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The Cdlifornia Postsecondary Education Commission
was created by the Legislature and the Governor
in 1974 as the squbssor-to the California Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education in order to

coordinate and’ plan sfor education in Galifornia’

beyond high school. ~ As a state agency, the
Commission is responsible for assuring that the

State's resourCes for postsecondary education are

utilized effectively and.efficiently; for promot-
ing diversity, innovatiom, and ,responsiveness, to
the needs of students and society; and for advis-.
ing the Legislature and the Governor on. statewide
educatfional policy and funding.

>

. - haY . .
‘e "Commission consists of 15. members. Nine

‘. -
- Senate Rules Committee, and the Govgrnor. The =«
. other six represent the major educational systems
' of the Stdte. £ ‘
+ The Commission holds regular public meetings
Y throughout the year at which it’ takes action on

represent the general public, with three each
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, ‘'the

staff studies and adopts positions on legislative
propasals affecting postsecondary - .educatdon.
Further information about the Commissiom, its
meetings, its staff, and its other publlcatlons
may be’ abtained frbom the Commissjon offices 'at
1020 . Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California
95814; telephone (9I6) 445-7933. -
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INTRODUCTION TO THE PROGRAMS >

$ ~ -
. - N .
This As‘ghe fourth consecutivevannuaf report prepared by Commiss(on statf
that provides comments and recommendations to the Legislature on all existing
and proposed State-funded outreach and subport services and programs designed
to increase and retain the number of -low-income and ethnic minority students

in the three public segments of California postsecondary education. [t

. focuses specifically on issues relating to the 1984-85 Budget and-includes:-

tomments and information ﬁ&esgnted tovlpgislagivé'committees iq recently
concluded hearings on the budget. As in previqus reports, for the basis of
these recotmendations Commission staff has used the Commission's policies
and principles as stated .ip its reports, Eqmal‘Edutational Opportunity ig
California Postsecondary Education, Parts I1I and LV (1980 and 1982), both

. of which include detailed analyses of equal educational opportunity programs

in California's public colleges qnd universities.
- / .l .
OVERVIEW' S . .

All three‘pﬁblic postsecondary segments, as well as the State Department of

‘Education and the California Student Aid Commission, admidister programs

designed to” increase the aumher of low-income and ethnic-minerity students
who enYoll in and graduvate from college. These equal educational oppoxtunity
progtams aqd;sérvices are funded throdugh alloca;ioné by the federsl and
State governments, as well as through fees in the University of California.
They are generally classified by their primary objectives and purposes; (1)
developmental @M@rgach, (2) informational outreach, (3) retention, and (4)
comprqpcefive services, as follows: ’
/ .
1. Developmental Outreaoh: These programs seeki_to raige the academic =
aspirations or igprove the academic preparation of students in junior
and senior high school, so that they complete necessary college-prepara-
tory courseg, or students in Community Colleges, so that they cad make
the transition to four-year colleges after ‘completing their Community
College educational objgs}iyes, ' . ‘

4

2. Informational Outreach: These.' programs seek to provide information
either aboyt financial assistance and postsecondary alternatives generally,
in order to'facilitate access and admission into postsecondary educat tew,
or about a specific institution in order to facilitate recruitment into
that institution. ‘ ‘

. d ) s . ! ’
3. .Rétention: These programs seek to stfengthen the academic skills of
students enrolled in college so that they can success fully complete
. théir’ academic or vocational programs on time. . ,
, . ‘ _ V- ‘ -
4. Comprehengive Services: These programs provide a broad range of serVices,
‘ includidﬁgoutreach, orientation, admissions, and retention)’ in order to
increase the number of low-incope ,and ethnic minority students who ~

L4

enroll in and graduate frgm college. . .

. . ’
. v . . .
) -1~ hd .
) - -
. L]
* .
. “ .2 . - .
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Currently, the. State supports twclve maJor programs to provide these services
for low-income and ethnic minority students, with currént funding at approxi-
mately $26 million in State Funds and $13 million dgrlved “from student fee

revenue fees. (These funding levels inclbde financial aid granted under. the

" Educational Opportunity Programs of the Unlver31ty of California and the

California State University, and the Extended Opportunlty Programs and

'_Serv1Ces of the Callfornla Lommunlty Colleges’) ) N

4
Tables 1 through 4 provide a summary of information about programs of each
type. A more thorough description of five of the programs that provided
information for this report is. included in Appendlx B. Both the tables and
these appendices aré organized to provide the foLlow1ng ten facts about each

program: . ) v L=t t.;} .

'

‘Name of the progrdm; ' .. . ¥
Agent responsible for prog;ém imolemontation; '

Target group served;

Year started; - ' ¢ ' .

. .
-

“

Specific objectives;. e
Methods or services used to achieve these obJect1ves,

Number of people served during 1983- 84 ; ' ..
Agent responsible for evaluating reLative success; N

Funding leével, 1983-84; and N - '
SourqE of funding. . -

~

<«

e .
OO P~ NN TN

Y .

v, - -
A3 noted in these tables, the Commisston has had :eSponsioility~for evaluat-

'ing some of’ these programs. For the other programs, .Commission staff has

reviewed or commented on evaluations cénducted by other agencies and, when
feasiblel . has conducted site visits to campuses. .In its evaluations, Commis-~
sion staff has been partlcularly concerned that ptograms proﬂote the most
effective .use of resources #nd, to tﬁls end, expand coopergtive efforts by
educatiﬁfal-institutions. Among the driteri« it has used f these evalua-
‘tions artre the "programs' obYyectives, their data management, their career
orientation, their continuity of. services, their coordination with ‘other
support services, and their involvement of nan- college personnel such as
parents, communlty groups, business nepresentbtlves, and 1ocal govlernment
officials. , _ P
. - «

= In the following descrlptlons of the programs and the subsequent rscommenda-

ticas about ‘their fund}ng, these characteristigs are frequently mentioned.
For example, as later pages indicate, the Commission staff has found the
data management of most Equal Educational Opportugity Programs to be accept-'

able. Recent reports and Commission site.visits reveal that technical assis- ,

tance to projects from systemwide office has also greatly improved resulting
in Wore efficient -program management, data collection and analyses. The
exception to this continues to be the Extended Oppdértunity Program and

Services under the California Ggmmunity Colleges, which the Commission finds :

still laching in adequate data collection, analyses, and technical assistance.
The Commisston also prevxously cited data collection and management problemg
for the Early Outreach and Academic Enrichment Program under the Qplver51;y
.of California. The problems and pﬂbgress made.to date‘under these programs

are discussed in the afllowing section,- Conclusions About the Programs.

~ X ,

- .

s I

L4
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FABLE 1 DevelopmentaY—Outreacb Equal EducationaltOpportuniﬁg

Programs Funded by the State of California, 1983-84 R
Academic - Mathematics, En- University
Enrichment  gineeridg, Science and College
Proqcam Achievement (MESA) Opportunity Progpém
University of Collectfon of State Department
‘California 18 colleges, of Education;:

4
| Early _ 
Qutreach
Characteristic Program
Implementing University of
Agent California.

«r

Target Group

Year Started

Program
Objectives

..Ethnic minori-

ca

ty students in
grades. 8-11 at
.approximately.
191 junior
ttigh schools
and high
schools.

Partnership:
1976; Parc-
ners: 1978

To 'increase
“the mumber

of low-income
and minority
students who

"~ are eligible

Program
Services

to enrell in
public four-
year colleges.

L 4

Academic
advising;
Role model * -
presentations;
College and
 university
visits;
Dissemination
of printed
material;

L4

13
- campuses at

working in. 16

. Berkeley, centers and
Davis, Irvine, serving 138
and Santa’ high schools.
Barbara. \

thnic minori

-
S

' Undarrepre§ent~.
ed minority
students in

ty students 1
grades 10-11 -

t 25 high grades 9-12.
~ schools. ‘
ey
1979 1970

To increase

the enrallment the number of

of ethnic mi- minority stu-
nority students dents with the
in postsecond- academic back-
aky education ground necessary
through the in- to pursue a
volvement of university or-

To increase

University college
faculty in education in a
developmental math-based
enrichment field. .
programs for .
secondary
schools.. "
Summer , ~Tutoring;
~academic Academic and
-enrichment career
projects; counseling;
Academic ..Fleld trips;
advising; Summer enrich-
Field trips, ment and
and campus efiployment
tours; programs;
Tutorial Stholarship
services; incentive ,
. - " awards.

L

- districts.

working with
23 school

"Ethnic minority

and low income
students in high
gchool.

1979

To increase ~
the number of
ethnic minority

. and low—-income

students who
are eligible
for and enroll
in four-year
colleges,

r 7

Tutoring;

Academic and .
career
bounselihg;

Field trips;

Staff development;

Instructional aund

curriculum '

imptrovement.

*+

(continued)

T

\
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TABLE 1

. gparacter1st1c

Program
Services
(continued)

*

»

Number of
Students
Served During
1982-83

1983-84
Funding

Funding
Source

Evaluation
Component

’

(continued)

Early
Qutreach

Program

Parerdt
meetings;
Field trips;
Summer -,
enrichment
programs; -
Tutorial
Services
Counseling on

financial aid,

college, and
careers.-

-

8,933 junior
high school
students aad

11,451 senior °

high school
atudents.

$2,303,000

75% State
General Fund;
28% Educa-
tional Fees.

The University
has the re-
sponsibility
*for program
evaluation,
and some
impact data

are available.

re

Academic
Enrichment -

Program

Scholarship
incentive
awards;

Summer

.resldential

_programs.

i

737

Approximately
$200,000

State General
Fund.’

The Universi&y
has the rd-
sponsibility
for program
evaluation,

_and some

impact data

are available.
»

3

gineering, Science

Mathematics, En- University

and College

Achievement (MESA) Opportunity Program * .

4,015 " 4,000 *

*.
$1,044,000 '$190,00gﬂﬁ?
65% State State General
General Fund; Fund. «
35% private 7 1/

industry and
foundation grants.

The MESA staff
makes annual re- .
reports to its
governing board
about the number

Not ava;lable

. of students served

at each center,

In addition, an
outside evaluation
of MESA has been

coppleted by the o
Center for the .
Study of Evaluation - ‘

at UCLA, through
funds provided by
the Hewlett .
Foundation.

* .
State General Fund supports coorgination and technical assistance by the State

Department of
_local,

Source’

Education.

Reports provided to the Commission by 81Ch program.

L
12

N

Sthool activities are funded from.a variety of State
and federal sources, as each disgtrjct deems appropriate.

<

<
'y
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Target Gfohp

. ] - .%.
Year Started

.Program

Objectives

Proéram

*

\

Egervices

Number of
Studédnts

1982-83

1983-84

Funding

,Funding
" Source

N

o

- Evaluation
Component

D

s

secondary schools

Low—incdme.ethnic minority
students in gecondary-schools

e and Compunity Collegés.
=TT ‘

Y.

"Served During

1979 _
: 3 Lo
To expand pbstsecondat?
wppportunities for low-income
high school stadents, and to
assist low~income Community
College student$ transfer to
four=year 1nst tu ns.t

»

Postsedondary'e_ ion and
finadcial aid ément; N

Tutoring; - )
- Codrdinated information
£dissemination '
Summer residential programs;
Field trips; .

Skills development seminars,
Career seminars.

Approximately 10,000 students

receive counseling and tutoring.

services and/or benefit froms
coogdinated information '
.dissemipation.

$700,925
$275 '225 from the State General
Fund, and $425,700 from

{nstiputional matching furdds.

ihe California Pogtsecondary
Education Commission has the

.+ .regponsibility for evaluation

-and published its final evalua-
tion .dn February 1983.

o

s

‘Publications;

~ 4 /\
.TABLE 2 ‘Informatlonal Outreach Equal Edqgatlonal Opportwnlty
Programs Funded by the State of allfornla . 1983-8d
| “Ca]ifornia Student Opportu_nit ’
Characteristic and Acces,s Program (Cal-SOQAP 'University Immediate Qutreach
. . - . [
Implementidg™ Five consortia of two- year and All nine University of Caltfotnia_
+ Agent four-yeat colleges working vith campuees

]
o +.

Ethnic minority students in the
twelfth grade and Commuq%ty
Colleges.

1978 ° -

To increase the number of unddr-

represented ethnic minority"agnd

low-income students who apply to:
and.enroll in the University of -

California.

X -~

" - -
) « ’ ¥ "/

Campus visits;
High school visits;

“

Cultu;al activities;
Admissions counseling sedsions;
Peer counseling.

867

ﬁ
$596,000

75% Stagé*@eqeral Fund;
25% ﬁducationgl Fees. =~

The University has the responsi-
bility for program evaluation.

[

: -

~

f

Source: ;Repqrgé E}oyidgd to the Commission By each program. .
- N
- . et . ' .
g .p : © ﬁ \ T ‘5"——. ’ [
¥ oo S - - -,
ot ) 2 s ~li3 .
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TABLE 3 Retentlon-Orlented Equal Educational Opportunlty
Programs Funded by the State of Callfornla, 1983~-84 °

\
.

