluation system wbuld be complete without at least considering

. ‘
P L] L]

these statistics.

A}

~
\ e

Wgat Happened to ‘the EOPS Students of FaII 1973" . (A pllot Follow- -up

4

study comparlng EOPS and\all other flrst tlme entermg FaII 1973 daVy

e

students at .San Jose Cn‘.y C!olleg_) AT A .
e . Y '

Descrlpt;on. In June, 1979 Paul Png -of San Jose C|ty Cédllege
completed a stud? on EQ.PS students who enfl’ared the college for the
-~

-

N

develop a model whlch might be used by other commumty colleges to

)

follow up the performapce‘ of EOPS students over t|me, and second to |
\ - o . A .

compare acadamic performances w‘:ﬁ\d the general college popuIatLon at

San/Jose City CoHege ,FA partlcuiar, he was mterested m looking, at

students' degree objectl \

LEN

%, their success _|n meetmg tl'?se‘ objectlves,
- ‘amount of academic work "they\completéd, grade point averages, and
. -3 ‘. ' . B * B

# humber who actually transferred to four year colleges. To';some&e;(t’ent

he achieved both of his* ooals, but the diffi‘culties he encountered‘p’oint

_up tl'va fact- that there are no easy ways to obtam Iongl dmaf data on

. students : O . . T,

[ ‘

first time m the Fall of 1973 The study had two purposes frrst o - ‘




v . . Y
The study was conducted through examination of trdnscripts and

other records *ig the San Jose Community College Admissions Office. ’

@
\

The study team went back six years and obtafned a list of all first time
students who obtained EOPS grants, funds, for tutoring,.or funds .forQ
]

swork study in Fall of 1973. The analysis’was based. on .the official
. ) -
. ¢
records of these students over the ensuing six .years. Each students
4

reécord couId have contained over 30 d|fferent types of |nformat|on it's
mterestmg to note that of the 49 student records that were used in the
study, onIy 29 were relatively complete on ‘ail these categories. How-

Y 4

ever, as Preising points out,. ';all of .the students' grade records with

a4 , :
.relevant data.were complete. Thus the questions poséd for this study
, Could:be answered" (p. 7). L
’ © ( L 4
~ ’ Results,. ‘T'ﬁe"bulk -of  the report examines five comparisons

t .
between EOPS and non:-EOPS students. (The data on non-EOPS stu-

dents were 'taken from an earller study, What Happened to the Class of
/

Fall 19732, conducted at San Jose City College.) The study finds that

" upon enrollment, EOPS students had_lower expectatons than non-EOPS

) students, yet they received' a higher percentage of AA degreees, JJad a .
\‘ > C e N - AN

C o\
higher retention rate, compieted more units, had higher GPA's, and a
. higher percentage enrolled rn four year. coTIeges after Ieavmd the com-

N munlty college Preising attrlbutes these.rather startllng findings to

. B a

the additional attentiog, support, and academic agsigtance provr'ded,‘by
l R 'a [ - \ .
the EOPS program X ' ) - P .

* h Fqllow-J Telephone Inte:'weWS In a subsequent effort Preising

&

.. d

'attempted to contact 49 students by telephdne an’d conduct follow “up

Y lnterwiwsa He based hls intervie’ format on the interview, gu|de used\

» L]
.o

Jn the Statewide Longitudinal Study,‘

Tmcollege's records ancIuded

LI
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-
)

»

teIephone 'nurhbers"or all of the students; however, they proved to be
-

extremely unreliable.g The study team was abIe to contact only 7 of the

49 EOPS students who had enrolled for the ﬁrst time in 1973. In
x M .
addition, it was able to get informatlon on 5 others from famlly members

who answered the telephone’ caIIs Because’ the sample was..s6® smaI!

they reported | nly anecdotal evndence from these teIephone contacts and

did not ’attempt to draw any ‘broader conclusions. A °#

-

Implications for an EOPS Evaluation System. This study suggests

that EOPS programs have a lot to offer, and that EOPS students may in

- ¥

fact be Jreceiving tremendous benefits from the additional “'assistance

. . ' . T ‘
they are given.‘?/ in thégpregard it reinforces the importance of develop-

.ing‘é reliatﬂ‘e evaluation system for the EOPS program.” In reinforces
the notion th'at.a Iongitudinallstudy is necessary to really understand

. . © . \ . . . .
the Iong term benefits of EOPS, while at the same time adding dvidence

-

to the argument that such studles J,are not easnly accomphshed Reexam-
ination of past records is tlme consumlng and ‘not eas|Iy undertaken on
& . -

-

a Iarge',scale‘

. _ ‘ 1

-Studergs. are a particularly mobiie group, especially after they

feave college. Thus the Iow[response rate to the follow-up teIephone
\ v

mtervnews is not surpr|s|ng /Sheldon and Hunter had much greater
L .

success by, begmnlng their, contacts with students while they were still

en:lllji in school and then contlnumg the Yollow- -up contacts in” subse-

- s "
qu years Prelsmg “makes a sLmllar recommendatlon for others who

*

L. consnger donng Iongltudlnal follow-up on com’munlty college students.

. A

© To' get a. h|gh ra»t@ of response from former EOPS students will

reqtiire keeping., contact with at least a sample of*students as they

. gorogress through college If studénts,understand the <impostance
of. follow-up and, while ih collegé have been advised that such
follow=up  will/ b'e made,,thelr cooperation should facnlltate high
response rat *and reasonably- good data. (p. 34) "

| -7 B e

g
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. Theres one additional po|nt to be drawn from the Preising stucﬁ'/ '

‘regardlng an EOPS evaluatlon dystem. This relates to the number of

1

EOPS students who transferred to four {year colleges. In  What

- . Eggged to the EOPS Students of Fall 197%7 transfer rates are |nferred

from the students' requests that transcrlbts be sent to a ,college Th|s
) r vs a necessa‘ry but hardly sufflcvent condition for transferring to a four

year school. - It ig a clever method of obtajning an indirect indication of
» . i ) . ) i :
v a student's 'ermollment in a four year school, but it is hardly reliable.

Ong of the questions- that must be addressed in an evaluation system is

~  how to ob'taif; a better, more accurate appraisal of transfer rates.

. -t - o
i Conclusions, “Tehis study was an excellent attempt to document
¢ R . . ' R : i
précisely what happened tg‘a group of EOPS students over time, and
we applaud its intention as well as the efficien't And imsightfub methods
» . L% ) R

, that were used. Two points, emerge 's't'roley,. Eirﬁ‘st, longitudinal datas
. must * be built into ongoing evaIuation systems if it ¥s to be obtained

reliably. Second aqnore d|rect and accurate. measure of transfer
. _/ &
. status is necessary. |If anevaluation system can |ncorporate both of

o

3
]

these aspects the'n the kindsof striking EOPS successes|reported by
’ - N 1

‘Preis,ing" at San Jose City College may -be documentable “on ‘EOPS

- sto}dents statewide. ST - g (

-

College Gonng Rates In California (Knoell Repor‘t’S . v

L4 ° >

i

. D
Descrlgtlon. Since 1977. the Ca1|ftyﬁa Post Secondary Education

G > Commission has published amannual re'p'o',rt on the college going rates of ) o

"9(‘:alifornia high, school graduates. The main focus of ‘the report has

: : " . *«

. - ' been the three segmemts of the Caiifornia public colle¢fe and url'_}rsitieso

. systems--the Unwersnty of California, Callforn;a State Un|vers|ty _ﬁwd A

College system, and ~the Calvférnla Cqmmunlty CoIIegEs ’fyaddltlon, L

- . 3 - . N

IRIC- s T 8 o




. - A
rates for accredited indep'en'dent colledes and universities in the state
of California have -been obtained yearly since 1977. Data for the
various table,s:f and graphs in the report is obtained from -the colleges
admissigﬁ's ’offices ratl’ler than from stu;:lent’qﬁgétionhaires. As a
result, it provides a very accurate Jndicatio;w of precisély which
student:s, were admitted and began attendi'ng the variou_s post secondary

i

_— educational institutions. ' "
S, .

. v The analysis have grog.vn more detailed gach. year. Initially rates

were reported separately for men and women. Beginning in 1979 they

have also” been broken down by ethn|c1ty In the last two years,
>

. transfe‘)r rates for students who leave the commumty»cpllege system and

d «

enter ,the ilversny dr the state umver5|ty and college system have
ble as well. These are also broken down by gender arfd

become’ avai
.. ethnicity. County by county aggregations are made as wel} as ov,erabl
statewide totals. o

*

\ ‘Results. The commissionds report contains a {iumber of interesting

. ,figures’and tables describing the various classifications of first tirme

*

coIIege freshmen and high schoot seniors in California. One table of

/

—_——

5§ s N ~
/ particular interest . .for EOPS" relate's to #pe etﬁni'c distribution of 1979
: >

graduates and first time freshmen in Callforma * The most striking,

E

- difference is the mcreasmg number ‘of, minority students who' are
- ‘ -

admltted as one move\ from the Umver5|ty of California to the California

. State ‘University and College System, and finally to the California~Gom--

) 'fnunfty Colleges System. For example, 3.3% of the men and 5.4% of the’

-

LY

LY

‘womén, admitted to the University of. California in 1979 were Black. . ;rhe

"same figures for the’ ICaIifornia State University and College System are

¢ , . .
6.8% and 10.4% respectively, while at the California Community College. .

l{llc‘e ‘ . e - .. 90/ . . /

\ @ ' | Lr S




- "

b

System 10,5% of the men and 10.8% of the women who were’ admitted for

the first time in 1979 were Black. The reverse pattern holds if one
N . I} -
examines the percentages of the various freshmen. classes that were

White. At the University “of California ‘roughly'—74% of the freshmen
. .

\ R (
were White! while in- the California State University and College System

the percentage dr;opoed to roughly 69% and in the Community College
e . N L3

System to a similar 69%. The pattern for Hispanic and American Indian

-

freshmen follows almost exactly the ratios displayed among Black fresh-

.

men. (One must-use the figures from thé California .State University

. . : . ’

and College System®with some caution, however, beeause fully 30% of

the ' ethnic data from this source was missing. No explanation of this

large amount of missing -data is provided in th‘%summary report..

However, the missing.data is not a proble‘m with the Univers&y of

Californja or the Ca‘liforhia' Community Colleges.)

. Y

ln 1979, the report'also included valuable information about stu-

dents who transfer from the commumty coIIeges to either the Umversnty

.

of Callfornla or the California State- Uhiversity and College System In
fart KnoeII presents ?he 15 year trend in Community College transfer
2

students compared with total num]_t}zer of first t|me freshmen.” Since 1975

the. number o¥ comm-énlty college ‘students trans?errmg to U.C. has

[y

L d

declmed from about 8, 000 tq 5 600. During the same period the number

’ - o .
transferring to CSUC eclined from about~35,000 to 30, 000. During
L

this perlod fhe entering ., freshmen classes at UC and CSUC. remfained

about the sag\e size overalt“/ Thus the transfe}rs for the last ‘five years

.
s

have represented an’. ever sllghtly decreasmg .percentage of new

admissions for the two post stacondary mstntuti’ons A0
! ’ * .
. )
/ o . . .
0. * £ ‘ ' J
- L, 91
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Also of interest is a breakdown of the 1979 transfers by ethnicity.
) 4

While Black students represent 12.2% of the full time E’ommunity college

enrollment they represent onlyl3.3% of those Wh’p transferred to the
. < .

L{niversit); and '6.8% q\”those who transferred to the State .'University

&

and Colleges. Similarly, Hispanic '"students are 12.1% of the overall
community ,college enro‘llment but only 7.5% and 9.7% of those students
who transfer to UC and CSUC respectively. [|t"is only among Asians

and Whites that th|s patter‘w is reversed Thus is appears that while.

-

the commumty coIIeges are servmg proportlonately larger percentage of -

&

the minority students, these students are not using the communlty
colleges systems as a stepping stone to another post-secondary
- ’ .y

institution. | ' “ o .

There are many ways to interpret these numb®rs. Without further
Iongitud—fnal study of students at the community colleges, it i3 difficult
if not irnpossible to know what”‘thesea disparities in transfer rates
repr_e\sent.

fmplications for an Evaluation System of EOPS. The data .in the

Knoell report provide valuable baseline information on what is happening

’

2 N -
overall to the student population in the various CalifQrnia post-secondary
. v \
instigutions. Transfer rates _by' gender .and ethnicity are, in fact,
. ]

available for each individual community coUege as well as the county .
. . s ! . .
and state wide totals referred to above. Howe\i_er, while‘ these data

<

help us describe what has taken pIace at a statifcal Ievel,lthey do
very little to answep the question of what the trends represent in terms
of 'pr,ograms In many respects, t%we data askemore questions that they
answer', Because there is no |ndent|ﬁcat|on off student goals nor of the

particular program that a student was enrolled in, it is difficult to r(?ake

3 ¥ -

.

any but the most general lnterpretatlons. -

92




At present, there is'no coding to identify a student a;a partici-

. -

‘pant in EOPS, ‘It is not ré1quired as part of'most college 'application

%

2

processes and it |"5 not one of the mandatory pleces of information that
is "reported" tcS the Cailforma post secondary educatlon commission.
¢
”\
However, (‘this situatiom may® be. changing within the next -two years.
AR , . ' .

Our conversaton with mdnvnduals at CPEC indicates that they are very

s ‘\

mterested |n obtalnlng an EOPS |dent|f|er on newly admntted college

e -

transfer ~students in ~the near  future. They hope to expand their

*

turrent data base 4n many ways, and the EOPS |dent|fer is.high “on the

list” of addltional data ‘they would I|ke to coIIect " “This addition would

. . 91 . .

p'rovmle the most aﬁcnrate lndlcat1on of EOPS transfer rates.available
N . N

]

‘from any ‘source. - - — v .ot
vt . - - L

" The data bank from which Ccollege goiig ratés in California is

_ compiled is available to qualified users. 'Thus, it would be possible to

—

. / . . ., . ~ .
access thisyhighly refevant and accurate data source in an EOPS evalu:

l. . ',‘ ’

ation system. Ther@ is one drawback however: it takes 'CPEC, quite

- - ] " . 2 : . »
some time to .col,]ect‘ veuify,' and clean ‘the data. _Colleges are asked to

Y L
provnde |nformat|on b}/ January 1st on the class that entered’the

. .0

previous fall STt takes some time for thlS data to, be screened and

-«

verified. In fact, two years ago the final data tapes were not available
' #

" until September of the following vyear, and for the “cU’rrent ye"ar (1980~

Y .

81) they were not available untll this summer. Thus, ,for example a,

student ﬂ:io completed an LEOPS" program in Junevand transferred to the

.

California’ State Unlverslty and- ‘College System in the fall v‘v_ould Dot |

show up in the CPEC data base as a verified ‘transfer’ !studeht until the

-

following summer.




-

N

. While

it may be two or three years before EOPS identifiers are
. \ ~ ! ' T )
. __ag‘opted by CPEC“and,rwhiIe there is an inconvenient, time lag involved -
. J ) - . - o
in obtaining accurate data on community college transfer- rates, the

’ N % . - < .
. LCPEC data base from which the Kpo,ell was\derived appears to be )
. D . . Ps
: 1 ‘ ‘ ’ " < }
.a, very promising source of information in a fL,ture EOPS evaluation .
) VoLe - R A . / - Y .
“ - P-3 . * LR . »
. ey, .
sy.s.Fem. * . [ ; ° . \ ? : ) Q'
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The .Study 6f Extended Opportunity Programs and Services In ’
7. H ¢ . ~ T —

”

@

HURD o . N P
_Califorrtia Community Colleges ’ :

Description. - i~ 1975, the Evaluation and Training Institute

conducted a study desigried to providé the first '"external" aud'Lt, or
* ’ w “ "~

evaluation, of EOPS in its statewide system of community colleges.
James W. Trent of UCLA was director.and Ronald W. Farland, ‘then a

v

full-time professional assaciate of ETI|, was associate director. EEA hfs -

¥

commistioned Trent to write a brief summary of that study and consicgr s -
: e

its implications for an ongoing evaluatidn.of EOPS; (See Appenz:lix B : /

Information ‘about EO;tS. The data base for the&e\ﬁaluation was

comprehensive, including \the following: (1) extensive, carefully pre-
. 9% ,6 *
tested surveys of stat?stically representative (mostly random) sampling

@ -

of all constituent groups in the 93 participating® colleges--EOPS

students, “non-EOPS students (for comparative,\‘ "control" purposes),

°

~

faculty, administrators and «chairs of adwisory committees; (2) institu-

. tional and program characteristics obtained from a "Basic Data Sheet"

o

designed by the Proje;:t staffsand repo-rts submitted&_by the colieges to -

the Ghanceljor's '.Offi-ce; and (3) case studies. based ort * thorough,

. accredijtation-type site visits of 12 colleges, representing the Spectrum .