Student Affirmative Action

Characteristtc- -Support Services
Implementing All nine Uriversity
Agent of California chmpuses.

‘ . S >

L3

i
-

Target Group
students enrolled in the
Uniwersity of California.

A}

Year Started 1976

4

Program To inerease the number of
Objectives ethnic minority and low-income
. Sstudents who successfully
v ‘complete their University
education,
Program Summer transitional programs;
Servicey Cbunseling and advising on both

.academic and personal matters;
Learning wkills assistance;
Tutoringrand instructional

Ethnic minority and low-income

University Minority
Engineering Program

Fouggeen projects at selected
four-year public and independent
univeraities.

Underrepresented minority students
enrolled in engineeripg and cqmputer
gclence baccalaureate programs.

1982
To increase the numbér of under-

repfﬁsented minority students who
graduate with B.S. degrees in

- engineering, computer sgeience, and

related fields.

- First-year transition support;

Professional counseling;

" Student study center;

Career development and summer jobs;

‘Financial aid and scholarship

L -fagsistance; assistance. ,
Career planning and advising on .
graduate and professional ‘
- schools. ’
.. . .
Numbey of Unduplicated number not v 1,795 -
Studeﬁts available.
Served During - -
1982-83 s - .
1983-84 $1,406,000 - $1,4000,000 - .
Funding . R
Fdnding VSZCStéte General Fund; Sb% State General Fund;
Source 25% Educational Fees. 50% private sources. .
Evatuation The University‘has the respon-  The MESA statewide office will
Confponent sibility for program gather data to assess program
' evaluation. impact.,
Ty . : ’ -
Source: Reports provided to the Commission by ‘each progran.

3 . ’

»
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TABLE 4 Comprehensive Equal Educatlonal Opportunlty Programs\
Funded by the State or: CaL;forn1a,,1983~84

N .
. ‘
ﬁ'_ - R Core.Student Educatvonal , Educatjona] Extended Opporﬁun1ty
- u S Affirmative. Opportuniﬁz . OppBrtinyty Programs v
. haracteristic fon Program - ' P Pr m- and Serviges”
N C“ ra;bh tic AqE 0 Qg 9 | r ra\\ o ogram- _ dS es
([mpfementing'-fA11;19foaté The Cal{fornia University California -
., Adent Un “University rState . of California. Community °
St : ' campu "~ University. Colleges. .

Target Group Ethnic minori- Low-income and  Low-income Low-1income

ty students ethnic minority  ethnic minori- grudents
- in senior high students with ty students : '
, schools and - "disadvantaged' who. need
. . v enrolling in educatiomal and academic N
the State economic support _
, ¢ University - backgrounds. gervices. ‘
1979 1969 ¢

Year Started 1969 \ 1964 °

2

Program ﬁo\increase To increase To 1ncrease To increase
Objectives .the number the enrollment the enrollment the enrollmeng
. : of ethnjc and retention and retention and retention
minority rate of low- rate of "low-  rate of people-
~ students who ‘income, educa- income ethnic ‘handicapped
‘ gain admis- tionally ' minority by language or’
.s8lon to ' disadvantaged students social and/or
, ¢ollege and ethnic minority attending - economlg
' ‘succesafully students who the disadvantages.
? © complete may not meet - University. .
: their the State
aducation. University's
. - . regular
. admission
criteria. - .
Program Diagnostic Financial Financial & Financial :
Services testing; . assistancey assistance; assistance;
Economic Tutoring;. Tutoring;: Tutoring;
- counseling; Counseling; - Counseling} ,Counseling;
Tutorial Academic Academic® Academic
programs "advising;¥ advising;, advising;
. Home visits Summer Summer Basic skills
with_parenl@; orlentation orlentation instruction;
i . ) Use of bi- sessions; ‘ sessgions; Career planning
lingual Diagnostic - Diagnostic and job ’
. materials; . testing. testing. placement.
y Counseling . .
‘ and advising; .
" Campus’ tour$; '
ot . Academic - &
advising. (continued)
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. TABLE 4 t(cdntinuad)
Core Student Educational
Affirmative Opportunity
Characteristic Action Progrant -Program -
/ _ . :
Number of 47,777 Approximately
Students. ° ! 17,000, with
Servad During ’30,000 others
11982-83 : . ~ recelvipg
- admissions . admissions
C ’ gervices.
N _ ] .- *.'
1983-§4 $2,275,293 ' -$6,903,000,
'Fun&kng .
Bunding State General State GQneral
Source ‘' Fund Fund
Evalaation The California The State
Component Postsgecondary Untwersity
LT . Education Chancellor's
] Commission and Office
the State completed a
University? limited "1
cooperatively  program
develop and . evaluation in
implement an’ 1978. Campus

evaluation

"~ framework.
Two reports
are currently
awailablek

annual reports
~and system—.
wide data base
serve as a
basts for
" evaluating the
* - academic
C L achievement
"  the studentg.

R - .
. . -

e

Educational Extended Opportanity
Opportunity Programs
~ Program®, and Services

"Approximately
68,000. . :

-

Appréxfmately
10,000.

- * *
$2,400,000 $14,435,188

\

State_General
Fund
.
The, Chancellor's
Office of the °
California
_ Community Colleges
"has the responsi-
bility for program
evaluation. In
1976, a program
evaluation was
.prepared by the
Educational and
Training Institute.
During the past
year, the Chancel-
Jor's Office has
established a
ptocess to update
and imptrove

Registration
Fee revenues

io evaluation
has been :
planmned.

evaluation
gtrategles for «
EOPS in the 1980s.

-~

A

* ST ) . . :
", The 1983-84 funding levels shown do not include funding for student financial aid.

Source:

v
. . ’

Reports proﬁided to the Commission by each program.

»
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. . TWO '
, CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE PROGRAMS
- - . ". \
- o . )
EARLY OUTREACH AND ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT , |
PROGRAMS, UNIVER®ITY OF CALIFORNIA . . C e
- , - , - Y’
N . . R ~erlp Y ]

The objective of the rky Outreach Program and Academic Encvichment Program -
of the University is to increase the number of underrepresented ethnic
minority students who achieve eligibility for admission to public fqur-year

collegesy  All nine of the UnlverSLty 8 campusep conduct Early -OQutreach .

Programs, and foyr offer programs titled "Academic Enrichment.'' The other
five earry out many academic enrichment activities as part of their Farly
Outreach Programs where, no’ formal Academic Enrichment Program exists.
Regardless of title, the primary services offered by, the Early Outreach and
Academic Enrichment “Programs are academic advising, tutorial and learning
skills service, college and career counselipg, parent meetings, campus
tours, -and summer bridge programs.

Outcome data for the Early Outreach Pregram, begun in 1975, have been awail-
able for the last several years. Comparable data on the Academic Enrichment
Prograp were made available for the first time this year at the request of]

Commission staff. This past March, the President's Office of the University
submitted to the Legislature and the Commission two reports, An Audig of the

Evaluation Systems- for 1982- 83\§ﬂ§ Program, and Ev¥aluation of Early'Outreach

and the Academic Enrichment Program.- The audit, conducted by the Center for
the Study of Evaluation at UCLA, concluded that:

Overall, we felt’ that the data generated were valid and reliable.
] The campuses typically had documentation to support the statistical
-~  tables they&prov1ded to the Office of ,the President, and "the
numbers reported generally were traceable to the. documentation.
" Selected reported figures, .for thk most part, were reproducible.
And the’ procedures described typically yielded accurate, reliable,
and valid data. Wheére problems exigted they tended to be minor °
" and easily correctable

Accordlng to the outcome data, both the Ear Outreach and Academic Enrich-
ment efforts have yielded good resulgs in meeting their goals of motivating

_ students toward postsecondary education ‘in general, counseling these students

to take.requisite courses, and providing resources to aid these Qtudents in
succeeding in these courses. Specifically, University of California system-
wide office reports: Co ‘ <

1. During 1982-83, 21 121 students #t 1,354 junicr and senior- high schools
were served by one or both of these programs -« ati'i Crease over 1981-82
of 14 percent in the number of students and 32 perc t in the number of
schools served, - . ' e :
' o \
2" Of all the programs' high school graduates .in the. class of 1983, 70.3
percent went On to a postsecondary institutidn. ~

* ."9— . ' ,. \

~
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"Core-SAA students are r

1~
1 ) \ ’ ¢

5{ The eligibility fate of these éradua§e§ for entering the Unlygrsxty Qbs

24.) pecrcent. A

. _ t
4. OF the graduates, 26.5 percent. enrolled agltﬁe University ot California
" or 1n the California State Uniyersity. '
H
Overall, the evaluation found thdt -participants 1n the ninth, tenth, and
eleventh grades are on track toward ehtering § college or university, and by
enrolling in college-preparatory classes are likely to perform at a level to
gain admission. .- . , L

‘ —

z -
N ) t
Commissibn.st;ff finds the Univecrsity's evaluation repgrt generally ugcept—.
able, 9ut the report raises two questions for future discussion, :
i = N

1. -Only two or three campuses appear to be responsible for the increases in
' the enrollment and retention of undcxrébrcsentcd‘ethnic minority students.
This variation ¢f program outcomes among campuses raises the issue of
what the University might be able to do to improve thé situation.

. Perhaps a full-scale study comparing these and other campugses such as
Davis, which.continues to show -negligible increaseg in spite of the
resources expended, {s needed at this time. T

. . -
2. The report contains no ¥pecific outcome data or conclusions regarding
the four Academic Enriéhment Program pjilot projects originally funded
separately from the Early Outreach Program. Many Academic Enrichment
activities are carried out ‘on the majority of campuses under theiy .
existing Early  and Immediate Outreach Progranfs, but while the report

~ separates information on the goals and objectives as well as the number

and chardcteristics of students served by the Academic Enrichment Program

from the Early Outreach Prograh, it combines outcome data and cenclusions

about the two programs. THis \lack of differentiation in the report,
tégether with the offering of Academic Enrichment-like activities by
other programs, leads Commission staff to conclude that' two separate

programs are no longer needed. v

14

’

CORE STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAM, . .
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY  *

AN : _
The Core Student Affirmative Action (5AA) Program is designed to increase
thé number of underrepresented ethnic¢c minority and low-income students who
enroll in and graduate from the California State Universiky. Unlike many
students in the Educatjbnal Opportunity Program of the Stgte. University,.

is to work with secondary . schools and Community Colleges to increase the
number of- target students who “are regularly admissible candidates.. Several
campuses have initiated Core-SAA activities for students below *the eleventh
grade level as a means of directing more of these students into areas of
academic study that will‘increaseatheir opportunity to be regilarly admissible

‘to, and complete thedir programs at, the State University. Services{plong

. . o g

r

gularly admissible. A secondary purpose of Core-SAA |
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these lines are considered vital tq increasing the participation of underrep- - f
Gcsented groups, 1n postsecondary edycation in general aad in the State.
-University in partivular.. o .
4 ' . )

~
-

"The three Fun&ti%ws of CoreQSAR wrd outreach’, retentron, and educational
enhancemen® The, Conﬁnis!ion ,rq?:iewed these activities and their outcomes ,
during the program's fourth year of operation‘in 1982 with the expectation .
_ of undertaking a more thorough, anf comprehensive assessment by the end of
- ' 1983. In view-of the program 'consolidation effort currently underway for
' the -State University's Core-5SAA and Educational Oppdctunity Progroms, the
. _ , Commission has elected to ‘postpone such ad evaluation until this effort is r
- complete. " o ) v - . S0 ’ '

1 .
A . . . .

.. Most current informatiod provided by Core-SAA's annual repogt of-activities

indicates that the program, now operational on all 19 campuses, 13 meeting

the goals of serving underrepresented students Wia -outreach, retention, and

educational enhancement efforts. Earlier; the Commission staff found thatl a
< ) number b6f campuses had not been sutcessful in establishing int€rsegmental
outreach efforts and in coordinating.Core-SAA efforts with their other -
exist{ng outreach activities. Most current data indicate that progress 1% /
being , made on a number of campuses in this regard: A number of. campuses
report more active involvement or leadership in‘déveloping intersegmental
committees of secondary and ﬁqstsecondary.gepresentatives desigped to better
coor¥dinate outreach activities. Commission staff anticdipates ‘documenting
evidence of these implovements when it undértakes its comprehensive evalya-
tion,of Core-SAA sometime during the next year. o

. ' - ~

- \ , S
. ~ EDUCAT]JONAL ODPPORTUNITY PRBGR'AM QF | Do
' THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ' )
o ,  The State University's Educatiomal. Opportunity Program (EOP) foguses on
* : students who have high academic. potential and motivation to attend-college
but who might not-otherwisé attend due to prévious adademic;f&conomic,_and .
"social disadvantages. These students ‘'may therefore be admitted either as
’ regularly admissible or as an exception to regular admissions.' A number of
services are provideg under the Program as a méans to eproll aqg retain
- . these students -- among them, recruitment, admissions assistance, pre-enroll-
ment’ services, orientation, financial assistance, special summex program,
and special retedtion ‘services such as peer tutoring and academic and_ per-
sonal counseling. S '

.-

i

~
.

\ Information on the activities and outcomes of EOP at the State University ig-
-~ provided in annual reports that Commigsion staff finds to be among the most
# comprehensive reports of all equal educational opportunity programs. T
- EOP reports show decteases during rsecent years in the number of studqntso‘D
.recruited and retained through graduation, which may be a function of decreased
. * - Yederal financial aid and increased student fees since 1980. Nonetheless,
] ' EOP continues to serve a large number of new agd réturning ethnic minority
students in the State University of any equal educationali’opportunity pro-
gram -- some 17,000 new dnd returning students during 1982-83. The current
v 91 percent retention rate among first-year enrollees points- to an increasing
.focus on retention by its staff. ”Ehus EOP continues to play an important

- * '
" \
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. MINORITY ENGINEERING PROGRAM

-~

role in- providing access and -support for lowrincome and ethnic minorjty
students who do not meet regularly admissible criteria but have the poLentIal
to succeed.

. {

MESA (MA’I‘HEMATICS ENGINEERING SCIENCE ACHIEVEMENT) : -

) AN

-y,

The goal of MESA, which originated in 1970 at Oaklanq Technical High Sgho ,
is td. increase the*number of sacondary studentx from ethnic groups whe major
in mathematics, engineering, and the physical sciences in college. It meets:
its objectives through a variety of activities for high achool and college
student® including tutorial sgrvices, academic advising, motivational ~work-
shops,: IE;;urc sevvices, - gampus and worksite.visitation$, 4nd summe r stupy
and employhent. It derives fiscal and personnel support from major corpora-
tigns committed to 1ncreasxng technical employment opportunities to ethnic
minoxity college graduates Currently, its 17 California sites serve¢ more
than" 4,000 ssudents, and it is now being replicated in Arizona, Colorato,
New Mexico New Yotk, and Washlngton . ~N R
An 1ndependent study of MESA in 1982 concluded that it 1s suctessfully
expanding .the pool of ethnic minority students who undertake and complete
courses. in high school th¥e they need to pursue mathematics and science-based
fields in college. Data from MESA's systemwide office reveals that in 1982,
of the MESA high.schoo]l graduates enrolled in college, 68 percent chosge
math-based fields. Of the 890 high ‘school graduates served by MESA in 1983,
93, percent intended to ‘enroll in collegeqqand 61 perc€9x intended to major
in a math-based fiﬁld.* A ’"w~~~”.ﬂ*ﬁ_u

¢ Y
»
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t
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: . _
The Minority Engineering Progr;m (MEP), begun over ten years ago at California
State University, Northridge, and transferred to the MESA gtatewide office
in*1983, is replicated from models at other institutions across the country.
Its goal dis to :rimprove the reteqtion rates of ethnic. minority studegts-
undertaking cnginecring in California's colleges and universities. Under
MESA, MEP operates.at 14 California postsecondary institutions. Its support
is derived from MESA's funding, with supplemental funding from the Investment .
in People. allocation to the University Er\California and the California
State University. ' '

R L ) - ‘. . * )

«Through services including’but not limited to assisting’students in admissiodn,
financial aid, ‘academic counseling, and supervised study centers with futorial
assistance, MEP seeks to implement on each of its 14 campuses a supportive
community of minority students, prog%am staff, and faculty within the engineer-
ing héol. Outcome data on thé program as a whole is not yet available,
but MEP anticipates that 1,795 students will bé& ¥erved by the 14 institutions
during 1983-84, as compared with ILQOO in 1982-83. The ethnic ahd gender
composition of its students has remained ghe same for the past two years; ° ‘
41 percent Hispanic, 41 percent Black, amd 31 percent women. Approximately
85 percent of its’ students are engingering maJorb, with the balance in

computer sciénces, .
. L -12-
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CALIFORNIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY AND, ACCESS PROGRAM (CAL-SOAP)

s * . ’

The California Student40pportun1ty and Access Program (Cal-SOAP) was 1nitiated
in 1979 to establish interinstitutional plloq projects to: (1) facrease
accessibility 1into postdecondary education for low-income and Community
College students; (2) reduce duplication in outreach and recruitment efforts -
among the postsecondary . segementys, ~and (3) engage college students agd peer
counaelors for low~income high school students. )

On a competitive basis, four projects throughoyt the Stnte were funded by
the Student Aid Commissxon for 1983-84 at a tbtal cost of $2 75 0o0. These
four were located in Alameda County (East Bay’ Consortlum) San Diego County-
(San Diego Consortium), Solano-Yolo Counties (Project SUCCESS), and Orang?
County (South Coast EOP/S Consortium).- An additional $39,000 was awarded to:
the San Diego County project to develop a junmior high school Cal-SOAPR compo-
nent. v

Thc four projects reported that 7,800 secondary school and Community Lo}lege
~ students were served through a variety of activities, sych ag motivational

programs for students and parents, tutqring, and academic counseling. In
addition, eacht*project coordinated and dlssemlnated information tvu tacget
students ahout postsecondary educatiom.. ,

. . R} . R '
Based on the Compission's 1983 evaluation of Cal-SOAP projects in 1982,

which concluded that three years of experimentation had demonstrated subgtan-
tial benefits from the Cal-SOAP projects to provide seryices to ethnic
minority and low-income secondary students via interigstitutional outreach
services, the Commission supported SB 800 (Hart) of 1983 to extend Cal-SOAP's
cnabl1ng legislation, Citing that the Cal-SOAP effort has reduced duplica-
tion of efforts by colleges and enhanced the services provided to students,
the bill was passed and called for an increased emphasis on serving secondary
stqdents 'and involving secondary school distriscts.

0 ¢ , . » ~N
i
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM AND SERVICE‘.S : ]
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES : ¥

" No evalhative information has been provided to the ‘Commission as requested /
of the Educational Opportunity Program and Services (EOPS) of the California
Community Colleges for the purpose of this report. However, some progress
has been made by the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges in obtairr
ing mora data on students in the program, its services, and it§ outcomes
through a new effort, the EOPS Operational Program Review This evaluation
procdss is an outgrowth of a special 'study group convened by the Chancellor'’s
Office to develop a mechanism to assess thé efficacy of EOPS, which now
operates on all 107 Community College campuses. Under contract with the

‘Center for Evaluation and Research of UCLA, the Qperational Program Review _
process includes a site visit to each campuq_by a%(§9r -membey team: a staff
membet of the Chancellor's Office; a representativE of the UCLA Center; an
EOPS director; and an gbserver from either the Legis;?bgie Analyst's Office,
the State Department of Finance, or the PostsecondarW Education Commission.
To date, Commission staff members have been observers on four of the visits

: T S, -13- \ ©
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" scheduled for fiscal year 1983*84l ‘Funding that limits évalﬁations to only

20 cemppses per year will not permit the cowpletion of the Operational

Program' Review untgl 1989.: This is perhaps the most significant disadvantage ~ °

of the process, and.the Commigs&on staff hopes that funds and stdft can be
made available to allow this review to be Lomplcted in no less than one more
year, o June 1985. ,
In addition to implementing the OpeWftional Program Review process, the .
Center for Evaluation and Research-recommended that the Lhancellor's Office
seek qupport to implément, a complehensive data- management system to measure
‘the progress of EOPS in serving its designated target‘'groups. To the Commis-
sion's\knowledge, no action has been taken on this recommendation. Conse-,
quently) the validation and evaluation efforts of the review process are
inhibfed by the laclkg#of data on all EOPS students, The vailing problem
cited by EOPS staff in gathering such data is that the tgsi of information
needed .both for validation and evaluation purposes and to aid,in counseling
and tracking EOPS students is either not normally generated by their college
or is not available at the right time. » NN :

.The four site visits in which Commission staff have participated yielded

adequaté- quantitative data and useful qualitative information for evaluatjing
the EOPS activities of these four colleges and indicates that the Operational
Program Review process is an effective evaluatipn tool. However, Commission
staff believes that some of the problems uncovered by the visits would have

- been best\handled via ongoing technical assistance between the Chancellor's

Vffice and\the colleges. Comm1381on staf$ observed that EOPS directors and
staff were receptive to the review process and amenable to suggestions 'and
recommendations emanating from the visiting team. This would suggest that
more interaction between the field and the Chancellor's Office staff than
currently exists would also be welcomed. In light of the demographic,

‘economic, and social changes which have evolved.since the initiation.of EOPS

14 years ago, the piecemeal approach to evaluation which is currently underway
via the Operational Program Review process, and the lack of ongoing technical
assistance to institutions from the Chancellor's Office lead the staff to
recommend that the Chancellor's Office identify resources to undertake a
more comprehensive assessment of EOPS.

In addifion, there may be as many minority non-EOPS students as there are

. EOPS students who need the kinds of services offered only by EOPS. An

accelerated review of EOPS would assist the State in determining this fact
as well as in learning from the successes and failures of EOPS what might
better serve the owing number of minority students, irrespective of their

income status. Because of this, a reassessment of EOPS is important at this .

time. While expecting more aCCOuntab111ty from EOPS as the only program in
the Community Colleges directed at ethnic minority and low-income students,
the State might also consider. the need to initiate activities to serve
minority students at broader income levels than can be accommodated by EOPS.

-14- e
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' ¢ CURRENT EFFORTS FOR COORDINATION AND CONSOLIDATION

W Twd activities were mandated by the 1983-84 Budget and its Supplemental
Language 1in response to concerns raised by both the Legislative Analyst and
the Comhission about the goals, management, and evaluation of equal_ educa-
tiondl opportunity programs: (1) creation-of the Ad Hoc Task Force on Equal
Educational Opportunity Policy, and (2) development of ,a plan to consokidate
equal educational opportunity programs within the Unlver81ty of California™
and the Callfornla State University. : ‘

~ L4

. . . . ’ -

- AD HOC TASK FORCE ON EQUAL EDUCATIONAL QPPORTUNITY POLICY -

-

Representatives of the public secondary and postsecondary education systems
were selected to serve on this Ad Hoc Task Force, which was directed by the
Legislature to work with the Commission in preparlng a State plan to melemeut
olicies for equal educational opportunity efforts that wlll

1. Place expanded responsibility for strengthening college preparatory
currlcula for minority and low-income students with the secondary schools;

2. Propose developmental outreach efforts of tq,torxng antl academic enhance-
ment for secondary school students that involve the active and coordinated
effort of secondary and postsecondary educators;

j. Place greater responsibility for the’ delivery of informational outreach
~ services on intersegmental efforts in the geographical areas where they
§ seem most approprlate

4. Propose an evaluation strategy to be used by the Commission in its
-annual review of all Statk-funded equal educational opportunity programs
" so that comprehensive and comparable information is available about the'
operations and effectiveness of each prdRram. :
?
The Ad Hoc Task Force has met to prepare a document outlinipg the State plan
called for by the ‘Legislature to achieve these objectives. A preliminary
draft of this document will be submitted to the Legislature in the su\m%er of
- 1984,

j .
U,/ PLAN ‘TO CONSOLIDATE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY,
STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION, AND OTHER APPROPRIATE
’ PROGRAMS AND SERVICES WITHIN -THE UNIVERSITY OF P
7 CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ‘
v ' \

Concern reggrding overlappxng and dupllcatlon of services and a lack- of
coordination prompted the Legislature to direct hoth the Unxversxty and the
- -

\ -15- - o




State Unxvcr81ty to prepare a planlto aonsolidate allj;qual educational
~ opportunity, sﬁgﬁent affirmétive action, -and other appropriate programa and
serv1ces” to be submitted t9 the L&gislature by June 1984, While "gonsol-
, wdation" ‘was not explch}ly dcflned budget language‘tequlres that these
plans: - : . '

N

a4

1. Allow sufflc1ent‘flexibillty ijp the\imblementation of the cpncept so
that each campus- hﬁ% the ability to adopt & model which 1s regponsive to

local campus needs; ,
) 3

14 . - . ~ i x . &
/ 2. Allow for the continuation of all necessary services prowided by these
' programs; “ :

-1
i 3. Restructure the prdgrams based on an appralsal of the etfectlveness.of
- existing sng1ces

v b4

. S - . - -

4. Include a process for the distribution of program funds whiclt recognizes
and rewards institutional effectiveness in _achieving the objectives Of
the program; and ) < - : .