- L]

- of California's community colleges - .
- N .

) ’ # (
. R - -
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Q

. . Kl

Several impor‘tant strategies wegé executed lech helped to assure
*

that the data, base described above was a,gch one: The college presi-

dents appointed their own college llanson oflnc‘ers to”’ asslsl the Project

staff; a series of -reguonar wprkshops were held for the Project staff;

<o

Kason ofllcers melt Fggularly wnth the statewide EOPS Advnsory Commit- *

tee; and pre- site vnsnts were made and slte téam ornentatlons were held

{
to assﬁre that allpelem‘ent%/ol the case fstudies would run smoothiy
. ) i .
These str:ptegies '-without Question contributed to remarkable r‘e5ults*
The survey response rates ranged from 7(;%, of the EOPS students to 94%
of the EOPS dlrectors Almost all of‘the. data :sheets-iand other docu- .

ments requested'were' received. The site visils went even better than

‘u

planned. On the other hand, the project was constraired )by' typcal

Ilmltatnons of.time and flscal resources. v N
. ‘e

Relevance for an’ EOPS Evaluation System. The study suggested &

20

.
. ] - P
. .

"number of. points concerning procedures, criteria and. lsspes«t'hag: may

well deserve consider"atlon in®future evaluations of EOPS. A“c‘omment'

on several major points follows. _Trent notes in “the Appendix that .
[ 4 \ ° °
among the procedural. polnts most commonly mentloned 'was the lack - of

-~

key def|n|t|ons, espe‘tlally operational™ d flnltlons-- g. ellglbllllty ™ -
r ~

EO\DS--that would contrlbute tcxdata valldlty . A series of multlvarlat'e'

analyses in' the study Clar‘lfled thaf efe is no one: measure of :

5 v
'

"success" of E%:S. lnstead there are a variety.of criteria deservrng

-

-\
consideration .- his 'has 'also been noted in this EEA study and is ;

- .

reflected in the user “group questions which have been posed. 4

Trent notes  that a number of other points to be derlv,ed from the .

- study pertain to the role of the ChancellPr s folce in the evaluaticn of

.

EOPS. These lnclude -(1) the need for greater, more’ ‘informative .

95 . "

. ) - . .
.. . - . _ _ . ~
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. ¢
more prompt and more responsive consultiné; (2) the n?ed for much b
more prompt and meaningful feedback of coIIectlve and comparatlve ) ,p

information; (3) a.definité reduction in and. justified ratlonaJe for the '

-~

o <

data reports required of the colleées; _and"(:t) greater statewid coordi-
& : .

~

nation of all these efforts.  Certainly, tl';es

o

poinzts must be attended to

in the evaluatiep system that we will devise\/) ® L

.
<
‘/ aEo 7

" Three -concluding points are noted by Trent as emerging from the'

. . N\ : - g
evaluation. First, ongoing evaluations shdild reflect appreciation. for \\\
\ - . . [}

the diversé ways and settings--and the .quality of their diversity--

through which Ealiférnia's commumty colleges carry' out their programs\J

-

and over;gll mnssnons Second,tevaluatlons of the kmd under consudera-

. .

tion should include a systematic assessment vof the larger organizational

e <

and community environments in which.the evaluated gprograms operate.

4 N - ’
A third poift noted--more -difficult/ and perhaps’ not relevant to our .
. - S . . ) ) g
work--that Iegislation._, for such, programs “as EOPS must, itself, be .
/ L. : LNt e
coMtinuously evaluated for its appropriateness:.in light of changing . :
LN < ' " o
' . . . cu e o . &
economic *and social conditions. - N >
L S . . R .
S 3 - . . “
- 4 ‘.ﬁ . 1
o J;‘ o "o ¢ * . ’ e ®
N ) L e . . '
a ’ '
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. Chapter VI
v . ' LY
EOPS EVALUATION SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS:
_ " DATA COLLECTION , '
. : ) ‘ [N _‘ - . .
7 . <L -

Having surveyed the avajlable, sources for evaluatiory data and the

[

expréssed ‘needs of various evaluation users--and the coincidences and
. . >

[y

discrepencies between the"two--we new describe date coIIec:c:en fof'\fhe
pr"_oposed evaluation sys'eem. The proposal derives from all of the
segr’ces we have surveyed (Chapters I1-V),. as well as from valuable
conversations with peeple |n the Chan;el_lor's Office, .inlthe California

Post-Secondary Education Commission, at individual community colleges,

and with other evaluat,ors.‘ 3 "

: . $

The.proposed evaluation system utilizes many of the existing data.

~ ‘0 i v
sources--some with modifications-«and includes two.‘ new surveys of

students. These data bases are summarized in Table V and the corre-

spondence to the six evaluation questions is shown. P
Informatlon for question 1 is generaIIy available from various of,

the USRS segments, along thh some recommended addltlons to USRS-
EOPS.. Similarly in question 1a, most of the relevant information is
already" provid'éd by USRé'jwe recommend that certam supplemental
data be made-available by expandmg USRS to |r?clude the coIIectlon of

annual ‘data on all students.

‘

Question 2 will ‘be based on information from Form 10 and supple-

' \1enta| Qata from the recommended expansjon of the Operationhal Program

college (question 2a) has been droppéd because appropriate data cannot

-

‘be made available in.a feasible manner at this time. However, we feel

LI []

.

- . N . .
l('s?eview. Comparison of EOFS ?(vices with those offered in""’t'he total
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QUESTIONS

AVAILABLE AND USEABLE"
s b - . [ '

PROPOSED. ADDITIONS/REV]SIQNS

What are the bé@kground

—

characteristics of th high scho dlplom,a/certlflcate USRS-census & annual . . v
- population served b high school GPA . , . .o ' - USRS-EOPS . -
EOPS? : Age R S USRS-census & annual o
Sex ‘USRS-census & annual « ) .
! iRA - USRS-eensus & annual L .
‘Student fmancbal need USRS-EOPS -
1a. How do these compare A prier school experlence , ! - 1 .
. with non-EOPS. stude s? high- school” dnploma/certlﬂcate USRS-census . :
i . .». - high school GPA ' . o ] USRS-ahnual :
o Age ) , p -USRS-census . >
.7 Sex ™ USRS-census , . ' ) -
Race - . USRS-census . L
: : c
s Y N . ', T F
2. Community needs Form 10 3 R R
<" Activity Goals? . . Form 10 5 )
" Program subcomponents Form 10 u - .
.Number and type of >
. *activities offered , Form 10 > Operatlbnal Program
" Organizational structure .Form 10 Review (OPR)

,Zé_. How do these compare

-
-

with- non<EOPS &tudents?

DELETE - - ’
Judged to ‘be beyond the limits
of the evaluation system at
this time. : pr

no” 4 \
.

<
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college? .

v

How successf’ul are, they relatwe
to: ! L. '
units attempted -
units completed,
weekly student contact hours ‘N
positive attendance enroliment

-

<«

[

USRS-EOPS reviseq *
¥

USRS-census & annual
USBS-EOPS

USRS-census &,annual : .
USRS-census & annual °
{

R R 11}

. ’ ‘ . v <
L, v : ., X ' < ) ) . . -
’ N . N ¢ . L . ' ¢ ‘
° . o A . TABLE V (Continued) .
. P . . .
<5 . ., : ‘ - - - —— - : —
QUESTIONS REL.EVANT INFORMATION AVAILABLE AND USEABLET PROPOSED ADDITHONS/REVISIONS
. L - , o
What lgvel of services - Estlmated number of students . D , _s o
are provided in EOP$ served per component Form 10.°, AR
programs? Actual number of students’ ) ) '
) served per component > . . . Form A-1 revised ,
~ ‘lnStructlonaI support activities~ Form 10 o . ’
‘ Tutorung hours - USRS-EOPS % USRS-EOPS revised -
. Counseling hours . - USRS-EOPS . USRS-EOPS revised
. . . Administration actlvmes Form A-12- . ' )
L Othér activities . Form 10 CoL L = \
. - Financial Aid to studen'gs . Form A-1, USRS- EOPS - " . .
. o Work-study grants to students USRS-'EOPS . . ‘
How are resources Expendlture per component . -
expended? . (100-900) ’ Form A-1 revised * ¢
‘ ’ Projected cost per component > ’ . . L :
(100-900) T - Form 10. ) - '
R . Projected cost per act|V|ty 7 - > . ) :
' (37, levels) - * Form 10 : . S .
v /sttrrct contribution. . . Form A-1 ‘ R . . . &
Ho ful are EOPS What tudents' d ' ° '
. w Successful are at are students' own academic” . . .
' students during their goals? A D ' ‘ zs‘upplemental Survey
tenure at the communlty Héw successful are they in - o Supplemental Survey/
. terms of their own goals? ~Tin -~ - Longitudinal Study

pes




. ) ¢ ,J { . ~ ~ "
. * ! . ’
4 - - ¢ i
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C R ", TABLE V (Continued) = "+ < '

.* QUESTIONS RELEVANT INF'ORMATION' B 'AVAILABL_EQAND_ ‘\l'.'lSiEABLE1 . PROPOSED ADbITIONS/REVI§IONS
,5, .(Continued) ‘ student level ' USRS-census & annual ’ X . :
iy . " -+ academic standmg begmnmg , . g R
. ) ) . of term USRS-EOPS cat Lo

¢ - academic standing end of term USRS-EOPS - ¢ USRS-EOPS revised
.. . ' annual GPA / USRS-EOPS - . ”
: . L cumulative GPA : " WSRS-EOPS e -
Lo < : ‘ . dro‘p out/rete‘ntlo rate == o USRS-EOPS 'revised - i
v : T L A.A .or AS certificate attained -- nT .o . _ USRS-EOPS revised/ .
) a L . Longitydinal Study .
. N “ - : . - - . > .
S5a. How do these,compare How successfyl e/re they .. ’
with non-EOPS . relative to: / L .
students? ’ units attempt/d . WSRS-census . . USRS-annual
R S units completed -~ - - USRS-annual . :
: ’ .weekl‘? stud nt contact hours. USRS-census -’ ’ USRS-annual ’ '

- 3 ¥ ) » ' positive atte ndance enrollment - USRS-census ; ) USRS-anhual .

- : ) . . student level i USRS-census ‘ w USRS-annual

. st . *  academic standing begmmng ‘ . . : . ’ . ‘ X

‘ Dt . . of termZ - ) “n -USRS-annual ; ,
. . S E . . academic standing end of term ) -- C L~ USRS-annual
) I annual GPA - -- . ot USRS-annual
, . cumulative" GPA - ;o —-eo . , USRS-annual ‘
- S op-out/retention rate ) -- | USRS¥*annual -
' S © AA or AS certifigate attained . 4 -- ; USRS-annual i

L AS , ¢ . X < . . . ’
. ' .




: . TABLE V (Continued)

T - s
~ .

o

.

' QUESTIONS .~ . , RELEVANT INFORMATION , AV\AILA’BLE AND USEA

BLE1 PROPOSED ADDITIONS/REVISIONS

v

6. How slccessful .are EOPS _ How successful are they in o
students when they leave terms of. their own goals?
the <ommunity college? How succeSsful are they relative

. . - .
- PR

Longitudinal Study *

)

’

. to: .
. . job placements . ‘ T v . Langitudinal Study , .
N ' transfer to four-year ‘- N CPEC (if planned revisions
, A fnstitutions N are made) ¢
A » success after transfer L . CPEC (if plamnéd ‘revisions
. . , _ e, ~ «! are rhade): :
6a. How do these compare How successful are they - Nt . - - *
with non-EOPS relative to: ' ) . )
students?” s : * transfer to four-year C . . .
. . A CPEC
+ - Institutions ’ . %
. - success after transfer CPEC . ) ’ ,
~ . A A ', -,

‘ 1 Currently available and useable with only minor modifications or improvement¥ in data access. .

2 We suggest that a supplemental analysis be conducted to det®rmine .the corr
budget levels 'used in progrm planning on Form’ 10 and actual expenditures
Form 10 data may not be useable if this correspondence is low.

.
x ’

4

.

.

espondence between
are reported on Form A-1.

>

.
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this is a potentially important question that might be addressed in some
p

by

manner in the future. . ' _ .

2

Data for question 3 are \\ﬁntly ava;lable from USRS, Form 10

. and from FbrmlA-1 with 'some mmor revnslons recommended for USRS t6
make the mformatlon more meaningful. Question 4 will be answered at a

falrly broad Ievel by elements gleaned from Form A-1 and Form 10.

The academic success _da)ta for guestion 5 are available from USRS--and

from a newkSuppIementaI Survey of EOPS students focused on students'
ST
own academic goals To answer guestlon 5a We are recommerjdmg that

the USRS an'nual survey be expanded to include all students. Data- for

question 6 may be avatlable- through the California Post- Secondary
Education Coﬁm;tssnon (CPEC), "but the evaIuatlon system relies most

L[] ~

" heavily on newly proposed EOPS longitudinal studies.
For the remainder of the'chabter,. we will describe these modifica-

tions in greatér detail, cohsidering USRS, Form A-1, the CPEC data

?

hase and OPh Addftlonally, we W||| suggest addmg the Supplemental
Survey and the Longltudmal Study of EOPS students to the evaIuatlon

system. - Flnally, ‘we . will descrlbe a practical data coIIectlon timetable.

- -~

Delineation of Data Sources: AddltIOnS, Deletlons Modlflcatlons

E)

When we began our mvestlgatlon of the existing EOPS mformation

network, we reviewed each of the six data sogrces for reI|ab|I|ty, valid-
K ¥ ° v
ity, and accessabmty, and we asked how successfully they answered the

L4

-evaIuatlon needs>'estab||shed by the»study groups Two goals dlrected

our work to develop a data coIIeCtlon system that produced mformatlon

~

necessary for, answering as mary evajuatlon ques’tions as possible, and




.

changés) five of the obibihalgsix data sources. In addition, we have

added two new ihstruments Wwhich p,rdv‘ide important unduplicated infor-
13 4

mation. These - seven data sources--and the evaIuat|on questlons they

A LI

waddress--wnll be descrlbedﬂn—the nexb sections: e . R S

u
v

USRS Three d|st|nct sub- sys,tems of USRS provide useful infor-

Y

\

y matign for:-us. ; b4 .
s -- H/Q)SRS census data system is completed once ‘each
5 tern¥ on aII‘students enrolted .in California community . ’
coHeges

- .

-~ The USRS-EOPS student data survey is conducted once
each year on EOPS stuc'ients only.
. --- The USRS dnnual student data segment-is administered :
- annually on EOPS, handlcapped, and vocational education )
students only . ’

. - -

The USRS-Census gathers information about.each student's ‘ha‘c'k- J '
» . ‘

. ground char;acteristics, academic Jevel, and current course load. of %
. ) o ) 1 - 4 ‘i‘ )
the 20 items, 18 are required. (Because -experienc edicts a low
¢ ' .
' L3

.

‘ . : - :‘] . , - ¢ - )

response on optional items, we will not use th‘em.) Of these 18, six gre

' useful in their present form as measures of background characterastlcs
)

(questlons 1 and 1a). Th,ree others provnde information about a stu- : s

dent's’ academlc actnvntles--but only very mcomplete information. They

- <" . . s/
P measure course enrollment, but not course completlon. : '
. . - .
‘ Table VI lists all 20 USRS-Census data items, notiig which are .

required. The nine ‘items we can use are cross-referenced to specific

- ' -

9 y . . .,

evaIuatlon questlons ) ' SR . o L
- The SRS EQP attempts to .assess student status ‘and EOPS pro-' )

gram impact at the 'end of the academlc.year, rather than to measure‘
on-going “segvice levels. All 20 items of this assessment provide -some

. <information toward answering~-the evaluation questions. To be sufe, Kt
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* TABLE VI

’

. e

*  CENSUS STUDENT DATA SYSTEM

T . ., - e :
1Fr‘om ‘the. Chancellor's Office Informatfoh System Data Element, Di%tionar;y'/,s May 1981.

. . ’ _Element ' Relat-e;c‘:l EYalu‘atlon
_Data Element Name N‘umb’e’l"1 l‘ . Required\ Question* #

S et ' R .
College Code - e XA X L
Report Period ] . X%, X ” A
Record Number X2 . X -0 o
Birthdate ] S X2 Q1 ahd 1a
Sex R s10 X Q1 aAd 1a
Racial /Ethnic Code _ 58 X _1.and_Ja - ’

_ Citizenship ’ 3 . X+ g
Resn,dence Code ' S9 ‘ . X '
High School of Last Attendance , .56 . X
College of 'Last A'ftendance S3 X

’ High School s£ducation -~ S5 . X . Q1 and 1a
Enrollment Status , ‘ s4 7 X » .. Q1 aghd 1a
Student Level h . os12¢ X . ) - Ql'ahd 18
Student Goal . ¢ S11 A

_ Student Méajor .‘\ ) S13 , It NN
Posutlve Attendance Enrollment s7 X - Q5 and 5a
Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) 17, X . _° . Qb5and-5a
Total Potential Hours of \ A ,

Atfendance (TPHA), : y C

_ Units Attémpted | . / s1s ' X ; Q5 and Sa

Veteran's Aid Status > - S8 . ;% . S
— ——

Z\Requlred ohty when submitting data.on 80-column cards.

ot

0 N .

—

LA

@




-"’so/r‘rle items produce redundant information and ot’hers‘ requir:e revision.
But on the whole, the USRS-EOPS is very useful. oo
. - N
. Five iterrls measure the students' academic success (question 5).