5. Emphasize’.the active involvement in the operatioMs of the program by
senior administrators and faculty, with equal educagional opportunity

¢ efforts defined as.gomprehensxve institutional effbrts coordinating all.
existing campus resources.
’ AN
~ 7, .
N ‘ Regarding the aim of consoli tion, the University of California reports

that the goals of consolidation will be achieved through improved coordlnatxon,
‘ using the strugture outlined in ifs Student Affirmative Action Five-Year
’ Plan (due to the Legislature June 19845 The Commission will review this
plan to ascertain if this is the case. " On the .other hand, the California
State University is now involved in an extensive campus-by- campus review and
planning process. Guidelines have been prepared by the Chancellor's Office’
. staff restating budget language intent and providing definitions of what'a
. "consolidated" effort might egtail. Each campus will prepare a plan for
review by the Chancellor's Office, vlth the final decisions on the_State
University consolidation plah pending the outcome of these processes. -
. In his Qev1bw of the .1984-85 Goverqor's Budget tHe Eegislative Analyst has
: raised only one issue relative to the funding of equal educational opportun-
) . ity programs <~ namely, ant1C1patxon that the consolidation of programs W1L4
result in Géneral Fund savings.
LN : . .

-

The California Postsecondary Education Commission believes that the elimina-
tion of duplication through improved: coordlnatlon-and cooperation will
‘ result in more efficient utflization’ of State resources devoted to equal
v educational and student affirmative action. 'However, the Commissioen staff
' belieyesAthat- more "efficient utilization" of the State's resources should
not necessarily result in less financial support. Equal educational opportun-
. ity programs are designed to “Intfease the pool of academically prepared
' ethnic minority students who enter and graduate from Califorania's postsecondary
. institutions. The growth in numbers and diversity of needs o ethnic minority
) . students, coupled with evidence of decreased enrollment of Black students,
. . may warrant fundlng at previous or higher lgvels, as programs are realxgned
"to maximize resources and services for 1dent1fy1ng and ass1st1ng more students

. . \
- I ?
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The Commpission staff will ceview the coansolidation plans .of thé University

-. and the State University with the view that they insure that their equal
educational opportunity programs are student centered, that resources®are - U
channeled to meet the diverse neéds of students, and that the State's commit-

ment to equal educational opportunity will countinie to be expressed by -
adequate funding. ‘

S
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: ’ : RECOMMENDATKH“SFOR FUNDHMJCH‘LQUAI
- : EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS, 1984-85 -/
' [n order to increase ‘substantially the number ot low-income and ethnue
= a minorities ,who attend and graduate from Lallf0§n1a $ public postsetoudnr»

.
institutions, the CommlsSLOn staft recommends that the Legislature give
priority funding to programs that place emphasis on the following threéd :
, strategies, each of which has been endorsed in previous equal - Pduﬂatlnnll - f .
qppéutunlty reports adopted by the Comm1331on\
1. Improving the academic prepar&tlon of ‘low-1ncome and ethnic mlnnrxtv
students while they are-enrolled in grade school and high bLhOOl >
2. Incrcasing the reten@ion of low-income and ethnic minority students
enrolling in college and particularly those maJorlng 1n mathematjcse and - H
science-based dlsC1pllnes and -

. 3. Assisting Community College miaprity students to complete their academac

oo objectives at these colleges in order to increase their transter rate to
. . four-year institutigns. )

N X .

- L. In addition to funding programs that emphasize these strategies, the staft ;
recommends that the State fund, and expand whete resources permit, programs .
that: ‘
4. Reflect interinstitutiopal rather than individual institutional etforts oo

. and include cooperative relationships with other nearby colleges and ;
universities; . ' !

5. Involve- active and coordlnated eftorts by secondatv and postsecondary :

' educators, working intersegmemtally within a region when posszblﬁ< 1,@

6. Regognize and reward institutional effectxveness in achleVLgé prograim !

' SRR . obJectlves ‘
. ~ . : @
: ‘ 7. Includeta comprehens1ve data management component so that Anformation b

v about the number and characteristics of students served and the impact é

~ of servites is>avallab1e, and . \ _ : £ i

In addition, programs funded should continue to promote the State's ongoing l“ d

™ Commitment to provide financial assistan¢e and comprehensjve academic support s

for students from low-income and disadvantaged educational and cultural A

backgrounds who are admitted to two- and fours- cyear LOlngES and have diemon- I

strated” the motivation and po&entlal to succeeb academllnlly &£

‘e . . "5\:.

< Within the framework of these eight strategies, the staff offers the fo.iow- ;

ing specific recommendations regarding fhe funding of equal educat ional ,
opportunlty programs for the 1984-85 Budget:
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FUNDING OF EXIS‘I‘ING PROGRAMS : ' ’

R
LI . R . ' ~
. e X

Table S on the foilowing page lists the 1983-84 and proposed=1984-85 State
funding fon equal educationd] opportunity programs discussed in this report. .
With the except1on of the- Community Colleges' Extgaded Opportuni Programs
and Services (EOPS), the Commission staff recommends approval of" allr funding
“levels contalned in the Governor's Budget for equal educational opportunity . -
and student affirmative action by the University of California, the Califor-
.. mia State University, the Student Aid Commission for Cal-S0AP, and the State J
o - Department of Educition for MESA. -
‘ In virew of the lack of evaluative data on EOPS‘studenté and outcomes, Commis-
gsion staff feels rhat- it cannot recommend proposed funding levels nor the
augmentatlon requests by the Chancellor's Office staff. As previously
discussed in Part “Two of this report, the Operational Program Review of the
~ Chancellor's Office has begun to address these evaluative concerns; -but the
xproposed scheduling of these reviews over the next four years will not alloWw
*+the comprehensive overview and assessment of EOPS that the Commission staff
believes is now waryanted. . -

7

EXPANDING EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS . T
N w ' T

If the Legislature wishes. to augﬁént equal educational opportunity, the
Commission staff belleves-that priority should be given to additional funding
as follows: .

1. Provide sufficlent funds to the California Student Aid Commission to
increase the number of Cal SOAP projects funded for 1984-85 from four

to five or six.
[

v In extending Cal-SOAP to 1987 by passing SB 800 (Hatt) last year, the Legis- -
latyre recognized that this program- ltas successfully realized its.goal of
4 developing intersegmental activities designed to increase ‘both the pool of
ot low-income and ethnig minority. students eligible to attend postsecondary
institutions and the number being admitted. The Legislature also found, that,
Cal-SOAP had been effective in minimizing the duplication of efforts among
the segments and institutions; thereby insuring a more student-centered and
less -institution-centered approach to working with targeted students/ The
Commissiony staff believes that Cal-SOAP has validated its effeétiveness and
should be extended beyond thoke geographic areas where the four existing
/ projects have proven effectjve. In< turn, the Commission voted in 1983 to
- . support SB 800 (Hart) which extends the Cal-SOAP effort for another five
years. \
: - . In its call for proposals from both existing and’ proposed new projects, the
Student Aid Commission noted its intent to expand Cal-SOAP based on its
proven effectivéness. However, the proposed N\I84-85 Budget level proposal Yo
does rot allow for expansion, but instead, if Wore projects are funded, a
lessening of resources for each project below a level proven necessary to
\
- ‘ -20~-.
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TABLE 5»

At

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Faculty ind 3taff Affirmacive Actioq
“tudant Atffirmative Action
Zducational Opportunity Progrym’

. ‘cadamic¢ Enrichment Program

Uraduate Afficrmative Action

Graduate Opportunity Feilowship ®rogrim
‘ TOTAL o
jeneral Funds

University Jpportunity Fund

Studedt Educational Fees

Student Registracion cdes
Sndowments

THE CQLIFGRNIA STATE NIVERSITY

<ore Stucent \ffirmat:ve Action Program

Educacinaal Qvportunicy Proggam
wnclyding jrants)

ToTaL =~

* !
[CALEFORNTA COMMUNITY COLLEGES )

- e

Extanded Ovgortusity Profrans
aad Secvices (EOPS) »
(including grants)

CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION

bd11f0r1ia Jctudent Opporcunicy and
Access® Program (CAL-SOAP) -

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1
Mathematics, Enginearing, -
Science Achiavemenc, snd Minoricy
Eagineering Program -~

n

1983-84 and Proposed 19
Educational Opportunity

v

\i

:

-85 State Funding or Equal
nd Student Affirmative Action Programs

t

1 »

Govarnors Budget

1983-84 _19ga-gs .
3 2,455,000 $ 2,95%,000 .
$.384.000 5,884,000
9,300,000 9,300,000
201,000 201,000
150,300 + 650,000
2,100,000 2,100,000
$20,390,000 321,090,000
%.471.0007 12,940,000
1,200,960 1.500,000
9,219,000 2,250,000 o
3,390,000 3,300,000
-0- A 500,000
»
5 2,571,000 $ 2,797,500
14,588,000 15,005,000
$17,1%9,000 18,302,000
526,691 000 §25,701, 730}

(

$ 329,000

x

r

$ 1,7513000

L COLA [Cost-of-Living-Adjustment) at 3 percent.

LY

1

4

~

$ 1,751,000

~

»
2 Total to_be mide available for financial aid to sffset the recently imposed

per semester (full-cime) and $30.00 (parc-time) in the Communily Colleges.

however, will aot be idministered by the EOPS prograam.

3 Iacrease reflecty COLA and financial aid for tuitioa offset.

Legislative Analyst, 1984.

Source:

ﬁhange '

5 + 500,000

+ 300,900
+1.909.200

~7,109,)00
-6.369,200

~ 500,900

= 226,000

+1,417,0Q0
+1,943,000

+1,010.730

"+9,961,270

10,972,900

tuitioaq cf $50.00
These funds,

[2¢crease

+Qh.013 .
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accomplish Cal-SOAP's goals. Commission staff thus supports the' efforts now
underway to obtain additiomal resources to eckpand the Cal-SOAP etfort to

other areas of the State.
)

. ‘ 2. Provide to MESA (Mathematics, Engineering,.Science
Achtevement) and MEP (Minority Engineering Program)’ : .
an augmentation to cover cost-of-living increases ,
- . " that neither program has received for the past two years.
The statewide office of MESA has requested an augmentation of $400,000 for
) 1984-85 to cover mandated increases in ‘persofnel costs due to salary cost-of-
living adjustments, mdrit adjustments and fringe benefit increases for its
staff which are University and State University employees. Based on infor-
mation provided by MESA and in view of the fact that MESA has been forced to
divert funds intended for student services to supplement the required increases
in personbel costs without any increase in State gsupport~ since 1982-83,
Commission gtaff has concluded that thig augmentation ¥equest has merit and
should be supported, co- ’ ’

In addition, since 1982-83, one-third oi the State's funding for MESA has

been channeled to the Minority .Engineeering Program (MEP) of MESA. MEP was

establighed because it was clear that while MESA services*in the secondary

schools were successful in increasing the numberg of ethnic minorities

enrolling in math-based disciplines in college, the retention rate of these
' students was discSuragingly low.

»
( MESA/MEP student participation rates have increased from 4,500 students in

1962-83 to a projected 6,000 in 1984-85, -with the Sthte funding rem&ining at

$1,351,000 since 1982-83. - Estimates provided by MESA indicate a real need

of $600,000 to correct’ the situation created by the lack of personnel cost
. adjustments, the inereased number of students served by the program, and the’
,'\ expanded college retentjon effort of MEP. Thus the Commission staff believes
the $400,000 augmentation request is conservative.

.

’

i . 3. Provide State support to continue and expand
the Professional Development Program (PDP).

h J

-
- .

In the Commission staff's 1983 report on the budget for equal educational
opportunity programs (1983b), the staff- recommended State support for the
Professional Development Program (PDP) at the University®of California, .
Berkeley. A major source of PDP's support - fpderal funding -- ended. Jhne
30, 1983, and since that time, it has managed to continue opgxating -
. although at a greatly reduced level -- with a combination of support from
- fndustry And the Univeréfﬁy‘ PDP continues to evidence suc¢ess in raising T
thé grade-point average and increasing the retention rate of ethmic minority
students enrolled at Berkeley. The pre—coltige cbmponent of the PDP program
that begins in feeder high ,schools and continues through the undergraduate
level provides a concentrated approach to kelping students improve their
competence add grades in mathematics, science, and English courses. Thus
PDP represents an effective secondary-postsecondary cooperative activity
which has had a:positgggmimpact on increasing the retention rates of ethnic
‘ minority students at the Uniﬁfrsity of Califorpia at Berkeley. - )

v ' . -22- 4
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e 4. Provide f'ndir_\g, as stipulated in SB 813 (Hart), '
for the lelfornla‘Academi_c Partnership Program (CAPP).

N The California Academic Partnership Program, to be administered hy the
B Chancellor's Office of the California State University, is designed to
/ [mprovq the academic preparation gf a- larger number of underrepresented
ethnic minovity students thréugh a combination of dirett and indrrect services.
Projects proposed for funding under the CAPP legiglation utilize a variety
of approaches to meeting this gbjective: ’

.® Plaonning for curricular revision or edhdncement and instructiongl change
at the secendary level; Lo .
~—— o 4 . r .
[ B3 . 'C -
‘ @ Activities for postsecondary faculty to work in partnership with secoundary
" school teachers in an effort to improve the academic quality ot college ’
preparatory instruction; ) .-
. o Providing direct services to students that‘@il[ enhnnce their ability t?
benefit from college preparatory curricula;
. . N
\ . . . ¥
e Sponsoring in~se4;ice training activities to increase the college aspira-
tions of students from groups with low participation rates in postsecondary '
- edication. . v o ‘ : j v
N Projects will be selected for funding on a competitive basis by the Chancel-
lor's Office in congult&tion with an advisory committee composed of secondary
. school teachers and curriculum .specialists, and Cal-0SAP project director,
! and representatives from the Community Colleges, the California State Univer-
@ sity, the University of California, .and the California Postsecondary Educa--
. ~

5 w} tion Commission. -
’ Commission staff éupports the types of activities and relationships proposed .
o under ‘the CAPP legislation as consistent with the Cémmission's assessment of
2 those strategies and services. that have proven effective in achieving the '
o aims of the equal educational opportunity policy. Commission staff recommends .
' that funds be provided in the 1984-85 budget for CAPP projects. . :

- e N
5. Encourage transfer of ethnic minority students ¥
Ffrom Community Colleges to foul\:—year institutions .
Currently several projects are underway and several bills are under discus-
sion in the Legisfature that seek to remedy the low rates of ethnic minority
> student transfer from Community Golleges to four-year institutions. _Among
these are pilot projects funded by the Ford Foundation at several Califoruia
Community Colleges, a variety of local institutional and regiohal intersegmen-
tal activities to identily prospective transfer students and provide support
SN ‘services to increase their likelihood of tragsferring, a bill that would
- ‘establish.fransfgr Centers at all Community Colleges and "a bill requiriag ‘
data regarding the number of EOPS students who transfer to four-year collgges.
, In addition, although not aimed directly at ethnic minority students, the
R Commission Was appointed an Ad Hoc Committee which is assegsing the '"health' |
of the transfer function and will be making recommendations regarding the
transfer function dhd exapining policy iss“ef; .

~
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In a report to the Legislptufe late last yeax evaluating three pilot projectsg
funded to increase the transfer rates of ethnic minority students (1983c),
Commission staff concluded that while these projects succeeded in identifying.
barriers to transfer, they werg not successful in incrgasing the transfer
rates of students during their funding period. Any new efforts should
address this problem intersegmentally, including secondary schools where
ethnic minority students can be motivated toward a goal of completing baccas
laureate degree programs. At the same time, these etforts should develop a
climate for baccalaureate-oriented ethnic-minority students at Community
Colleges that fosters a sense of collegiality similar to that among counter-
_parts who are academically and finantially able to enter four-year institu-
*tions . directly out of high school. Granted that this task.is not simple,
given the varying counstituents that Commupity Colleges are requested to
serve. However, the large concentration of ﬁinority students in Community
Collegeé warrants new Lniltiatives with’adequatc resources and time to test
.varied approaches to remedying the existing situatiod.
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. » R . APPENDIX A -
Enrollment and Program Completion Trends
of Underrepresented Ethnic Minority Students

. . A
From data available to the Commission, California's gostsecondary institutions
appear to be having mixad success in achieyving t State's goals of equal
educational opportunity, given the first-time freshman enrollment and comple~ .
. tion rates of Hispanics and Blacks -- the two primary targeted underrepre-
_sented ethnic minority groups. In most cases, there have been increases in
.the pool of Hispanic students eligible te attend four-year institutions, but .

. a continuing cprollmeaf decliwme among Black students. Both groups remain . .
’ severely underreprésented in the University and State University, although . ‘ -
they are not underrepresented in the Community Collegeg. Hispanic women
students are not ounly more heavily cpncentrated i the Tommunity Colleges .-

than in the other two ségments, their trangfer‘rates ‘to these segments
remain particularly low. A similar situation exists among Black male studeuts:
few attend four-year institutions directly out of high school and enroll
instead in Community Colleges, where their tramsfer rate aund that of Black
women also is low. Among the 5,305 students who transferred from Commiinity
Colleges to the University of California in 1983, 472, or 8.9 percent, were i
--Hispanic, and 223, or 4.2 percent, were Blacks. Of ‘the 30,274 Community
College students who transferrdd to the California State University that £
year, 9.7 percent, or 2,937, were Hispanic, while 6.6 percent, or 1,998,
were Black. ’ ’
/ 3
L What is obvious from these findings is» that strategies are needed that both
increase enrollment across the bgard for these two ethnic groups and increase
their <program completion and transfer rates. What may not be so obvious is
that different strategies may be required in wofﬁing with Hispanic women and
Blagk men. . v X :
In, addition, although AmepiZan Indians are not considered underrepresented
ovérall in California postsecondary education, based on reported.data, they
require additional prepara;oty’and outreach services to insure ghat ‘they are
eligible. for - postsecondary education, as well as postsecond§ry support
services to increase their retention and program completion rates. ,

Table 6 (p. 29) illustrates the distribution of high school graduates by
ethnicity comparing 1980-82 graduates to 1982-83 graduates. The 1980-81"
data are derived from actual headcount information from the State Department
. of* Education. The 1982-83 data are derived from a sample of 1,121 public
high schools surveyed as a part of the Commissien's current study of the
 elgibility pool for University and State University admission. The- follow1ng
paragraphs summarize data currently gvailable to the Commission about the
freshman en¥qollments and baccalaureate and master's deéree completion rates
of both meh and women combined from these several ethnic groups as well as
RS of Asian students. Figures 1 through .7 and Tables 7 through 13 containing
¥ this summary data are attached at the end of the Appendix. The State Univer-
sity data are printed on yellow paper, these of thé Upgiversity on bilue
s paper, :pd those of'thg Communipy Colleges on green paper.:
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HISPANIC STUDEETS ' : o S

3
Y

First-Time Freshman Enrollment .
The California Stato Univeysity: in 1977, Hlﬁjanxcs, made up 8.6 percent of
first-time freshmen enrolling in the California State University. In 1983,

they constitued 11.5 percent. Within ‘these seven years, their number had
almost .doubled-®- from 1,283 in 1977 to 2,433 in 1983.

fenroll -
ic. By
rcent, or

University of California: In 1977, of the 14,000 first-time freshme
ing in the University of California, 768, or 5.4 percent, were Hisp
1983, their representation ‘had increased only slightly ~- up 0.9
less than 300.

California Communitf Colleges: ' Comparing 1977 and 1983, the number ot

Hispanic firgt-time freshmen enrolled in California Community Colleges
increased by 40 percent ~-- from 25,263 to 33,713. Their percentage of all
first-time freshmen grew from 10. 7 to 14.0 percent. This growth in the

‘number of Hispanic student$ attending Community Colleges directly out of

high school can be attributed to 's number of factors, including outreach
effo;ég to increase their enrollment in postsecondary education in general.
NonetHeless, this increased access to postsecondary e€ducation via Community
Colleges does not seem to be having a positive impacﬁ on their participation

rates in four-year institutions, particularly as transfer students.

4
LN

Graduatjon Rates o ¥ 7 - ,

The California State,University: Hispanics have made some gains 1in thelr

number and percentage of bachelor degrees earned at the State Unitversity --

Data on their.areas of concentration reveal a substantial’ increase in th

from,2,150 in 1977-78 to 2, 473 in 1981-82 and from 6.3 percent-to 7,4 percet;rg

- number receiving degrees in engineering and business and management. T

number of Hispanic engineering graduates grew from only 64 in 1977-78 to 121
in 1981-82, while the number of business and management increased from 289

to 519.

EY

At the master's degree level, the pumber of Hispanic students receiving
master's degrees increased by only 50 -- from 327 to 387 -- suggesting that
additional, initiatives are needed to attract and retain Hispanics -at the

- graduate level. e ) .

University of California: Although only 828 Hispanic students earned bach-
elor™s degrees, or 4.6 percent of all those awarded by the University of
California in 1981-82, they represent a noticeable increase from the 628 in
1977-78 (3.6 percent). .The same holds true at the master's level, although
the overall number bf Hispanic program completers at this level is signifi-
cantly lower than .at the baccalaureate level -- 121 (3.0 percent) in 1977
coOmpared to 193 (4.7 percent) in 1981. These increases indicate that success-

ful strategies do exist and should be expanded. . N

t
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T . BLACK STUDENTS -
i ", First-time Frdshman Enrellment ) a
- L

-\ The California State University: Blacks have decllned as a percentage of
: . State Unlversxty first-time freshmen. Thus, while their headcount numbex
- increased from 1,283 *n 1977 compared to 1,544 in 1983, their percentage
'( | dropped by 1.3 ppint - from 8.6 to 7.3 percent of all State University

- first-time freshmen. ool ‘ . B

University -of Californxa The same numerical increase among Black atudqnts

* has oot held at the University of California, where both their number and
percentage among all first-time ffeshmen declined -- from 630 or 4.4 percent
in 1977 compared to 571 or 3.4 percent in 1983,

.o Califopnxa\Communggy Colleges: Black students have made no appreciable gain

' in tyegr peteentage of first-time freshman enrollment at the mmunity
Colleges comparing 1977 and 1982. Their percentage remained at out 10
percent, while ogther aethnic groups, prxmarily Asians and Hispanics, mnde
dlscernxble perceange gaing. . - .

- -

. G_raduation Rates ) T

The California State University: In 1977-78, 1,658 or 4.8_percent of the
34,343 bachelor's degrees granted by the State University tere awarded to
Black students. In 1981-82, that number and percentage increased only
slightly to 1,715 and™5.1. percent of 33,445 degrees granted. The ‘most
-signiflcant change, howcver, ‘occurred in the distribution of degrees between
Black men and womeh: the number of men dropped from 739 to 670, while women
increased from 917 to 1,045. Thus both the'enrollment and graduation rates
. . of Black’men contifiue to decline, while:those of Black women contijnue to .
“ ¢ increase.

s

At the master's levdf{ Blacks, like Hispanics, continue to be séverely
underrepresented in their rate of degrees granted, but Blacks have experienced
a decline in numbers -- from 374 in 1977-78 to 345 in 1981-82. The number

of master's degrees awarded to Black women, declined slightly -- from 247
compared to 234 -- but the npumerical decline in degrees awarded to Black
male students was greapbr -- from 127 to 111. , . -

University of California: The number of Black students at the University of
California earning bachelor's degrees has declined 21 percent from 1977-78
(567) to 1981-82 (447) As at the State University, the ‘decline among Black
women (from 294 to 264) has not been as great as that among Black men (273

to 183).

- f

Black students alsg Equrienced a 27 pércent'declinh in their number ,of _ -
- mastey’'s degrees -~ from 166 in 1977-78 to 121 in 1981-82 -- but the number
X of these degrees awarded to Black women. ingreased, while men's declined.

»

- e - |
. 34 - .




AMERICAN INDIANS

\ . - ’
First-Time Freshman Enrollment .

California State University: Vlrtuully no change has occurred in either the
percentage or number of Amerlcan Indian students enrolling as tirst-time
fresﬁi}n in the State Universify 'comparing 1977 and 1983 -- 162, or 1.1
percent of the total in 1977,,compared to 159, or 0.8 percent in 1983 -~ for
a net loss of nine students . . .

University of California: While the pfoﬁbrtion of American Indians among
the fidst-time freshmen at the Univergsity of California’ remained the same
for 1977 and 1983 (0.4 percent), a net gain of 13, from 57 to 708 occurred

- in the number of these students. - 4

R California Community Colleges: American Indian firgst-time freshman enrollment
remained under 2-.percent comparing 1977 d4nd 1982, but increased from 3,392 .
(1L.4%) to 4,063 (1.7%). / .

Graduation Rates

The California State Udiversity: A small increase of 36 occurred comparing

1977-78 and 1981-82 in the number of bachelor's degrees granted by the State
University to American Indians -- up from 408 to 444 -- but this increased

their percentage from 1.2 to 1.3 percent of all such degrees granted during

the two years. )

There was also some increase in the percentage of master's degrees granted )
<« to American Indians: from 76, or 1.3 percent in 1977-78, to 107, or 1.6 -
percent in 1981-82. . .

N University of Californla Less than 100 American Indian students -- 91 in
1977-78 and 82 in 1977-78 -- earned bachelor's degrees at the University
during those years, making up about one-half oﬂﬁoneuﬁercent of all 18,000

2

bachelor's degrees it granted during both years. o

0f the roughly 4,000 master's deirees granted by the University in both
1977-78 and 1981-82, American Indians received 22 and 25 respectively --
about one-half of one percent of all those awarded.

S /

ASIAN STUDENTS N v -
. : ' ‘ . » ,

N Tables 7-13 reflect.significant increases-in Aﬁ!an students' participation

L : “and completion rates among all three segments of public postsecondary educa-

' ) tion in California. Two groups among Lhese sthidents -- Fllipino and”Tndo- ~
' L Chinese -- warrant particﬁlar comments . N

.9
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o _ Filipino Students | ; - ’ : . .