One_ item, which measures students' financial need for the term, is

’ ' relevant ‘to assessmg ¢background charactemstucs (questlon 1) Two

- N -

other items “measure Ieveis of academrc support services--counseling and

g tutoring (question 3); one item has .to do with previous EOPS exper-

ot ‘a L . .
ience. Eléeven items measure financial aid, dbstinguishing grants,

scholarships, *aids, and work-study. . For "our purpese,~ 11 separate

N

\ figures are unnecessary. One grant total would do. ¢

/4

Table VIl lists the 20 items of USRSPEOPS and, again, cross-
/ . e

. references them to the evaluation questions. We also mark the ifem§'
that need addition or revision with an_ asterisk. (vTabIe IX gives- a*

concis;compilatior’\ of these additions and revisiolks. Appendix 'C pre-

N\ -

sents each revised item and the full text of each revised data element

0
°

dictionary page.) -

~

The USRS -anfual student data segment consists of the ‘samé 20

- s R : .
items as the 'ySRS-Census, "but .here ‘annualjzed to provifie, in the
wordé of the)Chancellor',s Office, "demographic°and cumulative workload .
> R - ,“ . , ‘ ‘

s‘uppo‘rt the information in". . . the EOPS student data

N -

. measures

’system " This annuallzatlon gives us a ,baselme against whuch the

LY

. year‘ly ‘"USRS-EOPS data can be mterpreted In addition to small modi-

- flcetlon,s in the USRS-annuaI‘ survey, we ré?:'c;mrpend that a similar
| ZEEPO - - .

.

USRS-survey be ’édmjnistered ta all students; Without such an addition,

ot . \- . v . .

it is not possible to answer the two comparative.evaluation questions .~
N L.

(questions‘1a and 3a). - . S




100 f . .

-

w ‘,\”
. Y

. ‘v
TABLE VI b,
i EOPS STUDENT DATA SEGMENT. ‘
> ‘ )
— 1
Related
‘ . Element 'Evaluatlon ‘
Data Element Name °, o . N!.meejr'1 I’Required Questlon #- Revision
t . ’
EOPS Status E1Q— X . *
Academlc Standj\g, Begmmng E1 X 65' and 5a . **
Academic Standing, _E.'hdl_ng E2 X Q5 and 5a *, wk
Umts Completed , . ’E20 X Q5 and 5a * KK -
Total Financial Need N E17 X . Q1 ,
EOPS Grant ' E8 X Q3 .
BEOG Eligibility Status _E4 . X Q3 .
BEOG Grant a E3 x 03
SEOG Grant E16 X Q3 T
NDSL , E12 X Q3 i
coG ° .. . E5° - X Q3
Scholarship - E15 X Q3 '
Other Financial Aid E14 X . Q3
EOPS State' Funded Work Study ' Lo
Money Earned E9 / X ‘Q3 #
Non-EOPS State Funded Work Study . - .
Money Earned " E13 X Q3
Total Work ,Study Hours Worked * E18 . X Q3 ,
- GPA for "Academic Year - ET1 X Q5 and Q5a  **
Cumgl;ative GPA R JET o X, Q5 and Q5a  **
Tutorial Hours . E19 X Q3 ) *
Counseling Hours ‘E6 . X~y Q3 *

»

1

‘*Rev%sion recommende‘d (see Table IX and Appendix B).

**Add;tlon of an.annual measure of this element on. all students is recommended (see

Table I1X and Appendux B).

~
\

110

From the Chancellor's Officg Information System Data Element Dictionary, !VIay.1981.
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and revisions are recommended.

ot

Form A-1. The final EOPS Claim form, submitted At t,he end of'
. . R 7 . ‘
the academic yedr, presents a complete accounting of all program

expenditures reported by object class code. /Expendity r,es’ are' classified

in tl\'n;‘ee categeries: (a) pregr’am development ‘a‘nd__. mainte'nance; "

.(I‘a) student services; (c) di;re‘ct payment to students. Thns is minimally

adequate ‘information for our r:?éeds (qu Sti 11y and IV). However,
baand &

we recomend that Form A-1 be modifie to requite report'ing by. compo-
nent (100- 900) rather than just the thiree categbries. In partlcular this

would provide both expendlture totajs and ntu ber of students served m

9 B

thehmne dlfferent program «~area deslgnated_on the orlginall pregram

application. - , ; o .

In additioh, we recommend that rattelzvtlon be pald to replacmg the
) . Wy / : .
wuth EY system for codmg and

' CPEC Data Base. CPEC (the ‘C Iifonnia Post-Secondary Education :

Commission) is responsiblé

enfolled in California colle i ities. A partial list of the

Q

1 . -

/ .
Thus it‘is not no possible. to compare EOPS transfer rates to overall

rates. However,/ among several proposed additions to the CPEC data

7
111




TABLE ViII

ANNUAL STUDENT DATA SEGMENT

Related to
Element Evaluation '
Data Element Name .Number'1 Required Question # Revision -

L S

College Code
Report Period
Record Number
.Birthdate
Sex i
Racial/Ethnic Code

Citizenship Code, Annual

9

Residence Code,’ Annual

HigI:f School of Last Attendance ‘ S6

"College of Last Attendahce - .~ 83 ' i .
High School Education g © 85 . ’ Q1 -
High Schéol GPA (new |tem) , .- . Q1 and 1a
Enrollment Status, Annual < . - sA4 - » Q1 '
Student .L.evel, Annual . SA7T . ’ Q5 and 5a
Student»GoaI ’ TSN '
Student Major ' ’ S13

Posntlve‘Attendance Enrollment Annual SAS L Q5 and Sé,

Anpual Average Weekly Student .
Contact Hours SA2 Q5 and 5a

Actual Houfs of "Attendance © SA1 . ]
Units Attempted, Annual ° ‘ SA8 ) - Q5 and 5a
Veteran's Aid Status " _ $16 i ‘

5, ™\
1Fr‘om the Chancellor s Office Igf%rmatlon System Data Element Dictionary, May-1981.

A S

*Revnsion recommended (see T’able IX and Appendlx 3) o

-

} *¥Addition of an annual measure of this element on all students is recommended (see
S - ,Table 1X and Appendix B). ¢

- > ]




«TABLE IX

r ~

"PROPOSED CHANGES

TO USRS: )

" - REVISIONS, ADDITIONS & DELETIONS

103

} ’ ! .
. Relevant to
USRS | ' » Ewvaluation
Segment .- Title Item # Change'. Question #
annual high school GPA - add this item .- - QA
EOPS * tutorial items E19 revise to separate EOPS Q3
. and non-EQPS hours
EOPS, counseling hours E6 revise to separate EOPS . Q3
. . and non-EOPS hours
i . .
- ~BAPS units completed E20 revise into same format Q5 »
s p = as units dttempted-- . .
) item SA8
EOPS academic standing -~ ., E2 ‘ revise to include AA/AS °~ Q5
at end' of term if no longer enrolled .
/annual’ high school GPA . -- ° . Qla®
- . annual  ‘units completed, -E20 Lf , - Q5a
annual (revised) ! '
(v -
* annual | « weekly student SA2 - - Q5% °
conmtact hours - ) , .o - '
: ) . expand the annual survey ‘
anr;nual positive attendance SAS5 ’ to include all students ' QS5a
-t enroliment (including these'items
, . ' - +as a minimum-set)
annual academic standing, ET1 . : K Q5a \
= beginning ' . ) ‘ .
- anntal ' academic standing, E2 ' < Q5a
. . end (revised) ' .
annual annual GPA E11 ' Q5a*
anm.ial * cumulative GPA E7 Q5a
. . N
~ annual student level SA7 | K . Qla
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base is an EOPS identificati'on element. We have been told in conver-

sationi‘I.Qat this',new item has hi’gh priori'gy. Under the a§sumpfi6n that'
EOPS.identifiers will be added- to ’CPEC,‘ we are relying on this source
as the primar}/ basis for assessing transfer~rp:es. In the event thart
this change does not take place, it will .be ‘possible to -obtain similar
/information through the Lpn_gitgqmal Study, though this i'sta sIowerL and

more’ limited procedure. : oo

Operational Program Rev'ie\{. The OPR we foresee will be a multi-

‘ple day, on-:ite, team review of each EOPS program. The team(‘s') il
review approximately 20-25% of the colleges each year on a rotating
. N - — . - N 3 5 ‘o

basis. The OPR will address two evaluation concerns: compliance with

existing regulations and effectiveness of program activities. The narra-

" tive descriptions of planned program activities submitted as part of the

program application (Form 10) wnH be useful in guiding parfs'_of this
review. This OPR dprogram activities review wiII'_be directly responsive
‘to question 2. In ;ddition, we would encourage ex'p.anding OPR"s, scope
to g.ain as much first-hand information” as possible' about how EOPS
progra;ms are being.’ conducted and about the effectiveness of support
services to EOPS students (question 2).. To strengthen the overall

! e
review process, we would suggest that concurrer?c\informal, open-ended

r

.interviews ’;Nith.: EOPS °students and staff be added. Potential i}fér-

. viewees in critical program areas and responsible student spokespersons

might be identified by adminigt;erihg a brief questit')nnaire to all EOPS

students and staff shortly before the OPR visit. In addition, these

-

questionnaire responses would provide a rich source of qualitative data

about the program. o s
. A_P g . . N .

* L}




Finally, an overall aggregate report on all EOPS programs reviewed
during the year should supplement the individual school reports.
Gulded by question 2 Chancellor's Office staff or an external contractor
could easily compile this summary analysis.

-

EOPS Form 10. The Annual Progriam Application (Form 10) will

-
. Ry

prowde much of the data reIatmg to the elements of the EOPS progr ms
-
(questions 2, 3, and 4). However, because | Form 10 data rep dent

T

projections rather than actual expenditures, they will’be useful only if
there is a high correspondence between actu’N distributlon of funds and
pro;ected budgets 'Durmg oyr early analysis, we proceeded on the
.assumption that therhe was a high correspondence.‘ [

At the same time, though, we tested that assumption. With the
as5|stance’ of Jennifer Franz, we compared the projections of Form 10 to

°

the annuaI expenditure reports of A-1 in a small sampling. of colleges

for 1979-80. The discrepancies were so ‘large in the samplmhey

. wouId render Form 10 useleds for EOPS program evaluation. (The full
sub-study analysis is presented in Appendix F). -Beginning in 1980-81,

however,” a new plannlng procedure was |mplemented and the current

‘program appl|cat|ons are “based ‘on reasonablel projections of actual
., ‘ .

”

allocations. Wt
_ .

* . .\0 . .
These conflictin'q reports on Form 70 leavé some doubt in our

minds.  While we have included Form 10" as a part of our evaluation
¢ -

system,‘we suggest a similar analysis be doné“ on the correspondence

‘between Form 10 and Form. A-1 for the 1980-81 school year "

The Supplemental S~urvey of EOPS Studen‘ts We have designed

the Supplemental Survey to provide new info‘rgiation about student goals

and academi¢ plans (question 5). Based on fhe Statewide. Longitudinal

+

?
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R .
St ¥ o
Stqdy ‘(of Chapter 5), our survey uses Sheldon and. Hunter's student
protatypes. Students will classify themselves according to their acade-

.mic goals. (A draft of the questior{naire will be found in Appendix E).
This ,tSrief survey, which will be administered each fall, will ta"kg only
. . 5 minutes to complete. - We suggest that a }-andom sample of EOPS stu-

‘dents at each colle%]e be selected Yo receive the SupplementaI_Sur\'/ey,

thus reducing bother withoyt reducing _‘validity or generalizability. .

. Longitudinal Study. We have d’esigned the Longitudinal Study to
collect’ data on students' long-term activities which reflect their partici-

pation in EOPS programs. We suggest a 10 or 15 cémpu§ sub-sample,
. ! s Co

selected'from students who are already participating in the.Supplementa

~ 4 \ .-

-

Survey. >
. .

~

sy’ U
Students will participate in the study for four or five years.
p They will receive an annual questionnaire each spring designed to moni-

tor their academic activities and assess any changes in their pensonal

oS

and academic goals. The questionnaire,'will—incorpora{e”a_ branching

' structure’ based on student otientation: . each goal category in the

S . . b
Supplemental Survéy would have a unique set of follow-up questions
[} -

relevant to it. . : . - .
- . * :

" The l_.ongifudinal Study will provide information about how achémic

- and career aspifations. change, what affects these decisions, and what

happens to students after EO"PSI (whetht;r 'they finish' or drop out). It
will also help to answer salient question§ about the commt‘ml;ty colleges'
mission and how tl';a'g mi‘ssion- prescribes EOPS services. MR

~ B\ecause comhunity college students are a hiéhly mobiJe' group, we

éan safely predict that the Longitudinal Study poses the greatest giffi-

culties (cf. the problems of Sheldon' and Hunter or Preising reported in,

.
)

ERIC , - 116
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information from the previous year, are collected in

LY . 4 - » ]07

(3]
¢

’ Chapter 5)-. Therefo‘ref,‘ we suggest delaymg the study fQ a year\to :

g

allow more planning and coordmatlon with the EOPS offices at the
|

)

community co!leges.. It might be worthwhile tq expand the survey we

have suggested--the Statewide Longitudinal Study illustrates a number

of additional issues that migh_"c be addressed. L3 ’
Regorting\'Sch'edule of EOPS Data Sources <

Flgure1 |Ilustrates the data coIIectlon t|metable fqr the seven .

sources nf\e proposed EOPS evaluation system, f.‘ndlcatmg two cr|t|caI

[

dates. The triangle denotes the’ ~date' of data coIIectlon; the circle
. < ’ P ‘ .
denotes the date on which analyzed data might be available for use “if

¥

the evaluation system. The line between ‘triang_le and circle represeff¥s \

v

[s

the timé required for coding and brocessing' the data.. Lt

8

USRS. USRS-EOPS and USRS-annual data segmenté, which reflect
the faII and sub-

-4 e

mittad- to the Chancellors Office in October Verlﬂcatlon and, confir-

-

matlon of the data requnre two to three months, and the nal totals

-

should be avallable in December. (Assummg.that the cornrr_\enf:led

(

. -~ S .
changes in USRS-annuaI will be made, we have not included l.JS’RSr-—

X ;
RO
Census data in the timetable). « ‘ : ' - "

.

EQOPS Form A-1. -Expenditure totals for the academlc year are

i

'reported on EOPS Form A-1 and submitted” to the Chancellors Ofche

’

soon after the sprmg term. These data are presently -analyzed by

hand,_a process whlch delays any evaluation based on A-1 data until
. L

the next fall. ' ;

" CPEC Data Base. The California Post-gfcondary Education Com-

mission” collects enrollment data from all three elements of ;c&e California
L 3 " . . .
[ ' . « . ° 4
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<

college system--UC, CSUC, commuhity kolleges--during the winter for

' ‘

. - -
students who enrolled during the fall. Thus, all students who transfer

from EOP§ to four-year schools, one year's fall data 'collection, will
~

‘show up ih the CPEC  data base7as' new transfers' in the next xear
winter reporting. Theoretlcally-, the final data on these transfers are

due at the CPEC office' by January 1. Practicaily, however, the last

. - €. ! .
two ygar's deadlines , @n et. Coupled with a period of. up to

eight months'forﬁputting data in an accufrate form, this. suggests that

A ———

one mlght not \be asle t{eaccess information on a transfer student for a

o~

year or more after trans

-

. . 3 . .‘ ‘T s -
OPR. Slnce individual operational program reviews are scheduléd
'forjwo-day" to four-day. periods throughout the 4cademic year, thf;,,OPR

exit iriterviews and final re‘ports}for individual schools will be available

. -~ . . .

at .various times from"’October to June. An overall summary, however,

could not %f{compiled until summer and would. not be available until late

L
}

. summer."* ']

-

EOPS Form.10. Program applications are developed in the spring
prior to the. new academic year.’ Final Form 10s are not submitted until

~." after the new state budget' is approved on July 1.  Thus, the program
'ﬁ\ descriptive narratives are available for use on a one-by-one basis by

.

¢ * '
early fall, but the computer-ana1yzed fiscal section will not be available.

ungil later miethe fall.

Supplemental Survey of EOPS Students. The éupplemental Survey
k.