Data from the three segments on student ethnjcity usually do not isofate
Filipino students from other Asian groups. In addition, Filipino students

. are counted as "underrepresented" in only the two partd of the State where
they are most highly concentrated -- Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay
area. Where data are available on these students, the segments indicate
that devélopmental and outreach efforts are in pEXCe to recruit and retain
them and €hat there have been 1increases in their participation and
completion rates. B

I

Indo-Chinese Students i " -

The sharp rise in the participation and completion rates among Asian t
students in recent years may be atteibuted in large part.to the large number
:0f Indo-Chinese immigrants settling in California beginning in the late

- 1970s. ' ’

~ . FA
»

TABLE 6 Sex and Ethnicity of All 1982-83 High School Graduates

g and All Public School Graduates in the Commission’s
Current Sample of High Schools and of All 1980-81
Public School Graduates P
: t : . .
i | 1982-83 Sample of Graduates 1980-81 Graduates
A1l Schools A1l Rublic Schools AIT Public Schools
T Number  Percent  Number Percent Percent
T\ Men” 117,014 49.5% . 105270  49.6% 49.1%
Women 119,572 50.5 106,869  50.4 . . 50.9
Number of 'Schools ° 1,375 . 1,128 | . '
White : 152,515 * "64.4 140,866 64.5 . 69.0
Black : 24,498 10.3 21,515‘ 9.8 8.2 Y,
Hispanic p 41,285 17.5- = 38,650 17.7 f;ﬁ 15.7 .
American .Indian® 1,714 0.7 -, 1,629 . 0.7 I
" Asian 13,237 5.6 12,568 5.8 5.1 .
ks Filipino 3,606 ..1.5 3,287 1.5 ' 1.3
- _ t - -
_ Number of Schools 1,38 ) 1,108 100.0
3. . ~ :

Source: California ﬁostseoondary Education Commission
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FIGURE 1 Ethpicity of First-Time Freshmen Expressed as a
Percent of Total First-Time Freshmen Enrolled at .

t@ | ~. the California State University, Fall 1977 and
o Fall 1983 :
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TABLE 7 Ethnicity of First-Time Freshmen at the California
State University, and Percentage Point Change In
Their Proportion of the Total Between Fall 1977
and Fall 1983

-

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
- . [~y ) L
’ Number or ' American

Year  Percent White Black Hispanic Indian Asian Total
'y 1977 Headco-l‘t 11,347 1,343 1,283 167 1,345 15,485
Percent 73.3 8.6 . 8.3 1.1 L 8.7 100.0
1983  Headcount 13,920 1,554 2,433 Viso 3,110 21,185
‘ Percent 65.7 7.3 11.5 0.8 ‘1407 100.0
Change in .
Proportion ;
for Each
: o Ethnic -7.6  -1.3 +3.2 0.3+ +6.0
E Group 1977 ' .
- Compared to o _ .
, 1983 - - = R .
" Source: California Postsecondary Education Cotmission. . S
'-' *Non-respondents and non-resident aliens not included. f - . ~
’ - . o
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) FIGURE 2 FEthnicity of First-Time Freshmen Expressed as a

Percent of Total First-Time Freshmen Enrolled at -
v . the University of California, Fall 1977 and
| ‘ Fall 1983 v
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TABLE 8 Ethnicity of First-Time Freshmen at the Unlvers1ty

of Callfornla, and Percentage Point Change Iin Theilr .
Proportzon of the Total Betweén Fall 1977 and Fall _ . ’
1983 o ) /
. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA™ N
i Number or ! American
Year. Percent "~ _White. Black Hispanic Indian Asian.  Total
1977 Headcount 10,767 630 768 5% 1,955 - 14,177
Percent . q6.0 4.4 5.4 0.4 7 13.8 100.0 .
- ' . * t# »
1983 Headcount 11,529 571" 1,043 : 70 3,352 16,565 L
Percent . 69.6 3.4 6.3 0.4 20.3 100.0 g
. Cﬁange in \ . |
" Proportion
\ ‘for Each ‘ . //
. Ethnic -6.40 -1.0 +0.9 No Change +6.5 L
c Group 1977 : ' ' :
BEEE Compared to
L ] 1983 1 _
Source: California Postsecpndary Education_Commission. .
*Noﬁ-respoqdents and non-resident aliens nét included. \' .
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FIGURE 3 Ethnicity of First-Time Freshmen Expressed as a - ‘

Parcent of Total First-Time Freshmen Enrolled-at
the California Communltg Colleges, Fall 1977 and
Fall 1983
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TABLE 9 FEthnicity of Full and Part-Time First-Time Freshmen at
7 the California Community colleges, and Percentage Point
Change in Their Proportion of the Total Between
Fall 1977 and Fall 1983

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

R Number or . American
Year Percent white Black Hispanic Indian Asian ﬁ;;al
1977  Headcount 173,353 23,761 25,263 03,392 11,325 237,094
= - Percent 73.1  10.0 10.7 1.4  -4.8  100.0
- 1983, , Headcount 158,484 24,515 33,713 4,063 19,189 239,964 )
Percent 66.1 10.2 14.0 1.7 3 8.0 «100.0 -
Change in -
Proportion ‘ : ) .
for Each ' /
Ethnic -7.6 -1:.3 +3.2 -0.3 6.0

Group 1977 ‘
Compared to - \
) 1983 N ' o —
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission. .

*Non-respondents and non-resident aliens not included.
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&as a Percent of ?ath Baccalaureate Recipients at the
: Calzfornla State Unzvars1tv, 1977 78 and 13%81-82
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, TABLE 10 Ethnlcitg of Baccalaureate Degree Rec1p1ents at the
: California State University, and Percentage Change
- in Their Proportion of All Baccalaure#te Degree
Rec1pzents, 1977-78 to 1981-82 | ,
. o5
THE" CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY '
\ Number or _ American L
Year Parcent White  Black Hispaiic -~ Indian  Asfan  Totd
1977-78  Number 27,847 1,656 2,150 408 2,282 34,343
Percent 81.1 4.8 6.3 1.2 6.6 100.0
. ! N
1981-82 Number 25,766 1,715 2,473 444 3,047 33,445
Pexrcent 170 5.1 7.4 . 1.3 . 9.1 100.0 .
Change in N
Proportion - , .
for Each _ _ ' '
— Ethnic’ -4.0 +0.3 +1.1 +0. 1 +2.5
. Group ,
: 1977-78 . ‘
' - Compared L - )
d. . . ' ) to 1981"82 . . !
Source: ' California Postsecondary Education Commisgion. '
*Non-respondents and non-resident aligns not included. ~
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FIGURE 5 Ethnicity of Master'’s Degreﬁ.Racipihhts Expressed

7 as a Percent of Total Master's Degree Reciplents
. "at the Californga State University, 1977-78 and ' A
: 1981-82, ‘ : ’ ~
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TABLE 11 Ethnicity of Master’s Degree Recipliénts at the . .
: California State lniversity, and Percentgge Change 2
in Their Proportion of All Master’s Degree Recipients, :
19727-78 to 1981-82 S, ‘

THE CALIFORNIA' STATE UNIVERSITY

Number ar - American

. B Year RParcent . White Black  Hispani¢ - _Indian Asian Total
N . . . 0. " ‘ )
1977-78 Number 5,583 374 '\327 76 398 6,758
. Percent . ~ 82.7 5.5 4.8 1.1 5.9 100.0
1981-82 . Number 5,314 345 387 107 . 486 -
Percent 80.1 5.2 . 5.8 1.6 » 7.3, -100.0
" . Change in o a ¥
' Proportion - . " ST o
for Each . .
Ethnic - -2.6 0.3 +1.0 °  +0.5 +1.4
- . Group
1977-78 .
Compared .
to 1981-82 T

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

*Non-reépondents and non-resident aljens not included.
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Ethnicity of Baccalaureate Degree Recipients

FIGURE 6
Expressed as a Percent of Total Baccalaureate
Degree Recipients at the Unlver51tg of California
7977 78 and 1981-82
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TABLE 12 Ethnlcity of “‘Baccalaureate Degree Recipients at the
. University of California, and Percentage Change 1In
Their Proportion of All Batcalaureate .Degree
' J ' Rec1p1ents 1¥¥7-78 to 1981-82
LY
- _ UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
- . OF CAL /s
! i Number or . America
‘Year Percent Whita Black Hispanic Indian Asian Total
4 v . *
1977-78 Number . 15,033 567" 628 91 , 790 18,109
Percent 83.Q 3.1 3.5 , 0.5 9.9 100.0
+ . o )
1 1981-82  Number 16,217 447 828 . 82 °V 2,293 17,867
Percent 79.6 2.5 4.6 0.5 12.8 100.0
~ Change in h ~
Proportion
w for Each _ :
. Ethnic -3.4 -0.6 +1.1 No Change +2.9
Group ‘
R 1977-78 s b .,
s ' Compared T : .
I —  to 1981-82, ° R
Source: - California Bostsecandary-Edup?tion Commission. . ' .-
oo *Non-~respondents .and non-resident aliens nét included.
v i . .
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\ FIQURE 7 Ethricity of Master's Degree Recipienﬁé

- - Expressed as a Percent of Total Master’'s Degree
Reciplants at the Unlver31ty of California s
1977- 78 and 1981 82 - ‘
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TABLE 13 Ethnicity of Master’s Degree Recipients at the
University of California, and Percentage Change in
N _ Their Proportion of-All Master’s Degree Rec&plents,
' 1977 78 to 1981 82
o -
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA BN
!/ : | ?
' Number o . / ‘ American ’
' ' Year Percent . White Black -‘Hispanic ~_Indian Asian Total .
1977-78  Number 3,373 166. 121 25, 287 . 3,972 ° ’
' Percent - 84.9 4.2 3.0 0.6 7.3 100.0 N
L T . 1981-82 Number 3,407 121 193 4’2J _ 368 4,111
y'. Percent 82.9 2.9 b7 0.5 9.0 " 100.0
L Change in _ ' = 2
Proportion . -
for Each o ' ' or
Ethnic = . -2.0 "-1.3 +1.7 -0.1 1.7,
Groaup ~* - : ’ . .
1977-78
: Compared’
. . to 1981-82°

Source: California Postsacondary Education Commission.
*Non-respondents and non~resident aliens not included.
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- : CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY . :
C . CORE STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAM

e

INTRODUCTION s

-

The Core Student Affirmative Action program is designdd to respond to the
‘s underrepresentation of ethnic minorities, low-income individuals, and women
who are regularly admissible to the California State University system. As
- implemented on each campus +dn the State University system in 1980-81, the -
"Core' program provides fM: (1) intensiv® outreach at the undergraduate
and -graduate lggel'tp'idghtify and assist regularly eligible applicants; (2) .
expansion of basic retention efforts for minority, low-income and women
students; and (3) educational enhancement and improyement in counselor and »
teacher prejgration. ) \
: . ¥ ¢ ] ' v «
- " In 1998-79, State General Fund support ($130,000) was provided foyg pilot
b . outreach efforts by three State University campuseb—-Domingqu Hills, Fresuno,
‘ and San Jose. The primary emphasis of each of these pilot projects was to
o - S‘; experiment with nontradit{onal outreach approaches. At .the Fresno campus, . .
- : for example, the primaryiebjective was to increase the enrol ept of Chicano
students from the northern San Joaquin Valley through contact with parents
and prospective students at community and high school cultural programs of
ethnic-theater, dance, music, and\art. .
b : . 1
\\ [a 1979-80, State General Fund support ($730,000) was provided to: (1)

' continue the special outreach projects initiated during the 1978-79 academic
year on the Dominguez Hills, Fresno, and San Jose campuses; (2) establish on
the four CSU'kampuses located in the Los Angeles Basin a unique regional
outreach effart in conjunction with the»los Angeles Unified School District;
and (3) establish oa two CSU campuses,'regional outreach approaches in rural
settings. The project in the Los'Angeles area linked four GSU campuses with
17 high schools in a cooperative program with four basic compounents: (1) a.
regional ‘advisory group with representatives from the high schools, Community
Colleges, and the State University, which had the responsibility to "coordi-
nate and.deploy available resources to meet most effectiqeiy the needs of
the regign;" (2) paraprofessional ~outreach to high schools, with trained
college students assisting professional staff; (3) extensive in%olvement of
parents in the outreach effort; and (4) counselor in-service training programs
designed to develop workshop models and materials which.will Brovide relevant
and accurate information to counselors to, increage their awareness of the
needs of ethnic minority students, ST

~

- As a result of these pilot projects, 4,169 appl%bations to higher education
institutions were genérated. Of these applications, 3,261 were offered N
admission to a college or university! Of the nearly 4,200 applications '
generated, 47.8 percent were to CSU campuses, 36.6 pergent were to Community
College campuses, and 15.6 percent were to the University of California or
other institqtions (independent colleges, out-of-state colleges).

A 3
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*In 1980-81 s#nd subsequent years, State General Fund support was provided to

establish and operate a 'Core Student Affirmative Action™ ef fort on all 19
CSU campuses. Each campus devkloped ag action plan designed to coordinate
and expand, where necessary, existing Sgﬁyices, resources, personnel, and
policies within the areas of outreach, atention/supportive services, and
educational enhancement. Through a competitive proposal review process,
available funding is allocated among the 19 campuses, with the funding
levels during 1982-83 ranging frqom s low of $50,618 to $165,879. (Repre-
sentatives from the Department of Finance, Legislative Budget Committee, and
the Pogtsecondary Education Commission partigipated in the proposal review
process.) There are seven basic Components to the Core approach as it is
being implemented in the CSU system: (1) outreach efforts qirected to the
family unit; (2) expanded-direct relations between the University and the
minority comminity; (3) use of nontraditionsl, culturally sensitive media
and information dissemination practices; (4) dévelopment of a more supportive>

* college environment; (5) CSU faculty and staff ip-service activities; (0)

intersegmental cooperation between high schools, Community Colleges, the
University of California, and other postsecondary institutions; and (7) -
improvement and augmentation of counselor and teacher education programs.
In ¥980-81, available fynds were allocated with 60 percent for outreach, 30
percent for retention, and 10 percent for educational enhancement. Diring
subsequeny yerrs, funds have been allocated with 40 percent for outreach, 40
percent for retention, and 20 percent for educational enhancement.

In October 1981, five CSU Core SAA programs received special funding to
establish and test experimental retention center pflot projects. The primary
objectjve of bhe centers was to augment current retention resgouyg through
the development of a centralized int ke, diagnostic, anl refgcfiggﬁhchgsism
that would assist SAA target,studentt to better utilizé existing resourwes.
The five campuses with these referral centers were: Chico, Dominguez Hills,

Northpidge, San Jose, and Sonoma. In 1982-83, CSU, Fresno was added to this
experiment. ) N Y

( - b

For 1982-83, administrative provision for MESA was shifted to the State
Department of Education. This resulted in a $262,000 transfer from Core SAA’
to the State Department of Education. For 1983-84, all campuses were awarded
operating funds. In the past there have been few campuses that received a
minimal planning award of $50,000. Campuses that received this grant were
to develop and demonstrate a comprehensive SAA plan. For 1983-84, no campus
was in the planning mode which means hhpt all CSU campuses have operatioﬂil
Core SAA efforts. ¥ X : .

s
2e3%, -

FUNDING HISTORY

e

1978579 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 198283 & 1983-84

1978379 80 . 1982)¢ _

$130,000 $730,000 $1,881,828 $2,389,48l 52,558,&89 $2,537,293
. S : -$ 262,000

v ‘ ‘ - ‘ (MESA) °
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P . i
NUMBERSSERVED, . . : | f? SR .

The CSU Chancellox's Officcfénnually publishes a report entitled '"Funded
Studgnt Affirmative Action Projects in the California State University:
Activities and Accomplishments" which provides detailed information concerning

the number of outreach and retention activities, the pumber of participants.

in each activity, the number of applications .generated, and the number of —
applications accepted. . :

These reporss provide the following inﬁpfmation: s
. . > e T
Outreach Activity ‘ . S b -
| . . 1980-81 , 198182 1982-83 '
Qutreach events _ 1,392 1,139 1,307
Number of distinct particypants 48,991 41,913 47, 772%
Number of applitations generated* 6,930 7,530 } 9,850 .
Number of applications accepted* I’I 4,440 . 5,103 6,670

L

*Includes applications tb all segments of higher education.
**Includes 551 graduate outreach participants. i .
Retention lzgtivity

" ey . . ; - & :
These retention agtivities include: academic advisory, counseling, tutoring, .
peer mentor, faculty mentor, orientation, workshops, cultural events, referrals, '

learning assistance, and testing. .
(/’\\\ 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
) IS S i -
Number of distingt participants . 5,964 . . 3,739 8,495
Referral Center Projects: Number of - ‘ o -
distinct participants : -- 1,380 2,935
. . : ( . i
. > N
Educational Enhancément Activity . ‘ ~

These edutationaﬁie&hancement activities include: campus and field in-servige
sessions, campus ahd field class presentations, and campus and commithity
organization presentations. . .

-
\

/
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o N ‘ | | ’.1980*81 1985582 1982*83 ‘
Educational Enhancement Activities 81 ‘§3? 532
) Number of participants 6,581 7,254 9,533 )
o EVALUATION DATA _ -

A

.

Since the Core SAA prograw<is in the fourth year of its operation, the data’
necesgary for a comprehengive assessment of the program are not yet available:-

The Postgecondary Educatipn Commission, which has the responsibility to {
evaluate the program, raported in a review of the program published in

Jaayary 1983, that: ) -

4
-

o Almost all of the 19 State University campused have made progress in .

. implementing the Core program. This process reflects the involvement of
senior campus administrators and faculty as well as strong administrative
support from the Chancellor's Office. i

o The outreach component of the Core program has beean positively received
by high school counselqrs and-staff, who regard the Core staff as reliable,
well-trained, and effective. Available dita indicate that increasing
numbers of minority students from secondary §chools served by the Core
program are enrdlling in college"

o Better coordination of "the outreach programs on most State University
campuses is needed. The establishment of Cove outreach has meant that
three different offices now provide outrdach servigces on most of these

. campuses. Better coordination among these offites will increase the .
effective use of the limited resources avajlable for this function. The -
Office of Student Outreach Serdices on the San Diego State Uhiversity
_cdmpus provides a model for outreach coordination that other campuses

might well adopt.

3

o Most State University cdinguses have not succeéded in establishing interseg~- .
"mental outreach efforts. The Chancellor's Office has prescribed that o
each campus create a Student Affirmative Action Advisory Committee designed
to coordinate activities among colleges within the regibn. These commit-
tees have generally been ineffective in the achievement of that objéétive,
and mqst State University outreach -staff have only limited contact with
their University of Californfa colleagues. . J '

. o Finally, the Chancellor's Office has developed an effecfive ﬂ}ocess for

v diptniputing State funds to those campuses making the most progress in

; ‘implementing the Core program. Its competitive grant approach has stimu-

7 lated institutional efforts at student affirmative action; rewarded those
. campuses that demonstrate high commitment and successful efforts; and
penalized those with lower ﬁpmmitméﬁf'and success. As the Core program

moves into its fourth year, $he funding cycle for campuses with successful ~

programs might be.expanded to three years, in order to retain the program's




.- . competitive'element while reducing time-consuming proposal preparation on
these campuses. ‘
< -
During the coming year, the Commission will complete a comprehensive evaluh-
- ; . )
" tion of 'the Core SAA program.
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" The focus of EOP is to admit ¢isadvantaged students, thus an EOP student can

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (EOP)

”

INTRODUCTION

The California State Univeréity's EOP program, established in 1969, is

directed toward the goal of providipg access -and academic/financial support
for low-income, disadvantaged students who have the potential to succeed
academically i{n accredited curricula. The program focuses on dlsadvantaged
$tudents with high academic potential and motivation to attedd college, but
who may not otherwise attend because of circumstances beyond their control.

be admitted as regularly-admissible or as an exception to regular admissions.

‘The Educational Opportunitf Prqgram enrolls both high school students -- pri-

marily seniors -- and transfers from Community Colleges who need support
gservices to succeed at the University. Each campus serves high *schools
within its service area that hate a high population of disadvantaged/minority
students.

EOP admits‘BtﬁhenCS'based on foutr-major factors:
1. Applicants who are educatlonally disadvantaged andj require EOP support
services to succeed; \

. , 3
2. Low-income status and history af economic disadvantageness;

3. Potential for~§ucccsr in CSU-accredited curricula; and

4. Level of educational, cuﬂtural, and environmental disadvantageness.

While access'}s a major focus of the EOP program, retention is just as
important. EOP provides a continuum of services begipning with recrujtment
through admissions, with a heavy emphasis on tutoridgnand counseling. As
CSU's most comprehenslve program serving m1nor1t1es the’ Educational Opportun-
ity Program provides the following:- _ ' .

-

Recruitment . : L T L

High school and college on-site visits
Campus tours

. Bilingual outreach efforts
Presentations to parents

Cultural events ' /
Y

P v
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. . Admissions

Applicetion review and processing

Applicatidbn and follow<up
3 Admissions interviews
Ny .
Admissions screening \
':fdf
Recommendation for admissions

e ' ~

. A

Pre-Enrollment Services

[

Diagnostic testing

CourSe/zeloction couns&ling :

.

Orientation ,
. M 1V
- Campus orientation * > \m :

O L
. - ‘Library tours - . .

A

Campus.program visits . ’

Learning centér tours

Financial Assistance . v
. . . \ ¢
EOP grants to financially needy students

»

. . O,.%
Summer Programs
£

N

. Improvement of academic skills for new enrollees

Classroom instruction

Retention Services , . -

A Peer tutgring_
Academic adbising _ e -
Personal counseling : R
Career ébunseling
Learning skills services

Subject labs s . : ‘

v -
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FUNDING HISTORY ‘ | .

1978-79 _1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 -1982-83 - 1983-84
SRR LA . L _
a2
511,965,859 $12,602,984 $13,460,955 $14,890,849 $14,784(,208 $14,452,402

Fifty percdnt of the bUd%E;‘LS allocated for EOP grants to assist students
with financial need. - ~ .

—~—

N STUDENTS SERVED

> e
\ \ i ‘~

Each year, EOP enrolls approximately 6,000 new freshman and trangfer students.
Currently, the program has approximately 17,300 new and continudng students.

\

X
- v

1978-79° 1979-80 1980-81 "981-82° 1982-83 1983-84
2208777 27975 AL AL 22170 AL LA A
13,799 14,797 15,225 15,139 13,799 . .. 12,661

~

(Budgeted figure perzstaffing formula. Actual data will be higher.)

- Among new EOP earollees in 1981- 82, 35.6 percent were Black 27 .3 .percent
‘ were Chicano, and 10.5 percent were white. .

/ I ‘ .
EVALUATION DATA

-
L

The Chancellor's Office annually collects comprehensive data pextaining to .
EOP students. In -fact, among equal educational opportumity progiams, this
program appears to have the most comprehensive data network, including
information about the academic performance and graduation rates of students

in the program, by campus, by ethnicity, by sex, and by academic discipline.
The available data indicate that the EOP program has been successful during
the past ten years in (1) recruiting 1&rge numbers of ethnic minority students
into the CSU system, and (2) retaining these students, who generally do not
meet the regular admissions requirements, at. a- higher rate than ethnic
minority students are retained within the csu system generally

-

The Chancellor's Office reports that for 1980-81: ‘ ) /

1. Among the 6,256°new EOP enrollees, 199 were disqualified for academic
reasons; the first-year retention rate for new enrolleeg was 87.1 percent;

. _ : b
T - 2. 708 of the seniors enrolled were graduated, with the largest number of 1‘
’ these majoring  in Business Management (147) and Public Affairs and ’
Services (99); and o ,

’ N
1y e




3. The mean total GPA for all EOP students in 1980-81 was 2.31.
w
For 1981- 82 the Chancellor's Office quorts that:

1. Among the 5,499 new EOP enapllees in 1981-82, only 186 were disqualified
for acadehlc reasonsg; the Lxrst year retention rate for new elrollees
wag 87.4 percent;

2. 969 of the EOP seniors enrolled during 1981-82 graduated, with the
largest number of these majoring in Business (203) and Social Sciencéy
(117); (the number of graduates will increase since not all graduatlons
are ofﬁic1ally posted until after the spring term) and

Al

) 5.- The mean total GPA for all EOP students enrolled in 1981-82 was 2.32.

The Educational Opportunity Program continues to significantly impact cs0
enrollment and to gservice minority students.’ Examples are:

o 6,000 new disadvantaged minoritj studeants are enrolled by the program
each year, representlng approximately 30 percent of all new CSU freshman
enrollees.

v

o

17,300 disadvantaged students enrolled in the pfbgram represencing all
major ethnic groups. '

& . :
o EOP enrollment for 1981-82 consists of 37.4 percent Black students, 36.6
percent Chicanos, 10.0 percent Asians, 1.9 percent American Indians, 3.3
percent Filipinos, 9.9 percent Anglo-Americans, and 10.9 percent other.

o During an ll-year éeriod between 1969 and 1980, 70,000 students enrolled
. in EOP and 11,353* graduated, represehting 18.4 percent of those enrolled.
s Each year, EOP provides over §7 milllon in gramts to f1nanC1ally needy'

students. Approximately 8,315 ‘received grants in 1981-82. Each student

.

received an average grant of $819. - . -
o A systemwide EOP admissions/information booklet to facilitate admissions
" to the program across 19 campuses.
‘\ . ’ ] . . >
o Bilihgual brochure dnd booklet for parents of Hispanic .students.