’ questlonnalre we are recommenang will be administered to a sample of

b
EOPS\students in the fall only. The data will be transmitted to the

-

Chancellor's Office in October and available for evaluation system use

-

after a month. or two. )

N ? * l" . no
/ - 120 -
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Longitudinal Study. The Longitudinal Study we propose will =

. ) s 4 » . ’ : . .
require contact with ‘students twite -a, year--fall ‘and spring--during

N .

. their tenure at the community college, Bnd an' annual follow-up after
hey leave. Though the complete longitudinal ar{alysis\v&il‘l take four, or .o

five years and sl;lodld be reported in five-year cycles, the question- < )
= . ‘ \ r

naires will 'yjeld annual information as well.\i\fter the spring ?:Iafca

°

-

\collection)is analyzed, a Ion‘gitudin‘al Sstudy report will be issued ,each

El [}

* summer. , .- )
: 4 . - - ]
. Now, that the limits Tmposed by the data collection timetable are-

.

-L_lnderstood', we can turn to the evaluation reports themselves and the

analyses that will be eequired to produce them. - . .
. . a ., ' . e é M P
. \ )
-~ R . L} -
. © . .
- , - L g .
a ’ ?
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. Chapter VI, i o

EOPS EVALUATION SYSTEM RECOMMENDA’FIONS

Ce o . "REPORTING & ANALYSIS

'( » ».!7 o . : l s ' ; . : &
- » 7 . i . © ’ 7 ‘ '
In’ this éhapter we will recommend a muIt|pIe report evaluatlon
. . N \ ~
system for EOPS. We will descrlbe s|x evaluation reports: Whijch, data"

-~

®  sources |nform them, wh|ch evaantlon need they respond to how the|r

- -

analyses are to proceed, and when they should be avamle
5 - - o : ~

Multiple Regort ‘System o ' : T *

-
. ' LI
*

-

. Two major factors contribute to the practicality of a multiple 'report
system. -First, the evaluation questlons analyzed {n Chapters 'Iil,l and.
o e v i s C&;hh'

IV. address EOPS on three Ievels |nd|y|dual EOPS student, individual

coIIege EOPS program, and EQPS systemwide. The natural . division ;,

. . ‘B ) .
_ argues for separate smaller documents . ¢ : -
. Second, the evaluation data. operate, on ditferent-~and lrreconcll- ‘
- -_/
- . able--timetables. It seems to’ us totall_y foolish to wait several months

> ¢ . s
for a complete report when\useful data is ready and waiting. Even =
. . . { - .

though the ‘fact fhat relevant data for any given academic year are
. . . o : .

currently collected over a two-year period dictates‘ a twq-year evalu-
\ . i . ‘é‘ . . . ) .
ation pé'rjod, we recommend makimg information in separate documents'_

availaple as rapidly as possible. ; o ‘.

o~
t

° The six reportsgwe suggest are: ) .
) N . \ ' Lo A
- the College Characteristics Report

- th& OPR Réport ) ' . ‘ i ¢
‘ . > ] Ry -
- the Program Oriented Report “ . " e
S - - the Longltudmal Study Report - . \/ . :
e . - the Student Oriented Report and @ S
b Al
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* the Progr?éstudent Interaction Report
The reporting timetable is presented in. Figure 2. . ‘ -

The* College Characteristics Report. The Supplemental Survey of

gOPS,.sthdents will serve as the bas:is for the College Characteristics
(CC) Report. In the s:ur'vey, students classify ther‘r'iselves as one of
seventeen prototypes acco‘rding.to academic and career goal.s (questio&
5). The"CC Report will then abstract a collective profile of the EOPSV

population &t each cpmmuhity colf@e, which will prov'e\a valuable tool

2

.for assessing the correspondence between the needs &f EOPS students

;nd the services provided by the various EOPS programs.-

The collective profiles will be produced by tabulating the Supple-
mental Surveys and pr:esent'mg frequency counts, converted’' to percen-
tiles for easy comparison. Graphs representing the distributi;:n of
:stuélent types at eacﬁ school and s‘ystémwide will make it possibIeAtO«
compare the profile af each campus to th erall ;;rofile of EOPS
students. l-nPaddition, schools will be cl'ustert;d according to the
simila;rity of their student profiles. ‘Colle'ge member:ship in similar
clusters will *be useful.in ‘fﬁrther a~nalyses, pértiéularly i the Prograhg:n
Oriented Report and the Program St_:u\dent Interaction Report.

‘When the Supplemental Survey is collected in October, it will be
sent to the Chancellor's Office for ‘qanalys!s. The large number of
studen_t hquestionnaires may sI::w down data analy§is. In.ahy cir;um-
stances, the College Characteristics Report shpuld be cirafted and

~ > 1Y
edited by winter; a February delivery date seems reasonable.

The OPR Report. OPR teams will provide individual school reports

thi'oughout the year (cf. ‘@ﬁapter.VI). By ~,OPR Report, we refe,r to a

TR ~ -

summary of all the dollege reports written during the year. The- 3P_R

-

K

”~
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. FIGURE 2

Timeline of Proposed Evaluation Reports
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report ‘summdrizes system-wide program characteristics and activities,

foc;vu'éing on’ personal and organizational structures in the i/arious EOPS

,programs (question 2).: 4

-
The first portions of the OPR. Report will focus on the several

source% of easily q‘uan‘tifia,ble data such as the parameters-documents
which'ar'e checklists that indicate which services are incorporated into
each Ed‘PS program. However, we do not y}ew this analysis as of most
value. Instead, we would prefer to see the ffirst part of the report
focused more heavily on data which show the c;:rrespondence between
actual program charéct-eristics, activities, str"uctures, etc., and thése
put forth in the Form/ 10 application. In é'gditiqn, descriptive statistics
of systemWide pr:ogram characteristics "wjil also be derived from Form 10.

The secpnd' portion of this‘ report is more difficult tb"produce.
The data on which it will be based: include personal impressions,
narrative desc_r'ip‘tions and prose analyses whicl"m are more difficult to

aggregate. The analyses of these will be guided by quest.ion 2. The

analyses will be further 8uided by }‘ecurring observation in  the”

[y
o

various individual OPR college reports, and an attempt to determine

whether particular progra{m elements correlate with these recurring
patterns. Finally,' the report will investigate "outlie’rs"--Brograms that
received unusually 's,tro’ng ‘pésitive or neéative comments;-in an attempt
to identify key. features_: tHat contributed‘to these %triking impres:s‘lons\

The a_r;nual OPR '.;ite visits* will occur between Qctober and Mas}.
Tl”;e summary OPR Report should be available in Septem?er. ]

The.Program Oriented Report. The Program Oriented (PO) Report

-

A

will draw on data L‘f\‘om';Fcrr‘r_\.A-L %rm 10, and the College Character-

istics R'epor;t' to compare actual expenditures and the collective student

>

. AR I
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pr:'ofifes at each school. The report will not only illuminate how well
individual EOPS programs meet student needs .(é;uestions 3 and 4), but
aIso permlt mtercampus comparisons of program service levels.

The report depends on coding the A 1 'expenditure records from
each school for computer analysis or an“afyzmg the data by hand.
Several variables from each school will ‘be reported, includino total
expenditure per category, expenditure: by object class code (aggregateg
to the 1000 Ievél) per category, financial aid to students, and district
contributions to coordinated services.” In addition, a systemwide aggre-

gation of these variable's will be made. lCharts and tables will facilitate
° comparison of college expenditure patterns.

The College Characteristics Report :should be ready in February,
but the Form A-1 data will not ‘be ‘available until the end of summer.
Thus, we suggest that the PO Report be completed by October:

The Longitudinal Report. The Longltudlnal Report W|II summarlze

\ ‘e
the activities -- jobs, promotlons, transfers -- of EOPS students as

they depart from the program (question é) It will aIso provide useful
information about students' changing perspectlve on their school experi-
ence and the|r academic and career goals (questipn 5).

The data from the Supplemental Survey will serve as a baseI|ne for
comparing Students' plans and goals whep they enter the program, to
their end-~of- the -year (and foiiowmg year) objectives. The comparison
NI” tell us somethlngéabout the patterns of personal expeotations and
progress toward goals. '

The most important Longitudinal Study ‘result will be.information

about students' success after they leave ‘EQOPS. Graphs could display

various categories of endeavor and the reiatlonship between stated goals

.
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and 'pOst'-coIIege activities. Eventually, after the first cohort group

finishes, it will bedpossibule to investigate the relationship between

background' variables, program variables, academic achievement
. h

variables, and success outside the program.

The ‘Longitudinal Study we propgse will operate in a four or five year
cycle, and this cy{cle should be repeated with a new group, of stucients
every four or five years. “ While it ‘-may take three or four years to see
the: first group through to ‘po.s‘t-'EOP'S program results;, Longitudinal
Rgports will be issued every' year, analyzing student perception's about
goals and par';icipétion i;m 'the progrém. Thg Longit..udinal Report will be

issued in the fall. o , : v

The Student Oriented Repért. The Student Oriented (SO) Report

will be .based on data from USRS and the CPEC data base. It will
analyze backéroynd characteristics (question i) and academic success
(question 5). The SO Report will be one.of the most detailed of the
six documents. we 'assume'herel that our proposed additions and
revisions to ’US;?S will be adopted, th-us allowing ‘for EOPS/non;EOPS
student comparisons. . _

The SO Report: will first combute systemwide de'scriptivg statistics- °
' on .all background v'ari.abl‘es fo:\t\h'g -EOPS and non-EOP§ populati;ns.
Most of this analysis wiII‘ require simple percentages, frequency qéunts
a;'md univgriaté statistics. Graphs or tables will display the dis;cribug;m
of EOPS and non-EOPS students'by age, sex, financial need,lhigh
school .G.P.A., etc. Individual college aggregations may be compared

to the systemwide patterns.

.
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-The Report V\’/i“ also ana}yze data related to student squccess‘ at the ~
commun'ity'college using' descrithive sta.tistics. Here tob, graphs or
tables will‘display the dis‘tr;ibutign o.f E(SP'S ar‘1d non-EOPS bstudents by
units attemvptied, unit§ completed, cours,e‘enrollment Iévels, etc. )

Both USRS a??d ;PEC submit their ann'ual reports in the fat follow-"

| ing the academic yea}'-(Chap;cer VI). Thus, assuming that they report‘
~on schedule_and that ‘_CPEC includes an EOPS identifier, the SO’ Report
will b'e ready in March following the a'lca.demic‘ year under review.

1

Th'eﬂ'ogram-Student Interaction Report. The Program-S’tudeni

—

Interaction (PSI) Report, the final document in the proposed evaluation
report system, combines the ar%}l\,yses of the Isrogram Oriented Reporf
a.nd_tﬁe. Student Oriented Report. The PSI, then, subsumes Form A-1, ~
‘Form 10, the Supplemental Survey, USRS and the CPEC Hata Base.
The cdmbination of all these data sources. will méke'po'ss\\ible generél
. analyses about how programs differ in response to students' needs and

about. how prog’ram characteristics affect student outcomes. Cross

" tabulations, correlations and other} bivariatey descriptive statistics are #

i . . r
PSl's dominant analytic tools. e ‘ .o

.
.One set‘of analyses in the jntéraction report will deter.mine\the
relationships between student er;try characteristics and the types of °*

- EOPS services provided. For example, -the program-student interaction
.re;‘)ort may provide data to ’.answe'r the question: "Do EOPS programs
differ between schools ¥vhose- student” populations have sigh?fi_cantly

differen't goal profiles?"
{The second ‘set of analxses will seek to determipe if there are any
Iinks’v between program characteristics bnd student ,acé.demic variabl'es.,

such as course enrollment levels, units completed, GPA, awarding of

\
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s .
certificates or degrees, etc. In some instances it*may be possible to

use mulitiple regression analyses to determine which progiam service

-4 -
variables contribute most to the “variation in student outcomes. For

example, the relationships between counseling hours, tutoring hours

and number of units completed could be analyzed to determine the

- - .
relative importance 'of these services to cour# success.

As soon as the Student Oriented Report is completed, probably in

March, evaluators can %urn to tMe PSI Report. It could then be

completed by April or May. . —

Postnote

Tl‘wis complet‘es the recommendations for the EOPS ; evaluation
system. We have tried to develop an e.valuation.mechanisr\n that is
responsive to the concerns of both ‘the_\legislati.vg and co’IIeges study
groups while working p'rimar.ily within the existing data framework. We
believe the ‘proposals offered/here, if implemented effectively, ';/vill
provide tHe Chancellor's Office and the community cgrlege system with a

powerful tool for program description, analysis and improvement.
-—/
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INTRODUCTION

- L

It is’an interesting soul-searching experience to reflect
upon one's evaluation of a‘major statewide educational progranm.
It is also rewarding to'have the opportunity to ferret out the
different implications Eor the ongoing evaluation of programs

such as he one to be discussed that are generated by this

refle ion: The follow1ngmpaper is an accounting of these

—

&

-

<\precei ed implications.
~
In\1975 the State of California commissioned a study,
under the riter's direction designed\\o provide a comprehen—
'sive evaluatio .of EQPS in its statewide system of community
colleges. The study was designed to result in conclusions
concerning the extent to which theée community colleges were
meeting the three interrelated sets of objectives established
for EOPS:' Those in the enabling legislation (Senate Bill 164);
in the Statement of Policy and Guidelines adapted by the
California Community College Board gf Governors, and in the
'indiVidual community colleges' applications for EOPS funding.
"The study, -completed in the spring‘of-1976, was; indeed,
‘ comprehensive. It included the following: h .
(l) ExteLsive _survey, in each of thé 93 partiCipating
colleges, of representative samples of EOPS

students, non—EOPS_students, faculty, administrators,

EOPS directors and chairpersons of local EOPS commu-

. nity advisory committees. The surveys _emphasized

Ed
° -~

°
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the re‘gpond"entsk self-réported personal and

[ 3
academic characté‘&stics, attitudes, perceptions,
experiences and anticipated outcomes. The survey

instruments were extensively pre-tested and refined,

and considerable attention was’given to assure that

their items and measures reflected EOPS objectives !

. Y .
and related. issues. A considerable majority of all

. targeted groups responded, rahging from 70 percent
of the EOGPS students to 94 percent of the EOP§S

“directors. .
Analyses of institutional and progrdm eﬁaracteristics
btained from two document sources: (a) a "Baeldb

Data Sheet"”designed by tﬂe Project staf% and (b

program self-reports routlnely‘submltted to the
-. L
%atew1de Chancellor s Office. y '

2/ .
Es{?f studies based on site’ visits to twelve colleges

-

lofated throughout the stateh and repreSﬁFfing the

) Y
fsp ctrum of Callfonnla communlty colleges in terms

qf such factﬂfg as-51ze, student characterlstlcs and

R —

digtrict eﬁarecteristic§.. fhe cese etudies cemprised
the pooled:reports from the teams that conducted the
sith visits. With few exceptions!ﬁeae;_team consisted
‘eﬁ gwcollege president, dean,oﬁ student persannel
sei@icee, fac:é;y member and/or counselor and‘a
'current.or former EOPS student, in addition to the
Project staff. In all cases reports were develeped
from iﬁterviews with the colleges"pre;idents‘and e .

R
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cross-secﬁion\of other key administrators, faculty,
. . N
counselors, current and former EOPS students, 5
PO

representatives of local advisory committees and
distriet superintendents. The iqﬁerviewsicovered
the complete range of objectives, processes and'

issues pertaining Eo EOPS. ;) : R

This data pool provided considkrable, wide-

‘Gweeping knowledge on the background, personal and
. é - .

“‘experiential characteri

ics of the constituent

. -+, . .
groups as well as important institutional and pro- .

Ll -
gram-characteristics. If also made possible a

feaSure faund very imporitant to, a program of this.

N

< . .
. kind: an examination of the interaction of the

R

target»groups w1th 81gn1f1cant other groups and

thelr env1ronment «

-

¢ "Much was learned from this evaluative study that has

\
\

1mpllcatlons for the 1ncreas1ng effect1vene§s of ong01ng . -
systemw1de (and institutional) evaluations of EOPS. These
- 1mp11catlone bear on three areas: (1) procedaFeS'for the
evaluatione; (2) appropriate criteria through wh?ch,to assess'
the effecti&eness of the evaluated pFograms; aﬁd (3) vanious_ﬁ\-——‘
"issues which the evaluations might well take into account. ,
As indicated ﬁq'p the outset, the intent of thlgcggier\;e to « —

dlscuss major implications of the former statewide evaluatlon

of EOPS within each of these areas. .

) t’\»_\\ -
- .
. .
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PROCEDURES & ¢ - -

X ) . ~

-

The evaluation dctually led to judgments about three aspects'
of the evaluation process, those having to do.with the Pro;ect s
own procedures, those having to do with the evaluatlon of EOPS

4 Eer se @nd, then those hav1ng to do with how the statewide office

-
{//

\
hendles the evalumation processl\> . ‘ NI

3

PROJECT PROCEDURES ' ' .
Severel inportant strategies were eﬁecuted which helped

to assure that the date hase described above qu a rich one.

Each colleée president was Asked. to (and did) appoint his own

. college's liaison officer to assist the Project staff to

" . . . « - E~
implement the évluation study on each-campus. In addition to

' con81derable correspondence, the liaison offl?érg‘were acquainted
1] * {

Y

wiph the nature of thlS study and their tasks through a serijes
-

of regional workshops held by the Project's staff, The -,
Project's directors ﬁresented the intent and procedures of
the evaluatlon personally to the EOPS dlrectors-and studdht

persg nel deans at the1r statewide meetlngs, ‘and they met

-~ »

renularly with' the statewide EOPS AdV1sory Committea, The site

. team,members were selected.from nomlnatlons the’ Project staff
. . - N - ) .

solicited from involved individuals throughout.theﬁstate -

v
.~

- . . . - -
a tedious process, but one which helped to assure an important

-

" sense of barticipation and good will_among'the participants. in
th¥ evaluation. Finaliy, pre-site v'sits were made‘énd bre-v )
’site team orientations were conducte:i;;‘zssure that alltasp;cts
of the.case studies would be taken care, of; and-as"snpothly

136
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as possible.
Three strategles unquestlonably contrlbuted to remarkable
results The survey response rates were unprecedented, rang;ng

from 70 percent of the EOPS igudents to 94 percent of the EOPS

directors. Almost all of the datasheets and'otner doouments“~<")

-~ @
v

requested were received. The site visits Went- even better than
r . . - . - .

A

planned. Cooperation and responsiveness prevailéa throughout:

Two research strategies, however, were imposed upon the:

- ‘ . : €

Project which were debilitating. First, both the time allowed _

\

(nine months from start-up to final report) and fundipé were

unrealistic for such a massive project. Second, the state's

presctiptions for the evaluation precluded a ongrtudinaf .

way real programmatic impact can be determined. ¢

g .

THE EVALUATION . ’ -
ﬁ§ Primary among the po;nts addressed “to the increased
effectlveness of the evaluatlon of EOPS were: 714 the | ~— s

clarlflcatlon of deflnltlons, (2) rev1s1ons of state offlce

‘guldellnes, -(3) Valldl$y of measurements; and (4) d1screpancy

3

i

among grouP perceptlons. . . .

.

(L). The clarlflcatlon of définitions.. - Throughout the

evaluatlon constant questlons were ra1sed about key elements

1] L]

.of EOPS as artlculated by the state offlce A ma]orlty of o

the questions had to do with tpe need for clarification . %

o




2 . ' - ,
leading to more consistent classifications of dependent,
independent and family-emancipated students.

| But the problem exceeded this issue. The\enabling .
legislation (SB 164) stipulated?that EOPS be for ", ..students
affected by ianguage, _social and economic handrcaps." The
consensus of the site teams was that this st1pulatlon indicated
that EOPS was to be a program for the "multlple dlsadvantaged
In addition, the leglslatlon indicated that participating
colleges should devglop means for identifying such students

as well as the means for subsequently recruiting them.

Thus, as indicated in the evaluation report, indentifi-

.

' cation is taken as a way of developing and ranking the. criteria

for eligibility, presuﬁably based on a systematic assessment
of the needs of potential EOPS students in each college's
‘district. Recruitment, in turn, is the actual means whereby
students so identified. are informed about and enrolled in the
collegeés.
‘ 3 3 : 3 3
The findings were, however, that, with few. exceptions,

the colleges did not have a defined, articulated identification

process, other than financial need. Nor did the state office

)
.-

compensate for this omission by providing identification
criteria to the coileges. Therefore, recruitment went on
™

without any real, systematlc ‘or cons1stent reference td//

cr1ter1a clearly 1dent1fy1ng the'multlple dlsadvantaged

' Obv1ousl§ the full assgssment of a program s effectlveness

W <4
is 1mposs1ble wheq th@%cﬁaracterisths of the constituents

o
» » s ¢
. * ., - 4 > 3
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are. either undefined or inconsistently defined. ‘ . .
Another observatlon resylting from the study concerns .
actually identifying EOPS students, however deflned A
number of colleges refrained from labeling any program or
‘ .

student as part of EOPS.out of the intent to prevent any
negative etereotyping that might he associated with these .
programs. While this.intent might well he justified in some

stances, it eliminates expedient and vali#methods for
tracking‘EOPS students and programs for purposes of any kind’

of meaningful evaluation of them.

(2) Revisions of state office guidelines. A series of

multivariate analyses of the survey data made it very ¢lear

that there were a number of indicators of success achieved by

Ed

EOPS students. These included academic achievement, presistence, .
use of EOPS services, self-perception of skills and'personal'
~
-~
traits, academic motivation and educational aspiration. To

the researchers' surprise, these indicators were statistically

gquite independent of one another, which.led to the conclusion

that mny systematic evaluation of a program like EOPS ought

to allow for, even look for a var&ety of criteria, all of
®
which while relevant to the effectiveness of the program, may

not be that much related to one another.
« s » 3

Another matter along these lines came from the personnel

interviewed during the site.visfts. A strong censensus --

verified by the site teams -- was that a?y systematlc evalua-

tlon must take 1nto ‘account local and”® changing needs 'and

-
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situations. Guidelines for individual program effectiveness
and evaluaeive criteria should be flexible. The final judg@ent
of the present writer was that the:e was a great deal of
.quality in howgthe EOPS objectives were being met and that
‘this quality in diversity should be recognized. . In other’
words, any overall evaruation of EOPS should consider
different inetirutions' diverée,waye or\meeting ge;eral
onectives in their own right. Yet; at the point of the
’eveIUation,'state guidelines didJnot.proQide eurficiently )
for.eiéher multiplroity o;\fieiibility of proceHures and

@ criteria. (Those ifiterviewed considered this true even though

there was exhibited general Aatfisfaction with the guidelines.)

The consensus was that the DMelines needed to be revised to

v

better accommodate: t e. points seen by so many as crucial.
. ( *

(3) V&lidity‘of measurements. The previous evaluation

( included a variety of measures.of ‘'stydents. self-cgncept !

-—

regarding their peroeived aptitudes, skills, interests,

{e

self-esteem and ability to master' their environment --

.

. -

dimensions important to objectiQee of EOPS.- Some of these

— . .
' o ; o - . T
measures were based on previouslsttandardized and'validated f
. scales and others were devised for the purposes of thls study.

Of moment here 1s the f;ct that most of thesé measures
dld not dlscr;ﬁlnate adequately\among the various student
groups, whether’ 1ncom1ng students compared to coﬂtlnulng
students, EOPS compared ‘to non-EOPS students, "successful"

students compared =) less succesgful or whatever. RN

M
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The problem is that most of the students rated themselves

unduly high on most pf the measures, a phenomenon the writer
also dis;overed a few years eérlier in a .cross-country study
of ?%mmun%ty and junior colleges.* Appafently, tﬁe type of
items used in these measures (and commonly used in much if not
most research of higher éducation student charagteristics) are
quite subjeet to positive response bias or soc@al desire-
ability. The importance of the dimensions intentionally

being measured is not in question, only the accuracy Bf thé
measureﬁents; Perhaps the solution is to move towérd more

r

subtle or less obvious, behaviorally-based items. In any

L]
14

eyent, what is essential.is to find a wé?“ef—reliably and

validly "assessing the kind’of student characteristicCs under

discussion.

(4) Discrepancy among group perceptions. A final =»

LS

finding of ‘the evaluation offered nothing new to those

.involvedfin the evaluation of'the.educational pcheés,’but

rather served‘as an i@poptant reminder: th;t great care

must‘be taken in intérpfeting different groups' varying

, }espo;sgé to common iteu§. 'ﬁarrexaﬁple, when asged to rate’

the level of effort -that had been made d... to recruit a

faculty, adhinist;;tfon and staff whose racial and e;hnic.

composition reflects that of the community your cdlieges

serggs,"\23 percent of the administrators éompared £o

46 perceqt of the faculty and only 25 percent of the EOPS
~

* Trent, JfW. and Associates. Th; Study @f Junior Colleges,

Vol. II. Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluatlon,
University of California, Los Angeles, 1972.

>
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directors indicated that a "major effort"Ahad been made.
As anothercegample, when asked if separate pefsonal

counseling was available for EOPS studentsﬁ 31 percent of

the ad@;nistrators said yes, cbmpared to 23 percent of the

faculty'and only 20 percent of the EOPS students, but 50

percent of the EOPS directors. Now, where does "truth"

exist among these fesponées? Probably in all directions,

gg'gerceived by'the different groups. Perception, of .
e
evaluation is manifold: it distinguishes what is.perceived

course, possesses its Bwn reality. But the function

from what actually occurs; it assesses the effectiveness of

what occurs; and it-determines the reasons for any reper-

4 -

.
~ cussions of discrepant perceptions,’

)
STATEWIDE ACTION - ' L
I ¢ TN - i <
A number of responses from both the surveys and site

visit interviéws referred to the statewide practices'regarding
. ’ * ’ ’ - . V
the implementation and evaluation of EOPS. These remarks

especially centered upon-the state office's consulting

) R, . .

function ang reporting procedures. ‘ o v
(1) Consulting. . Strong'sentiment was expressed both

th&ough the surveys and inferdiews that the specialists in_
) -

[3

“the Chancellor's Office ought to be more involved with the

campuses' programs.- Only 33 percent of the administrators

and 50 percent of fhe$EOPS directors surveyed could even

1

. agree that the specialists' campus visits were enough to
g9 P pu _ .

maintain an effective link between the state office and the

.

%
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individua; EOPS.

The administrators and directors were much more divided

4

orr two other “issues regar&ing the state office visits: only
37 percent of the administrators considered the visits
helpful, compared to 64 percent of the directors; 42 percent

of ‘the administrators¥felt that the specialists were fair in

4 & s .
their assessments, compared to 76 percent of- the directors.

Here, obviously, are two additional striking examples of
H - Y

aiscrepéncy of perceptions between constituent groups‘which
deserve %dditiénal attention in the present context.

These data, however, are not to be taken to mean that
the administrators wantéd to see a reduction in the roles of '

the Specialists.* The ihterviews, in partiqdlar, led to the

- ¢

firm conclusion that there should be more specialists; that

they should have a greater consultative role and'not,simply

serve'as monitors; that they should provide prompt, construc-
tive evaluative reactions ;o.prograﬁ proposalé; and that £hey
should providé equally prbmpt'information about budgetf
approvalg.. ‘

More gpecifically, the requesﬁ'w;s that there be.more
specialists to serve as resources helpipg the cgmpﬁé EOPS

* <
personnel by providing the following: a source for-'sharing
ideas,‘proplemé and successes acr?ss the state{\orientq?ion
for new direétgés{‘frequeﬁt on-site reactjons and §u?gestions
contributing-to program eff;ctiveness;”and assistance in
ggining €kills in the following areas: program and budget
.ﬂ ' . : ) %: . : . ) r
~ 7 B 11° ‘
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'Planning; management; data collection and analysis; curricu-

Y the spec1a11sts' on-site visjts; —and, perhaps mqst

]

lum and instructional development; and recruitment and

identification techniques. o /

(2) ReEorting ' There was also consensus about the
reportlng procedures of the Charlcellor's offlce. A sub-
stant}al majority of invelved individuals surveyed rejected

t

the endorsement that the annual data requir

g ‘%\,h W

by the state

office for the evaluatldn of fEOPS was nfcessary to\Judge

b i

the effectlveness of these programs. even greater majority

(72 percent of the administrators,and 66 percent of the

directors) rejected -the statement that the data reporting
procedures are efficient.

Still only a considerable minority saw no use for the
- ' . - N é

Wt ) . -

_data at a11 Their main conqern was not that there be no

evaluatlve data, but that the;e be///revamplng of reportlng

)

practices. \Commonly expressed was the perceptlon that the
current level of data required from 1nd1y1dua1 EOPS far
exceeded that of other programs; that these excessive

reqdirements waste time and funds; that répbrting practices -
on the whole be carefully reviewed, planned and coordinated
. L 4
. . " . .
at the state level; that such coordination ‘include. the.

‘ *

-

"written" evaluation materlal on 'EOPS performance w;th that

®
ENCIPRIN

coémmonly expressed, .that feedback be prompt enoygh to’ be o;.

L)

some use to the colleges. ‘ T

.
L4 B .
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CRITERIA

.

s . N . . e
As indicated previously, the criteria fundahental to the

'assesshe?t of theé statewide EOPS were theniselves éuestioned.
Mostly tae questions had to do with clarification of "success"
indicators- and their operational definPtions. Fince criteria
constitute an essentiadi ompoeent of evhluative researcﬁ or .

procedures, several difficulties epncern'ng the criteria
indicating the success of EOPS were treated\in the above
diseession,on Procedures. Hence, i%--should suffice at t%is

point to enumerate -these points and consider a few'additibnal
criteria not tredted above. '
' 1. fhere were inputs from all respondents that theren
" was need for better definitions of all criteria-
and ether key elements of. the ﬁandatea programs.) \ ,;
There was most evident ---as 1nd1cateﬂ in " the aboie/“

discussion of quality 1n diversity -+ that EOPS’

. objectives can be met in‘different ways, and that,’

therefore, there éhould be diverse evaluative

P

cr1ter.1a to refle%these different ways.

— 3.7 Also ev1denb froﬁ

e gata was the fact that there
should be multlpleﬁbfiterla for "success." Agaln,

as dlscussed above, mult1var1ate'analyses, imperfect

4 -
-

.in themselves, still revealed a, def1n1te diversity

[y

of qulte independent 1nd1cators of success. As just .

one example, the evidence is that."success" should
]

be considered more in terms of persistence than .

AY)

~
R
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- questlohably achreved grade p01nt averagts.

i thﬁgﬁgh communlty

‘ Rl

- T4, Enough has alreadyfbeen sald about the'need for
establlshed workable and multaple actletges for i
the 1dent1f1catlon‘o£'potentla% EOPS“students and ,
- their recruitmentll . f &f“J
5. There°is-aiso.the,$atter of*recruitment uersus

The success of .EQPS cannot be

F v ;‘ - . . \«. ' d
*.based just on the éxtent to which these progxams’

<

suppor.t criteria.

recruit “dlsadvantaged" students and offer them

~
>
I

P

-, flnangial aSSlstance. The success of these programs

. i must also be’ based upon ghe extent to which they do
T ) @offer supportlve services that help the financially

ﬁa“’@h\ - % -

. and otherwuse*d;sadv aged'students to advance

A college yand beyond ‘
I T S '
- 3 <.
£ nﬁ 6. FlnaIly, the surveys ani_1nterv1ews brought tb the
'/'::.,/ A

'\\) ., - smother local ﬁeedSQ%mﬁ

3

ffv6‘3 fore @me other major concefn- those questloned

-\, )

.; -
\ gene?éﬁly felt that stateW1de\guldelxnes for

o L@ Tl g
Py eValuatlonuwéreﬁfeggonagiy flexible, but they were

"’,,._v/‘ PO s L)

most agawghﬁfabout the~cont1nued need fqr th{f ﬂ

N 40*-.
flexxbll;ty so ‘ statewzde 1mperat;ve“would not

¢

-
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QS_alreaéiy been indicated because they bear .sg heavily on the
. - L .

o\

.

evaluation process and criteria for evaluation. So do the

others. Thus they will be reiterated and summarized in

“«

that‘fashion{

¥

-

THE EVALUATION PROCESS

) . . . .
\ Agdin, evaluation is ar situation of the kind under

-

discussion cannot be & one-way process. At'issue is not
only the state S evaluatlon of the effectiveness of EOPS
operatlnp)ln individual 1nst1tutlons, but also the effective-
ness of the-statew1de office responsible for EOPS

Statewide Office Procedures. Probably the-:most

.
———

»

prominent issue arisihg from the study had to do with Hata
hd
sequiremeﬁts. Campus ‘officials found them to be far too

frequent, too burdensome, too uncoordinated, and reported back‘

.
el

too‘poorly with too little meaning.

14

_ A segpnd issue emphaslzed the statewide guldellnes for

EOPS. Although the involved respondents generally ;\ke

.

positive about them and conﬁedered them suff1c1ently flex1ble,

L4

theur great concern was that they remain flex1b1e enough to
b4

. take into account local needs and sltuatlons. They were a:jﬁ-

~

concerned that a statewide evaluation, such as the one tha

Ay
~

was -being conducted, would rlgldlfy the guldellnes
Although the respondents were generally posxtlve toward
/
the statewide specialists, certain probLems were stressed

These were the need for more quality consultatlve time from

. the specialists, greater and quicker responsiveness to such

~ N . ¢

- . | .
. 3= o ’ Bls 147




. | ¥ f;_;

’ mattérs as budget, prqposals and dat; rgports and more
orientation service. These problemé, among otﬁers, con-
tributed to the decided conclusion that the dtatewide unit —~
<:/;fsponsib1e for EOPS should also be regularly and system-
tic§1iy evaluated. ’

°

Institutional Procedures. The ladk of adequéte,

operational definitions was a problem at thestate level and

~
-

continped to the institutioral level. This lack led to a
iy’ ) : .
considerable amount of confusion ovex who is really eligible

for EOPS. In many cases financial. need was the sole index

a

used to d ven though the intent’

as interpreted through the eva%&ation was that EOPS students

be multiply disadvantaged. Yet, as indicategd, - these
ﬁultiple disadvantages were never operationally definéd.
‘A related issue was whether reéruitmgnt‘shpuld bei.
considered in any ongoing evaluation. A common criticism
- ! s/
from the d&rectors was that normal enrol;ment, precedence

_and word-of -mouth were already attracting more EOPS—eligible

students thah could be accommodated under existing funding.
. 4 - . NI
Inappropriate funding also figured into the lack of / ~ & , "1
. ’ / »
lang-range 1nst1tut10na1 masterplans for EOPS whlch werq to

"be* submitted to the Chancellor s Office. Only a few qﬁmpus'

N e

masterplans for EOPS existed, and most of those were sparce
and 1ncomplete.. The contention of those involved wés +that
this 51tuat10n was the case and would remain the case untll
they achieved 1ogg-range funding. They argued that they could

not make plans for the future without knowing ahead of time




o

. " :
the level of funding to be ant1c1pated maklng those plans

C
pQSSlble to 1mplement R ’

Fundlng came up in another 1mportant way. Even before
Prop051tlon 13 was an 1ssue there was a w1despread concern
that EOPS was 1nsuff1c1ently‘funded to carry out its many-

mandated objectives. The question was raised then -- and - .

.

seems even more relevant now -- as to whether each campus

¢ - rT . -

should be required to at least attempt to seek supplemental
funds from private sources. Should such &n activity be man-
dated it, too, would be an 1mportant element to evaluate.
This situation would be even more true if the evaluatlon led
to the ;dentlflcatlon of effective, replicable teghniques for

fund raising and*the identification of the bette sourges for
[} ‘
furfdingo ’ ) > . i -

<

A fiupl issue concerning institutional evaluation

T

centered on‘the-roles of the EOPS directors. Generally, they

\yere rated quite positively (Mexcellent" or "good") by -other
X . ~
administrators and the faculty on all of a variety of criteria.

They received comparatively low ratings, however, on their tor

. ] . . ! ’
working relations with the faculty, inteRacting with £he
\ - N .
community, recruiting EOPS students, planning and . T =z
' ~ (g
evaluating EOPS and publicizing EOPS. Considering the

presumed importance of some of these criteria, the meaning
of the relatively low rstings deservee“further’inquiry. -

’
—

—




- —THE CRITERIA ' v

Enough has been said above about the issue coﬁcerﬁiné
, duality in diversity, but its importance dictates its reitera- -
o . . . 'S
tion here. AnZizg;.finding was that there are different ways

to the same 'end and that the diverse ways may well he determined -

\

by varying situations. Consequently, evaluatlon crlterla
' N ~

should be sensitive to this ‘diversity. How thls process can

»

best be accomplished while maintaining statewide program o

[

iptegrity may in itself consé\tute an rmportant evaluation.

These crlterla should also be sensitive Fo,the ove;all { ‘%:
environment which’ihfluénces anQ{or ig influenEed by EQPS;
EOPS is an int;;éctive phenomenon. The quality, of tﬂgt
interaction is critical, and equa}ly'c;itical to assess. _°
Two caégs may be illustrative._ Much of tpe effectiveness of . *
' | E&Ps‘is deﬁendent uéon a supportibé faéhiéy willing ahd *
able to assist EOPS students with the. dlfferent "dlsadvantages"
. ] that they‘come with' by destgné Yet, both the surveys and s

site visits made it evident that the faculty_in general were

largely ignorant of¢ the nature of EOPS and very resistant-to, :

faculty developmewt~programs that Wbuld~§e most likely t -“>.
help them work -with Eogs students.' Hence, faculty gehavﬁbr, a
* itself, may be one of the most iméortaﬁt criteria ofmail to i
to consider. ' . * - ' K s | . X
AN :

Then, since much of EOQOPS does or should constitute an

olitreach program the qualig; of the programs' community <;’;’;)

relations —- both relations with the campus community and k

N 57 . S
\ . '




with its.surrounding “service! community - form two other
' K | '
important criteria. Here, too, are criteria’ deserv1ng

speclal con31deratlon, since community relatlon§ was an issue ,
"found to be somewhat problematic for EOPS in ways
previously. T - . : .

] X / x ) Y )

Under the circumstances, a major conclusion of the
. ) .

previous evaluation appears. as releGent now as it did a few
— fL,oe - ' . - .
years ago; namely, that the knowledge gain&d through the

evaluation resulted in: . ,

1) A heightened appreciation of the diversity of
settlngs in which Callfornla communlty colleges

: .carry out theixr missions;

'2) a correspondingly heighteried awareness. that
evaluations or assessments of stat&-mandated
programs -- educational or otherwise -~ need

»always to include a systematic assessment of
the larger organizational and communlty contexts
in whigh the programs operate; and
confirmation of the. need for legislation that
initiates programs like EOPS itself be continu-
-ously reviewed, evaluated.and revised in light

.. of changing economic and social conditions -which
affect the appropriateness and/or preclslon of
its language (p. 1). .

EOPS reaches fany important levels. This program's
meortance is eﬁch that it be adequdtely evaluated at each

'of-these levels. Consedﬁently, continued effort should be

made to assume the adequacy of such evaluatlon. )

~ .




. Appendix C - . : o

Revisions and Additions to USRS Data Elements

* We propose -to revise four of the existing USRS-~EOPS °
~ *

student data elements, add one new element to the existing ) -

h »

USRS—annual subsystem, and add~at least n1ne elements to a,
-’

new USRS ~annual segment wh1ch would. be collected on all >

~

students, not just special program partlcipants. .These .

modifications will be described briefly in the followigg
paragraphs, dnd proposed data element dicticnary language for
each will be'presented.._

- ‘ >

) ;

Descrlptlon of Modlflcatlons 1!‘The measurement of un1ts

B

. comEleted (Item- E20) should take the same form as.the

/ 4
resently constituted
. 1 )
elements.“

‘the USRS-annual student data elements. As
. .4
. the same dlstlnctlons are not made in the t_

Consequently, we- are suggest1ng rev1slons in- item E20 to
make. these two'elements parallel.

As currently writtenvthe requests'for the number of .

r counsellng hours (1tem—E6) and the number of tutorial hours

’ (1tem E19) provided to: each EOPS student are amblguous.

Each college has the optiom-of includlng or excludlng non EOPS '

l.

funded counsellng and tutorlng.hours in 1ts totals and is -

-

not’ requlred to report wh1ch option 1t has selected ‘As ar
result the data obta1ned from dlfferent colleges are not
N

comparable. We suggest that the distinctidns between EOPS-‘

,gv

g

O

=
I3

.
i




funded'and non-EOPS funded hours be made explicit in both
data items.

There are currently seven options offered to indicate

/ [

_,,//”/>,These include three digtinctions betweens&gdents who are still

the students academic standing at the end of the term (item E2).

enrolled and three distinctions between students who

withdrew or were dismissed. We proposed to add two additional

distinctions tbo those applicablg;to students no longer

enrolled in order to describe their status in greater detail.
These additional categories would designate students who
had left the college in a normal manner after completing //

a certificate or :degree program. Tos
£3
. )
Currently there is no measure of academic acheivement

~

prior to enrolling in a post—seconaary institution. To

< §

'Vproviié some common baseline acheivement data we propose to

add-an item reflecting high- school GPA to the USRS-annual

- N ﬁ‘
- ot

aata eleﬁents.
Finally, we are proposing that an anﬁuql'suréey of all
~§tudents be aéded to the current USRS system. ' At least nine
items §hou%d be“includéa ih'this'§urvey to provide important
COmparisons between,éOPS students and the general‘college
population. The nire items we suggest for inclusion i;'
this survey arey gh ‘'school GPA, units compieted, weekly-
sfudent contact hduré, pasitive a;;éndance‘énroleent,
academic standing-beginfing, academic sta®ding-end, annual 4

-

GPA, cumulative GPA,. and student levels.

s W
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. : REVISED - =

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE "
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES '
DATA EKEMENT DICTIONARY %ﬂ"gé‘g

-

Y

Units Completed

DEFINITION: ' I o

Total number of units 6f credit generated by credit courses
in which the student was actively enrolled during the
previous academic year. .

- " p“
. . , ‘,-\

CODES, CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

There are eight (8) sub-elements for this data element. Report
units of credit completed for those types courses- in whirh
the student was actively enrolled during the last academic year:

N Mgt

Full-term credit courses -- day course.

Full-term credit course -- extended day (night) courses.
Positive attendance credit course.

(Not used.) .

. ~. Instructional Television courses (ITV). ' ]
Apprenticeship courses.
Independent studies.
Work experience.

LN

Nounndwiheo

Zero fill those sub-elements that are not applicable for the
~° student. - ’
If variable number of units of credit are awarded in a course,
report the units of credit for which student was enrolled.

Note: Th&se data elements are mutually exclusive; i.e., if
units completed in ITV are reported, the same units should not
be reported in the first two data elements, full term or
positive attendance credit courses. -

Obtained from college course master file/registration office.
y , ’ <\\__~

t . 4
.

‘COBOL.PICTURE:
P 99v9 oc&grs 8 times

ot o ' ) Cc4-




. REVISED C

. CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE ‘
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES .

ELEMENT
NUMBER

[3

o _ W ELEMENT DICTIONARY ‘

ELEMENT TITLE: @ Tutorial Hours

, DEFINITION:

‘The total hours spent by-the student being tutored this term.
Report separately EOPS.and non-EOPS tutoring time, if goaod
estimates are available. Include hours spent in the study
center working with or under the direction of a tutor under
.the appropriate category.

b}

>

CODES, *CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

There are two (2) occurrences of this data element. -

The total tutorial hours (rohnded to the nearest hours)
should be reported separately for:

J. . . .
EOPS -fuhded tutoring - Se . (s
Non-EOPS funded tutoring - - ! :

. -1.
* 2.

¢ -

one or both categories, zero fill the appropriate data. -
. ' i "

If the student has not received any tutorial assistance under’.

COBOL PICTURE: - ‘ ,

DATA LENGTH:
. DATA CLASS:
COBOL PICTURE:

3
Numeric .
999 occurs two times

156
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) ' REVISED

CHANGELLOR'S OFFICE ¢ i )
_ CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
. DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY

“ ¢
.
3

ELEMENT TITLE: |

ELEMENT
j NUMBER

y ] oL : R
. Counseling Hours v

- A ¢ .
DEFINITION: ’

LF ]

The total ﬂumber of hours spent by the student this term

receiving counseling.- Report separately EOPS and non-EOPS
counseling hours if good estlgates are available.

<

1

L4

&
¢

CODES, CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

s

There are two (2) oceurrences of

- -

is data elément,

-

The total hours (rounded to the nearest hour) of counsellng
should.be reported for:

1. EOPS counseling . . -
* -2, + Non-EOPS counseling : o s =
., .
If the student has not recelved any counseling assistance -
under one or both categories, gero fill the approprlate data.

\
‘ »
- Pl F’
’ Y
rd
COBOL PICTURE: '
DATA LENGTH: - 3
DATA CLASS: Numeric

COBOL PICTURE:

999 o?curs two times




Ty . -
- . ' REVISED

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE . .
CALIFORNIA.COMMUNITY COLLEGES - '
- DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY .

= 2 .l ‘ <\

ELEMENT
NUMBER

ELEMENT TITLE:

Academic Standiné at End of Year

53
b 0

DEFINITION:

~ The' students' academlc standing at the end of the previous
academic year according to-the follow1ng codes.

- .
< _ - . .

Ve

1 = good standing - Y N
.. 2 = special admit . . - ‘
3 = probation i i ' S 5 ’
4 = withdrew upon completaon of certificate program
.5 = withdrew A.S. or A.A. degree . &
, 6 =-withdrew -without certlflcate or degree, b accerdlng to
' procedure : . .
7 = withdrew without notlce
B = dismissed ) »
9= other - ot . '
5 N ' ‘\ d\ .
/ .
J + -
! ¢ . . «
\ .
. N - ¢ " ¢
N “
& *
[ IO - N
COBOL PICTURE: . ~
* DATA LENGTH: ——1 . N
DATA CLASS: Numeric NS -
COBOL PICTURE: 9 )
. . Loy

c7
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- . N -
) ' !

oL : ADDITION TO. USRS—-ANNUAL

S ' "~ CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE m ,
A S CALIFORNIA COMMUN]TY COLLEGES '
: | ELEMENT

.-, o DATA ELEMENT ICTIONARY
, L NUMBER

High School 'GPA ?

- High school. GPA as shown on student's transcript and détermlned
by Reglstrar. N
? % X Q . -
£ A N
. . - .o {
If high school GPA is'nbt-<available, leave blank.
~l .‘. e . . .. - . N .t v .
. Round to’'nearest 1/100. . ~' . . ¢
.' ’ N R : ) . « 3
Obtain ‘from Registrar. , g
) A vy s, ¥
B ° PR
Y - . v &
N - P
: v
\
o .
; ; A . e - ’
“ ) . . S .
- | COBOL PICTURE, ‘ - ' 7 )
9v99 ) ‘




Y

TUDENTS

"OFFICE
CALIFORNIA COMMUN Y COLLEGES . :
DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY - - %L&Nr'«;lggg

ELEMENT TITLE: [ ey P

DEFINITION:

. U] ) AR )

Total number of units of credit generated by credit courses

in which the student was act1vely enrolled during the previous
academlc year. X i

. CODES, CATEGORIES. AND COMMENTS:

There are eight (8) sub-elements forgthls data element. Report
units of credit completed for those ypes of courses in which
_the student was actlvely enrolled during the last academic year:
. 4 N
0.. Pull- term credlt courses - day courses.,
1, . Full-term credit courses -- extended day (night) courses.
2. Positive attendance credit course. 'fz .
3 (Not used.) ’ . T a
4. Instructional Television courses (ITV).
5 Apprentlceshlp courses.
6 Independent studies. A
7 Work experience. . >
. ¥
Zero fill those sub-elements that are not appllcable for the
'student -

CIf Variable number of units of credit are awarded in a course,
report the units of credit for which student was enrolled. '

Note: These data elements are mutually excluslve, i.e., if units
completed in ‘ITV are re orted, the same units should not.be
reported 'in the“first two data elements, full-term or positive
attendance credit courses. .

o

Obtalned from college coFrse master file/registration offlce.-
-

<

COBO. PICTURE

99v9 occurs 8 tlmes




# CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE
- .. CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES _
- DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY % y ELEMENT
o : y e X NUMBER

ELEMENT TITLE:

Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) ~ Full-Term Credit
T

Course (s) Day and Extended Day

Y

"

DEFINITION:

1

-

Average number of class hours for which student is actively

enrolled in full-term credit. course(s) during the past academic
year. ' -7

)

CODES, CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

There are.twq. (2) occurrences of this data element.

' (Refer to record formats 'in Appendix G.) Report WSCH for day
s courses and extended day (evening) caurses separately:

This data element is to be reported only for studentg/ggtively
enrolled in full-term credit. course(s). If the student

) is not actively enrolle® in a full-term credit course, zero &
fill data field. ) : ‘ o

p J
¢ /
v & "
2 ‘ \
1/
. 13 ‘
COBOL PICTURE: ) R :
. DATA- LENGTH: 3 N

DATA CLASS:

Numeric Display

- . COBOL PICTURE:

99v9 - 7
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ANNUAL SURVEY OF ALL STUDENTS

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE ’
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
DATA ELEMENT DlCqugNARY

-

\

" N - [}

NEW

ELEMENT
NUMBER.

o~ - Lo - —
XELEMENTETITLE. Positive Attendance EnrolleEAt, Annual ;
,4; DEermou%- : L -
; » | .
A code to indicate aetive enrollment in positive attendance
course(s) at any time durlng the past academic year. .
‘s < . © a -
; s ™
7.
, v
CATEGORY

There are two (2) occurrences of thls data element

day (evening). s . ,

L ]

-

£

0 . Student ua:ﬂift enrolled 1n a posltve attendance course.

1 Student wa nrolled in a posltlve attendance course.
L2 . Student was enrolled in a p051t1ve attendance noncredit
_course.
’ - 3 ’ Student was enrolled in bpth positive attendance credlt
. ( and . noncredlt courses. -
4 - Student was enrolled*in a non-state supported class

Report enroll-

ment in positive attendance. courses separately for day and extended

Extended day course is 559 course starting‘at or after 4:30 p.m. .

-
'

COBCL PICTURE:

o DATA  LENGTH: 1

DATA CLASS: *  Numeric Display
,COBOL PICTURE: % ‘ -

.2




ANNUAL. SURVEY OF ALL STUDEBNTS
& i - i i "t

. , CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

4 DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY ELEMENT

L NUMBER

ELEMENT TITLE:

Academic Status at Beginning of Year . ..

Iy L
DEFINITION: -

\ R v * : . | I,

Student academic standing at the begfhﬁing of the first term
the student was enrolled during the past academic year to.the-
fallowing coes. ] \ - ) .

L 4

-

- <
»

1 = good standing ' ) A
- 2 special admit ’
v3 probation

9 &\other/unknown

&

ol . .
' Collected by EOPS Director at beginning of term.

’ - . -~
> . .

~

'COBOL PICTURE: ) ’
! DATA LENGTH: 1l . v
DATA CLASS: Numeric :

COBOL PICTURE: 9

4




- ) .
s~ ANNUAL SURVEY OF ALl STUDENTS
= 1

el _

-~

-

-~ "CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE -
CALTFORNIA COMMUNITY,CBtLEGES'

DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY . ELEMENT
. ' : B NUMBER
¢ , )

s -
Academic Standing at??nd of “Yéar

The students' academic standing at the end of the previous dcademi
° year according to the following codes. :

]

ELEMENT TITLE:

DEFINITION: ‘ .

CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

.

good standing

special admit - ,
probation o , '
withdrew upon completion .of certificate program’
withdrew upon receipt of A.S. or A.A. degree

withdrew without cer;ifw:e or degree, but according t
_procedure . )

withdrew without notice . ‘\(
dismissed ' .- . :

other

=

COPOLo RIS RRGrn: 1

Py DATA CLASS: Numeric
COBOL PICTURE: 9




ig_
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- . ANNUAL 'SURVEY OF ALL STUDENTS
¥ ' " i . . \' - '
- CHAﬂCELLOR S OFFICE . NEW -
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES .
- DATA ‘ELEMENT ICTIONARV ) -t ELEMENT
NUMBER
& Vo ‘
. o ) R .
RS ,
_.Annual GPA ' .. . s ~
A N - .
DEFINITION: . - T '
] ) r . - .
) LI . M
) . . ‘.j s 3 ’\-g “\'
- GPA earned during the prev1ous academlc’yearﬂas determined- by
college Registrar. e Lo
’ 3 ’ ‘e ‘Q’Q
. . il .“ e :’”\,}'fﬁ_“ « . - . “ Y
CODES CATEGORIZS. AND COMMENTS: - * e cLe
1 . . - ‘.
- ’ " - N “ ‘ ,
' Round to nearést 1/100. ST o ﬁ\
X 7ogfain from Registrar at fhe éﬁd of academic year. .
- . ‘
1 - ¢ l k4
- e . .
- |
- v i
1 4
[ - ')ii‘
‘ e T YJ/
* COBOL PICTURE: '
DATA LENGTH».~ 3
DATA CLASS: Numeric
.. " COBOL PICTURE: - 9v99

o
16().




. ANNUAL SURVEY~OF ALL STUDENTS .

- . 3

Ne

. .. CHANCELLOR'S. OFFICE

: » CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES® '
- : DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY ELEMENT }§
' L - o NUMBER
a ] .9

-~ .
. a . - . o

”ELEMENT TITLE: Cumulative GPA . ' ’ ) , e

DEFINITION:
- -~ :
, d .
Cumulative GPA at the end of the prev1ous academic year-as shown
.On student's transcript and determined gy Regisfrar. . oy

B .
4

If cumulatiy% GPA is not computed, leave blank. ' . ;

-t
I3

.*  Round to nearest 1(100.
; . e

/ .
s Bbtain from Registrar at the end &f ‘academic year.
. » .. - ,
~ . 3
: . L %
X ' s .
W
3 @ P *
R v o- - = . .
N " \ 3 N . L
. N .
~ - / 4
¢
‘ - ’ w -1
. v ” .
/ -
. ) / . < ’ . - °
' #
COBCL PICTURE: o T .o !
DATA LENGTH: 3 . ) ' ‘ e
DATA CLASS: Numeric ' s T

—

COBOL BICTURE: - 9v99 '




QNNUAL SURVEY OF .NEW STUDENTS
* L 3 .a Py ..
CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE . m
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES g
DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY ‘ %mg

-

Student Level, Annual

* .

-
-
o
IL ’

The total accredited work completed ‘as of the ‘first census week
of the first term in yhich the student was enrolled during the
past academic yeatr which reflects the student's level of academic
achievement.

°

CODES, CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS. .

_ CATEGORY -
High séhool student

Freshman

4

Sophomore with 30;59_semester units' or 45-89 -quarter
units. . / - .

s . Hc‘ i ’ .\ > .
Student with 60 or more semester units or. 90 or nore
guarter units. - ot o ‘e
Associate Degree . ¢ .

. ' . Y
Bachelor's Degree or. Kigher
v 1, *

Unknown °

@

COBOL- PICTURE: . R
DATA LENGTH: 1 _
DATA CLAZS: .+ 'Numeric Didplay

-+ COBOL PICTURE: 9 .

| .
.
m .

-
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‘ CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES .~ - , -
. DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY ¢

14

ELEMENT TITLE:

° High School GPA

DEFINITION:

G‘D
High school GPA as shown on student's transcript and determined-
by Registrar.

- . r B
BN s
[} ‘x ~ -
3
- N ,
.

»

CODES, CATEGORIES, AND COMMENTS:

o

If high school GPA is not available, 1éave blank.

LX< .

Round to mearest 1/100.

Obtain grom-Registrér. : ! »
. . ; B .
¢
A) ° -
f
o
. . - v
< -
: V 2
COBOL PICTURE: S o -
- 9v99 . . ' ' '
. N = ‘ ~ B
* < Aﬁ: rs
P ol e ‘ X
100 .C 17
v _Lfvo
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R - / APPENDIX D .

L ) )

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - ' ’ EDMUND G. BROWN.JR ., Governor
CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION ’
?a'@ i \ E . . -‘
0, , Student Oriented Data Bases Maintained by the Commission
Data Bases are avai’lable for all years between 1976 and 1980. Data N ,
Elements noted with an "*'" are available since 1979. '
—r ' . . N
A. Student Enrollment Data Bases . ’ N
. .
1. Public Segments - One record is maintained for each
. student enrolled in the Fall term. Each record contains
[ ) the following data elements:
. a.  campus where the student is enrolled, -
b. student level (e.g., freshman, sophomore),
C. student status (e.g., first-time, transfer, .
‘ continuing),
d. student major, ’ \5 -~
e. fee status (rESident/non-resident),
f. citizenship, (e.g., U.S. citizen, not U.S. citiizgn),[,
g: full/part-time status, . . , ,
. Plhamp
h.  credit load (undergrad_ua.tes only), ~ o
\ ? i. sex,
\ v > y )
T j. ethnicity (six categories defined by OCR plus
Filipino,' No Response, and "Other"), o
’ e k. student program (e.g., Biology.; Mathémaotics‘,‘
B ’ ' . Sociology), = U . ‘
' . l. age, . ' .
‘ . high school of origin* (for students classified as
- first-time freshmen only), .
. 0. institution last attended* (for stidents élassified ‘ ’
. as transfer students only), .
‘e )
0. permanent residence* (zip code, county, o Community - /
College district). - ) N ’
. , . S
% « * s )
-

SERIC | ' 169 A
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Universities - A single record is maintained for each s .
campus. It®contains aggregated information arranged in
: the following manner:
€ . N ; T ) 2 N N s “
- '.“ LY
¢ ‘ . ~“y
17 () - \
AV . .
» 4 -
2 ~ * :

&

2. Independent Colleges and Universities - A single record is - T~

maintained "for each campus. Each record supports the
following data elements: '

N
a. campus, '
b. student level (e.g., freshman, sophomore), .
- c. sex, . . A
d. ethn&city (six categories defined by .OCR; does not \
- + - include Filipino, No Response, or Other R
classifications).
B. Degrees Conferred Data Bases C*"’\\\ .
‘ "1 Universit& of California and the Califprnia: State .

S° University and Colleges - One record is maintained for
..~ each student receiving a degree during an adcademic year.
" Each record supports the following data eleménts: _ .

. . )
a. campus where the degfee was awarded,
L4
. b. degree level (e.g., bachelors, m sters), ) e
! N »
c. sex,

d. ethnicity (six cagegor'es defined by OCR plus

, Filipino, No Re?ponse, nd "Other"), .
e.” program (e.g.,'Biology,{hathematiCS, Sociology), “,
' f. a;; ‘ . . ‘¢ ‘ ’
. g.‘ h1gh sc;ool of origlnn (for students entef1ng as l

"native" students only),

h.y 1nst1tut1&h last attéhdeqﬁ (for students entering as
transfer stydents only),,q4

i. .permanent residénce* (zip code, county, or Community )
» College district). ‘

2. California Community Colleges and Independent Colleges and




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

campus where degree was awarded,

the number of degrees conferred by: -

[y

degree level (e.g., associate, bachelors),

sex, ~

ethnicity (six categories defined by OCR only),

program (e.g., Biology; Mathematics).

N
‘.
@ L
L4
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~ . 14
R L]
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"APPENDIX E

»

WHICH _TYPE OF STUDENT ARE YOU?

There are many reasons for attending a community college. We would like
you to classify yourself in terms of the following descriptiue statements.
Choose one. “ Of course there are no right answers.., Studentsof all types

‘

. attend classes here.

VOCATIONAL ORIENTATION

<

I. I am enrolled in a one gr two year career program.

II. T am pr1mar11y intérested in obtaining skills for an entry level job,
and I may Teave schoal as soon as I am able to find such a pos1t1on —

IIT. I already have a job with career potential, and I am attend1ng college

part-time to increase my skills for a promotion dr raise. -

IV. 1 have a career ‘atready, and I am attending college (part-time) tb .
- obtain skills for a second career or an additional after-hours job,
e.g. real estate. S

V. I am taking just a single course or two that are required to renew
the license for my particular job.

- [TRANSFER ORIENTATION

VI; My goal is a BA or BS degree. I am a full-time student, and I have
«a good GPA. All together -it will probably take me between 2 and 5
semesters to transfer.

VII. My”goal i a BA or BS dégree. I am a part- -time student, and I have
avgoeod, GPA. A1l together it will probably take me more than five
¢ semesters to transfer

>

| VIII. I think I want to obtain a BA or BS degree, but my coursework isn't
_that strong and my GPA may not be good enough to transfer.

-
D)

IX. "I'm hop1ng to get a BA but my rea1 1nterest in transferring is.to
. , play 1nterco11eg1ate sports. c
; X. T want a BA or BS- degree though I am proceed1ng through my course
work slowly: TI'l1 be able to transfer eventuallyif.I can continué
to ggt f1nanC1a1 aid lerg enough so I can stay in school.

" XI. T am a1ready attending a four year college, and;I'm currently enro]]ed

"here to make up selective cred1ts -or take add1tlona1 courses. . .
XII. My goa] ‘is a BA or BS degree. I am concentrat1ng on vocat1ona} , o
courses that are transfgrable to a four year program. S .ﬂ-%;ﬁﬁf '
po , ER72 AN A EEA*
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- o

- QTHER ORIENTATION

"XIII* I'm not really that interested in credits. I'm attending college 3
. part-time to get better skills related to my personal interests and
. hobbies. '

oA

XIV. I'm not reé]]y that interested in credits. I'm attending college w
part-time because I just 1ike learning. Most of the courses I take
are academic rather than skills.

XV. I have little interest in credit. I am interested in cultural
experiences and take courses in art, history, drama, music appreciation,
- etc. ~ ‘

-

-~
-

XVI. I need basic skills in math, réading or writiné, (e.g. someone who - L
might be seeking a GED). ‘ ¢

-

XVII. 1 am taking basic preparatory courses that I need to transfer to a
vocational program that is not available at this college.” -,

v,
. < - t
*Adapted from prot®types developed by Steven Sheldon and Russell Hunter.
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*Data for this report collected. by Jé\'mifer Franz.
» Report written by Jennifer Franz-and Marvin C. Alkin.
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1

In the course of this study we have identified a variety‘w“

of state and local information'needs and éxisting documents or
data sources which might meet those needs. A primery potential
resource identified was the EOPS- application form or "College
Plan for the éxtended Opportunity "Programs and Servicgs
Project," ccmmonly\referred°to as Form 10. The questicns

-"t and informat}on items uhich Fcrm 10 addressed pertained to a

’desc;iption'of the elements of the EQPS program, levels of

'serV1ces ﬁrov1ded in the EOPS program, and resources _expended.
What was not clear, however, was the extent, to which the .

. estimates and proposed plans cqntalned in a college's .
application reflected actual porject operations and levels of
-serviqe. We therefore determined that it would be necessary

LN

. . J
* tp compare proposed and actual efforts before incerporating

T -Form 10 into the evaluation system.

K}

- 3

Agaroach ‘ ’ ’ ; -

The two forms used to determlne the congruepce between
what colleges proposed to undertake ‘aldd what they actually
dld were the -application and the year-end "Budget Approval

gan? Final Clalm" (Form 7) ‘ Because final clalms for l980 81

{had not. yet been sfibmitted when the comparison nee@ed.to be
- 4 4 .
made, it,was necessary to use data ,from 1979-80 - before

. Form 10 had.heen develoééd. However, its preaecessor © e

-~

(Form 10.& 1I2) contained many of the same eléments and was

-

»

~ 175

]
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Q

southern parts of Callfornla. ’ ' *

) \he§r appllcatlons and final claim folderslwere pulled dnd

+

R 176

deemed sufficiently slmllar to- prOV1de a valld measure..

The colleges to be included in thé comparison werg

b

selected by applylng numbers der;ved from a random number
table to the alphabetlcal listing of 9pmmun&ty colleges in

existence,in 1979-80 (Callfornla Communlty Colleg;ﬁchtlonary
~N

1979-80). Of the 10% of all colleges sO selected (n=11),

two did not have~floal clains for 1979-89 on file. Thése "~

¢

were replaced with two more randomly selected colleges, of

which one did not have a final claim on file. The final . 3

) - 4 ¢t
sample was thus developed V1a a third random selection process.

Table 1 shows the colleges in¢luded in the sample along,

with information concérning. their size and location s#ngle-
- =1

-

'Campus/muléi campus; norfhefn/soﬁt@ern California). As this

- .

table suggests, although the gsample colleges are propably not t .

Stotally represenrative of alI'community colleges in the state,

-~

they do 'include colleges of all types - i.e., small, medium

. o

and large; sihgle and multi.campus; and from the northern and

e?
[

»

Once the colleges in the sample had been 1ded$1f1ed,

[}

o

selected data items on the two sets of forms were compared.

Because tbe amount qf information on the claim forms was

4

substantially less: than the amount of the information in

”

the applications; the comparisons which _could be made were

. N
.

limited to‘proéosed and actual expenditures and numbers of
I : ”»

students served. Apcordingly, the findings which follow N

F 2

°
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N : N 4
b ;
8 » Y
TABLE I
Characieristics of Sample Colleges Lad
Fall 1979 Multi Single , )
College Encollment* Campus/Campus  North/South
Bakersfield College 125210 Multi . South .
Cerro Coso Commug%ty College 3,650 T oMTtd South ™~
" o
’ ‘ ~ ' :—f
" Cuyamaca -College 2,033 C o Multi South
. oW .
Laney College 10,130 Muttic North,
' ) . - v - : .
Lassen College B 3,044 _ .« . single North
¥ ‘ .
College of Marin 11,315 - Multi North
saddleback College 21,648 . - Multi ' South
R s ~
Sap Jose City College 13,761 - Mul ti North ¥
. s . . u » st
Santa Rosa Junibr College ° 19,501 Single L North
Sierva College . / 8,370 -+ ' Single North
Solano Community College - 8,907 ‘4" Single * North
¢ : ‘
. \

L

)

*Largest enrollment Fall 1979 = 28,308 (toné Beach); smallest enrollment
Fall 1979 = 573 ( Verde) ;

L]
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- , 4 <e

> - ) $ - a ’. ‘.
essentially encompass only.two of the information items

¥ included i Table 3. ¢ ' g _

Findings': « o, . -
As nqted‘above, most of.the informétion/cbﬁtainedvin
the EOPS application is not repeated in subsequent. documents.
It 'is therefo;e possible only to speculate about the extent ZL
to which program blané are éongruent with actual pﬁogfgm:§.

,_operatiéns. However, the evidence with respect to planneé

9

vs. actual expenditures and numbers of students served

5‘; 4 -
clearly implies substantialVdifferénCQ§ betweerl what EOPS
. s .
projects propose to do and what they actually accomplish. .

S " : . . . M . ’ .h - /
. . This evidence is discussed in detail below. '

. "~ Table 2 shows the amounts ofl?6és fundé‘awarded to the
R N S > o

-

sample coMeges, including their initial ‘gfants, any aug-

mentations and all "recycled!! funds,(unéncumgéred monies <

reallocated from one‘gollege.tg another before the end of
3 . ' ) ‘\e -
the fiscal year). Table 3 compares the "adjusted- totals"

derived from -‘these varjous transactions both’t , the amounts
) & .

~

4

applied for and to the amounts actually éxpendéd.

<
&

] As these tables jndicate, total expenditures for ;ll'
' but one institdtion (i.aney 'College) were exéeedingly ’c':loset A
to their adjusted total -EOPS grants (ipcluding;augmentaﬁions
and_the "récyclinq":of unefhcumbered funds). However, thgy‘

. were ,only .occasionally similar to the amounts origiq%lly

proposed. All)eleven collegesa.spent less than tﬁey'applied"
s ’ '

. - . N N
< . . - A .
N .
. R . - .«
!
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TABLE 2

, EOPS Funds Awarded to Sample Colleges

- . . .‘)/ ) .

College Funded  Augmented Recycled Adjusted Total
wollege

Baker’s%ield.'Col Ie.ge . 234,523 1,304 -10,000 . 225,827
Cﬁrro Coso Communn‘ry Col Iege |06,237 . /1—()6,237
Cuyamaca Col lege o 57927 306 58,233
Lg[:?y College ’ 406,l3?2 - 2,308 -56,000 . 352,680
Lassen‘.Co'l lege . 168,912 932 -36,Q00 205,844
Callege of Marin . } _ 2I5“;<’;38;, 1,206 +1#,000 230,844
Sadaleback' Oolrleg.e- :3-'.% 1,00;088' , " S I ..ICIO,632"£

San‘Jose C|+y ol lege . 187 ,779 L . \I88,832¢

<«

‘Santa’ Rosa Junlor %I Iege (287 642) " b T Ee - 2§7,640 .

" 415,500
m& 000

Solano'.Community~Col lege 163,658 gi gﬁ, 7,500 157,063

v

" Sierra College CoTca 174,237 %51% . 204,695~

P
.').




TABLE 3 ‘ )
] ) T ' ) -
EOPS Funds Applied For, Granted and Expended
. ! “« . 4 i
" Application Ad justed L " Returned To *
College Amount Total Grant  Expended greaSUny
Bakersfield Col lege 278, 466 " 225,827 225,827 -
Cerro Coso -Community Coklege 106,237 106,237 104,176 2,06l
) ) -
. $
Cuyamaca Co| lege 71,816 58,233 58,233 - B
L Laney College ‘ 1,503,800 352°,680 306,647 46,033
Lassen Cotlege .. % 366,000 205,844 205,844 --
- 1
. College of.Marin 353,299 230,844 %30,844. --
| g , . R +
. Saddleback College +483,094 100,632 = ° 97,474 3,567
.. San Jose City Col lege 363,408 * ;. 188,832 188,832 -
. . . ’ - * .-
Santa Rosa Junior College 287,640 287,640 275,011 12,329
. PN .
[ '
Sierra College 382,866 204,695 204,695 . --
a
"+ " Solano éommunify College 184,956 -~ 157,063 156,544 519
. CL ) »
. L
* . . 5. . ’
I+ is unclear why the. funds expended and returned to the treasury for
. » Saddleback and Santa,Rosa\do not add to the adju t38 tofal grant.-

However, the differences ake small and do not sulfstantial ly alter
The relationship between priposed angd actual expgnditures.
. . »

N 1S
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less. In one instance, the differenc
‘The discrepancy betw&en proposed
of district funds, displgyed in Table 4,\i

A :
to that for EOPS funds: Only two colleges shent what

The remainder (45%) were
off by over $100,000 - and all but one ‘of theSe was off

by more than $200,400. However, although all eleven colleges

) [

~ A ~ .

spent fewer EOPS dollars than they proposed to, two spent more
district funds than they proposed one by relatlvely‘llttle

($5 881 - Saddleback), but one by a substantial sum o

: . J
($693 809 = Cuyamaca)

, Perhaps predlctably, g1ven the dlfferences between

Al -

proposed and actual expendltures, no college served the

L > 3

numbers of students it proposed to,*as Pable 5 1nd1cates

-y

o

»

leferences ranged from relat1vely 1n51gn1f1cant (e 9s Cerrog
3

Y 0.

Coso --_32 students) “to the almost 1ncred1ble (e.g% Cuyamaca,

wh1ch served only 9. 6% of those ;t proposed to and - Laney, ',;R

»

whlch serVed 22, l%) 2 Among all eleven colleges, servicé

14
- a

was’ proposed for 5,950 students and actually,dellvered to T
3,730 - a net decrease’ of 378 % ) o -

Tables 6 thro.8 dep1ct proposed and actual EOPS
. e#pendltures and studentsg served by Part (Student flgures.,

are not g1ven for, Part A because Part A fumds are not used

to prOV1de direct serv1ces£) Ffém the\data we note that no

. .




" College of Marin

»

a .

'Y

TABLE,4 ~

3

/x\?¥uwcsed and Actual Expenditures of District Funds for EOPS
' — .

*

College

Bakerstield College

-

L] «

Cerro Coso Community Colleée

Cuyamaca’ CaJ lege

L3

)

Laney College

3 \
Lassen College

o 9% . ¢
Saddleback Col lege.

|V

v

San Jose City College!

~
RS

+ Santfa Rosa Junior College

RSy o .
Sierfa Col l€ge

- *

Sd!a?£ Community College
- 4 T

LY
[ A

3

-Proposed Expenditures

N

Actual Expengifures

’,

IS

486,230

'Y213,604

[y
~

73,381 «

1,740,750

sz° - .
498,600

345,802:

'3 Rs 16

&

v}‘
., 730,418 -

Aol A3
¥

» 835,022

[
]

587,838

290,209 '

o

‘e

..‘.
~

3

-

VA

296,522

205,524

767,190

" 205,84¢
»

>

.t ¢

341,871

q

379,497

587,838

514,731

274,630

. 835,022

\

*Proposed expend1ture data are -taken from estimates recorded .on the. |
approved budget since estimates reported in the application comb@né

Tocal,

)

federa] and other funds

1,103,462

~

oy
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Proposed-énd Actual Students Served (Unduplicated Count)

1]

N Students Proposed

Collegq

To Be Served

»
=

Actual
Students Served

¢

‘Bakersfield Col lege

Cerro Coso Community Coliege

<

Cuyamaca Col lege
Langy Colltege |

. Lassen bbllege

”

College of Marin -

t
.

" Saddleback College

‘eSan Jose City College

%

Santa Rosa Junior College

* »

. . P
Sierra Col lege

Solano Community Col lege

Ay

300
125~
2?9
i,000
375
i,800
400

A

400

500 -,

400

400

D ~

350 .

o,

t
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_PART A:

TABLE 6

Proposed and”Actual Expeﬁdjfare& R

r

. ‘_ /

. College!
N ‘ 3

. +

-Bakersfield College
o ‘Cerro Cg§o CommgniT; College
e
Cuyamata Col lege
) ‘ . ?/ %

Laney ‘College ¢

lassen-College '

>

'éollege of M;}in

- Ty

‘., .
‘v~ #° San Jose City Cqlleges

-7+ Santa Rosa Junior College .

3

~

.- )
Sierra College T -
. » '""" . »

. ¢

.

+ Soldno Community '_&o_l.l ege

; / '

./- - . ) ’L

affer finat clalm was filed.

Saddleback College 0
‘ * --"‘~"~g~ \/ v

" Proposed
Expenditures

20,645
8,448
21,722

73,100

83,000

) Actual

£

NS

*

Expenditures

11,081

31,250°

[

27,328

57,726

39,430

-0 -

"44,956

38,006

22,896

31,359

J7,343

Acfual expendlfures ére presumed to be those clalmed
$8 128 transferred from Part A ($6 262) "ang ?arf

.

»

L

? ($I 866) 4o Part C

¥ A

W&

“xpa
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p o TABLE 7 - L
' E T N . - . ’ R
el PART B: Rroposed and Actual Expenditures and Stydénts Served oo
' , | . « Proposed ! . ' Actual
Y . College -, ‘Expenditures ¢+~ Students Exfenditures Students )
—_—— ) Y B , B .
Baker'stield College 92,821 "300+" ’ 78,383 350 . '
; . . 3 ' [ : , .
L ‘ . ) . \/q ) . . . —
+ Cerro.Loso Community College - 't 51,789 *. k25 . 159,156 93
s - . , . ,
. . . . ’ , ’
» " Cuyemaca Coljege* 35,094 250 | 15,657 24 '
. . a . - . . . ]
» . tor N - ) . . . &‘
Laney Co]lege ' ¥ ‘ . 383,700 ~h,000 - ‘ 127,736 24 .
'Y N : o 4 : ’
o Lassen College. . * " 183,000 . 375 . 52,839 312
&9, L . . . . . ) .o ,
. College of Marin , .. *+222,049 700 156,844 - 823 . )
- Sad?leﬁack College A ). 153,744 - 400 22,853 . 65
4 ' . . N . . AN .
San Jose City College a l80e308 . - 400 43,39] 309
{ ‘ s .,’J"\ 4' ¢ , o \~ . . .
. ) . » . . o . . . * s
. Sahta Rosa Junjor College ’ 166,406 1 500 | 137,620 « 545 }
. # . . e - 4 ,
~ Sierra Collegd % | § . 98,551 ° 400 : 83,406 178 - N
T . ! . : . o
_ Sotano Community College. \: .84,527 40q * 56,296 . 478
f ) » . . ¢ - .

- ’ ) . ) ‘ " ‘
* - . ) - Co o . p /
$8,128 transferred.from Part A ($6,262) and Part B ld!,866) to Part C affer final claim was filedn

¢ - N
9 -




TABLE 8

PART C: Proposed and Actual Expenditures and Students Served

R Proposed - . Actual
Col lege Expenditures, Students Expenditures Students
¢
1] ' t

Bakersfield College L ) 165,000 "sook"- 116,194
,‘ e -
Gerro Coso Community College : 46,000 125 " 33,939
. : /-\/" . ' "
' SCuyamaca College : - 15,000 . . 75 15,248"

1

Laney College ' 1,097,000 1,000 12,185

Lassen College C . 100,000 . 375 - . 113,575

College of Marin - 131,250 4@3 170 -~ -~ «_ 74,000

\
Saddleback College + | 288,000 400 " 29,665
\ . .

San Jose City College ) © 145,700 228 107,435

~ -
S R ¢ "<

\

" Santa Rosa Junior Collede | 105,500 500 114,495
N ] . -

.

' ' - . )
Sierra College - ~ 257,500 . 400 .89,930

L - g
¢ ’ - - ‘
¢ ¢ '

Sotano Community Col lege - :Qﬁ . 67,000 100 . 82,905
( . .

i}

’ O : . - .
@ . . . Ny

s ® W L .
. . . L . - . . [
$8,128 fransjerred.from’ﬁarf A ($6,262) and Part B ($1,866) to Part C after final Gipim was filed.

]
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@

poss1ble exceptlon of Bakersfleld College s someﬁhat vague ‘ -

all but one of the colleges in the sample &4d so in 19?9 80.

¥ o ’ ' ‘( - = ' ' )
collegé spent, what it proposed to in any Part or (thh’the

proposal) served the numbers of students 1t planned to. f

o

Generally speaklng, less was spent and fewer students were c

, served than spec1f1ed on the appllcatlon, but this is not ke

un1£eré;lly the casé in any Part. Moreover, the magnitudes

of the changEs range from lows\of $248 and 16 studénts

(1n dlfferent collegesT'to h1ghs of $975, 815 ‘and 976 students ’ ’
(in the same college) . o . -

" Flnally, it should be noted that although in most colleges

n

.&he ;otal amounts expended 'were the same as or very 51m11ar

L

to amountsAawarded wlth the result that approved budgets—m— S ———

7 A3

are ,quite rellable 1nd1cators ofactual program costs, th1s

is not qulte as often the case with respect to expenditures

L4

under the Jvarious éarts.. Colleges have the optlon of trans~

1‘* ‘

ferrlng funds from one Part to another durlng the,year, .and

_’“\
The amounts'transfefred which are shown 1n Flgune 1, tended -
. e oo 1 .
to be falrly small but in four instances were qulte T

i . N "‘_
substantlal: $9“743 by Bakersfleld College, $10,000 by, .

—

- Cerro CospxCollege, $47,375 by Laney College" ang sz@ 000 .

0

by Solano College. These figyres represent 4. 3%, 9.4%, “

. 13 4% a‘! 12, 7%, respectlvely, of the colleges' adjusted . ' )

\ .
total EOPS budgets. T, ) ’ x*ew

Concluslons " . ) | °

The data d1scussed in the. precedlng siftlon strongly ;




e - FIGURE |

.t Transf¥rs of Funds Ameng Parts A, B & C-
N g7 * . . . ¢ "

. & .
5 . - N .

L

Bakerstield College

.+ 82,094 to Part B:" $377 from Part A &1$1,717" fam Part ¢ "
89,743 f?om Part Cs  $7,226 to Part B'& 82 477 to Part 4

Cerro® Cosq Community College ot AL
$382. from Part B to Part A T ‘ )
$L0, 090 from Part L£: 3,496 to Part A & $6,504 to Part B
n Y - oy .
Cuyamaca College R . ‘
/ $8,128 to Part C: $6,562 from,Part A & $1,866 from Part B s
- ' » . . ¥

e e+ st e . -—

Laney €ol lege
$47,375 from Parts A & B to Part C

. Lassen Col lege

$4,796 from Part B to Part C. : . . ®

» . o -

College of Marln o —

BE None . ) \ . A

Saddleback Col lege o v

$289 from Part B to’Part A '
e 85,799 from Part B to Part A * -

"> San Jose City College N
8300 ‘from Part A to Part B .
¢ - .+ $5,236 from Part A:, $2,827 to Part B and $3,409 to Part C

$2,027 from Part C: “SLNI59. to Part A and $868 to Part B
° Santa Rosa Junior College

. 87,350 from Part B: " $3,350 to Part A & $4, 000 to Part ¢ -

Ld &
4 ' *
[

. Sierra Col lege ‘ ’ ) . o,
" $3,964 to Part C: $474 from Part A & $3,490 from Part B * " =
84, 464 to Bart C: $974 from Part A & 83,490 from Part B -
83, 000 from Part C to Part 4 g

- Solane Communn?y Coliege

. $20,000 to Part C: $17,857 from Part A & 2, 43 from Part B®
31 000 from Part B t® Part 4 ‘ .
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suddgest that EOPS appllcatlons\bear llttle relationship to
actual program expendltures and opgfatlons. Both dollar
amounts expended and numbers of students served vary sub-

stantlallydfrom propbsed to actuyal in,most colleges. 1In

N . s

- 3

,  general, the cgigges are in a negative direction,- i.e.,
less money spent and few students&served - but this is not J
14
? .
uniyer%glly»the case. Moreover, the trends of the two
- ' ) ’ . ' L)

variables are not necessarily parallel: colleges may serve

more students’with fewer dollars or fewer students with more

. -
0
'y 2 .

dollars.

. Approved buxgets are guite reliable 1nd1cators of actual
.. -expenditures for the large majority of colleges 1n terms of

total dollar amounts. However, because cdlleges have the
‘option of transferring funds among Parts, these budgetsfdo
not accurately reflect expendltures by actlvity Further—

more, they tend not to show -planned decreases in the numbers

- of students to be serve%} . .- - . > -

°
I3

-

In sum,;gfgrnnlng—of—year documents do not appear to be
+ a reliable source of 1nformarlon bout\What EOPS programs o ‘

actually do, at-least 1n<pfar as. xpendltures and numbers

ucx .

of studentsoserved are concerned, Whether the'other informa—
tion items included in the application ate less subject to
s change caﬁgﬁt be determined from final claims and related o
documents, but it_would appear probably that.as»fundsfand .

.numbers of students change, other .aspects ofythe‘program s

. would of necessity change-~as well.':Accordingly, it is -

™
£ - P

s | ‘\lli Flfgl :. ' T ~L B
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highly likely that EOPS project applications are of minimal §

utility in program evaluation.
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) FOOTNOTES
\ ]

lrinal claim folders include all program claims for funds
along with the program's approved ,budget, the documentation
of transfers-among Parts A, B & C, other amendments to the

“~approveéd budget and related correspondence. All of these
items were’ reviewed, and some of them served. to-enhance the
analysis of application reliability. Those which proved to
be pertinent are discussed under Findings. -

° ‘ 4

21t should be noted that although Laney College served roughly
one-fifth of the students it planned to serve vith somewhat
over two-fifths (43.5%) of the state and local funds it
applied for, Cuyamaca spent 569% of what it proposed serving
one-tenth the number of students.

»
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