‘*1969~1979 graduates: Campus reported data, 1981.
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CALIFORNIA SPUDENT OPPORTUNITY -AND ACCESS PROGRAM (CAL-SOAP)
INTRODUCTION | | ) .
The California Student Opportunity and Access Program, as initiated in
September 1979, established five interinstitutional pilot projects designed
to increase accessibility into postsecondary education for low-income high
. 3chool snd Community College students. The projects are alsa expected to
reduce .unnecessdfiry duplication in outreach efforts as well as utilize college
'students as peer counselors and tutors for low-income high school students.
The five'* projects and grant awards, as selented by the Student Aid Commis- '
sion, are the followxng
!
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 |
1. Central Coast EOP/S Consortrum
(Proﬁa;p AQUY) (Santa Clara County) $41,400 $36,000 '$36,530~ | -0-
2. East Bay Consortium $50,DQ0 $62,100 $55,591 $64,723 _ g
~r :
3. San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium §71,000 \$86,250 $81,174 590,306 ;
4. Solano Upiversity and Gommunit; . - g
" Lollege Education Support Services ‘ i
(SUCCESS) (Solano-Yolo Counties) $43,800 $54,970 $5Q,965 $60,097 ﬁ;
. LN : i
5. South Coast EOP/S Consortium o | i
(Orange County) : $43,800 54,970 $50,965 $60,097 C
*Epur for 1983-84; Central Coast not funded. ' ' §f
) ¥

unds which might have gone to Central Coast were distributed among the four ‘ 5«;
remaining projects, for a special emphasis on Community College transfers; i
the 8an Diego allotment is exclusive of a special grant of $39,000 for a junior
high school prdgram.

Each project targets students who meet the income~eligibility reqU1remen§s
established by the Student Aid Commission (a 1982 income ceiling of $17,999"
for a household of ‘four, $19,999 for a household of six). The two primary
goals of the projects is to (a) raise the achievement level of low-income
students through motivational and academic support programs, such as tutoring,
and (b) to .coordinate and disseminate information to target students about’

pOStseconUary opportunities; each project cgntains elements of both goals
A

1
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FUNDING HISTORY

N

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

$250,000 $250,000 . $267,500

" NUMBERS SERVED "

1982-83

$275,225

-

1983-84

$275,225

Since each of the projects provided differing services at differing levels
of intensity, the number of students served are not comparable among the

five project
give proect

1. Central Coast EOP/S Consortium (Project AQUI)
High School Students Served )
(unduplicated number)
Community College Students Served
(unduplicated number)
Total éxpenditures, 1981-82
Total expenditures per student served

2. East Bay Cons9ortium

High School Students Served
(unduplicated number)”

Community College Students Served
(unduplicated number)

Total Expenditures, 1981-82

Total Expquipurés Per Student Served

3. San Diego County Cal-SOAP Comsortium
High School Students Served
" -(unduplicated number)
Community College Students Served
(unduplicated number)
Total Expenditures, 1981-82
Total Expenditures Per Student Served

4. Solano County SUCCESS Consortium
High School Students Served
(unduplicated number)
Community College Students Served
(unduplicated number)
Total _Expenditures, 1981-82
Total Expenditures Per Student Served

L4

-50-

35 -

1981-82

296
93
$ 78,000
$ 201
703

N 208 -
$124,652
$ 132
3,933
545"
$251,609
$ 56
324
13

'$104,287 .
$ 309

ofys2-83

64

299
5 87,252
s 240
1,644
115
$116,915
8 65
3,821
1,297
$226,063
$ 44
572
5 61
$102,289
s 162

. 2



‘third quarter of the current year.’

San Diego’ ' :

-

5. South Coast EOP/S Consortium

High School Students Served , - :‘b .

. (unduplicated number) ' - - . 642 ' 3,402
Commpunity College Students Served

(unduplicated number) : 45 8239
Total Expenditures, 1981-82 - 5126,681 e T
Totali Expenditures Per Student Served $ . 184 $ 35

4

During 1982-83," the South Coast project expanded, its- 1nformat10nal outreach
greatly, xncluding in college informational meetings and career workshops
low-income students in the regiop from high schools other than those served
by the project's more intensive tutoring and advising efforts.

-
- >

EVALUATION DATA

The‘ponmblllty of the Postsecondary Education Commission for evaluating
the Cal-SOAP pilot projects was d1schar‘.d with the f111ng of a final report
with the Legislature early in 1983. the most part, the Commission's

.report covers the program through the’year 1981-82.

\

The Callfornia Student Aid Commission, assumed the responsipility for, contln—
uing the evaluation for the two final years of the pilot program, 1982-83
and 1983-84. L

* ' . . _
The evalua;ion for 4982-83 was carried out by representatives of the Student
Aid Commission who have been associfted with Cal-SOAP since it became opera- .
tional in 1979. It is the intent of the Commission to base its evaluation
of 1983-84 operations on reports received and findings made through the

RLS

As 3 part of the 1982 83 evaluation, a summary statement was made regarding
each of the four projects operational in 1983-84.: These are East Bay, San
Diego, Solano SUCCESS, and South Coast. Central Coast will be treated-
separately. ) )

East Bay : Oy L )

] . . .
It is recognized that the East Bay project underwent desirable
organizational changes in'1982-83, though the separation from the
Educational Guidance Centér had some negative impact, undoubtedly,
on aspects of the program . . . . In total,,East Bay is to be
cémmended for* many positive preggram aspects and the s1gn1f1cant :

strengthening of the consortium.

- . .t

Initial support from the University of California at San Diego,
.the UC System, and-the \San Diego Unified School District has been

Y
.

- T 56,
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\\\nggmented through strong projeat leadership into a wcll balanced
and involved consoytium. Emphagizing from the beginning wide
outreach in prefereice to concentrated work with small groups or
individuals, the San Diego project has’ complled impressive and

fully supportable statistics; in go doing, it has provided a model
for Cal-SOAP type service to a large urban area.

N - ' .
Solano SUCCESS
&

The program has been well managed; consortium organization and ) i
support have been outstanding. The problems of geography inherent

j in a "rural" prOJect have been attackqp with 1ndustry and, 1magina—
tion.

X

South Coast o b n .
South Coast incrgfsed its outre;tﬁ significantly in 1982-83. .
Especially to be ed:' The expanded service to transfer students; :

the project's leadership in campus visitation involving many high
schools and colleges in the area; the 1ncreased numbers of students
reached through workshops and seminars; and the securing of support
from business and industry. The amount of service rendered by UCI
in relation to the amount allocated by the UC System i open to
question, and institutional participation needs to be fupther
'Stabiliffd' In total, a very good}year'6§~Cal -SOAP service.

Central Coast ’ 4

7

4 N

The Student Aid Commission's dec131on not to fund the project for | ot
1983-84 was based on the following reasons: Lack of partldgpation o ‘
. * in this project by the public four-year colleges within the region; Y
instability in the services provided to secondary schools; decreas-
ing financial support from the member institutions w1thin the
consortium; geographic dispersion of the project membership through =
the San Francisco Peninsula; lack of evidence that the .project is
having a positive impact on the students being served; and weakness
of the proposal for 1983-84 funding. - B
- . ' The enabling legislation specified that the pilot Cal-SOAP projects shouEd
) not continue beyond June 30, 1983. In the 1982-83 Budget Act, the Legisla-
. . ture extended this deadline to June 30, 1984. , The Postsecondaty Education
- Commission has-recommended that a new Cal SOAP program be established in
. . summer 1984, with tﬁg new ‘\grogram having” a narrower range of projects embody-
ing critical feature® of the existing interinstitutional efforts which have
been successful. :
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MATHEMATICS, ENGINEERING, SCIENCE ACHIEVEMENT (MESA) PROGRAM

Y

INTRODUCTION
4

The Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement (MESA) Program is s multi-
component effoxt designed to: (1) increase the number of underreprepresented
ethnic students who graduate from high school who excel in three or four
years of mathematics, science and English necessary to pursue a,math-based
field of study at the university level, ahd (2) to increase the number of
students who actually complete a college program and enter the work force.
The MESA program targets its services primarily to those ethnic constituencies
most severely underrepresented in the professional and technical math-based
fields: American Indians, Blacks, Mexican Americans/Chicanos, and Puerto
Ricans. Combined, SA services and activities provide a continuum of

. support for target students from the 10th grade through a four-year univer-

sity program.

MESA PRE-COLLEGE PROGRAM

y

The primary goal of the MESA Pre-college progri® is to increase the number

of Californla high school grﬁauath from underrepresented ethnic groups with

the neededv information and atademic preparation in mathematics, science, and
English to pursue a university or college education in a mathematics-based
field. The specific objectives of the program are to: *

R

. . -
l.  Increase the number of students from target ethnic groups who major in

mathematics, engineerxng, and the physlcal sciences in college;

2{ Promote career awareness go that participating -students n learn of
opportunitjes in the mathematics- and sc1ence related profesgiﬁhs early
to prepare for them; and

Ay

3. Motivate officials from secondary schools, universities, iodustry, and
engineering societies, to cooperate with MESA by offering volunteer time
aqd other vital human and fiscal resources.

. > )
The MESA Pre-College program began in 1970 with 25 students at Oakland
Technical Hikh School. This year (1983-84) MESA is serving over 4,000
students from 138 high schools. There are currently 16 MESA Pre-College
centers and one satellite center in California. FEach center is. working with
4 to 13 senior high schools and serving from 80 to 400 students. In addition,
the MESA Pre-College program has been replicated in five other states (New
Mexico, Colorado, Washington, Arizona, and New York). The out-of-state MESA
programs are serving over 1,500 students. Among the services provided to
MESA students are tutoring; speakers; summer academic programs; parent
meetings; incentive awards; academic and career c:Shsellng, recognition
events; and field trips to industrial plants, research centers, universities,
engineering firms, and computer centers.

! -53-
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/ The criteria used for selecting participants are:

- -

L. Complatio&,of Algebra 1 before the end of the 10th grade and enrollment
in the next  academic mathematics class; .

2. Interest in a career that requires a yegc of calculus; and
3. Membership in g minority group underrepresented in mathematics and the v
. related professions. )

e In order to remain in the MESA program, students must continue to enroll in LW

collega&preparatory mathematics, English and science courses, maintain an
above-average grade point average, and participate in the MESA-sponsored

activities. - b |
FUNDING HISTORY -
_1978-79 1979-80 . 1980-81 1981-82 » 1982-83 , 1983-84

i

3481,479 $728,598 . §1,020,550 $1,044,000 $1,200,000 $1,400,000

\ Y
Duriné figscal year 1983-84, the MESA Pre-College program wasg funded 14~
percent by the Hewlett Foundation, 21 percent by private industry, and 65
percent by the State General Fund.

NUMBERS SERVED

L)

1978-79  1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 - 1983-84

1,517 2,232 2,251 ¢+ 23673 382 4,015
O | m .

EVALUATION DATA ~ i

The MESA statewide office is gathering the data necessary to assess the
impact of the program on the students served. .Based on data provided by
that office, of the 665 MESA high school graduates in “June 1981, 94 percent
were enrolled in college and 68 percent of those begar studies in a-math-based
discipline (erngineering, life science; business administration/economics,
computer science, and mathematics). Of the 785 June 1982 graduates, 90
percent were enrolled in college and 68 percént of those chose math-based
‘fields. Of the 890 MESA high school graduates in June 1983, over 93 percent ,
indica%gd an intehtion to enroll in college and over 61 percent-indicated
they wduld major in a math-based field of study. An <independent evaluation )
of MESA was completed in December 1982; through funds provided by the Hewlett -

~

-
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Foundation. Results of the study indicated that MESA is SUCCesafully'contrib-
uting to the pool of minmority stiddents pursuing degrees in cngineQiigﬁjand
related fields. Among the evaluation's findings:

o MESA was perceived ps effCCCch by. program coordinators, advisors, studenbs
and parents.

o Data on agademic performance indicated that MESA students performed
significantly better than comparison groups of students having the same .
ethnic background.

-

* o The eligibility rates for the University of California and the California
State University were significantly higher among MESA students than other ,
students with similar racial/ethnic backgrounds.

N

Py
*
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MESA UNIVERSITY PROGRAM (MEP)

)

INTRODUCTION

Duri
engl

This
“rate
* Nati
rapi

-

ng 1982-83, MESA developed a new initiative to create and support minority
neering prog;ams (MEPs) at 14 California universities.

initiative was the sult of a growing concern about low retention
8 “of minority engineering students- in both California and the nation.
onally, \while .the number of minority engineering freshmen has increased
dly over the past 10 years, the percentage of them graduating $ years

from entry has steadily declined. - In California, the retention rate to

. grad
all

The
rese
The
the
the

uation for minority engineering studefits is lcss than one-half that of*
students.

primary goal of the MEP initiative is to increase the number of underrep-
nted minority students graduating from California engineering schools.
establishment of MEP programs extends MESA's pipeline from the end of.
9th grade year through graduation from College Through this initietive,
retention rate of MESA high school graduates will be substantlally

increased, thereby increasing the overall effectiveness of MESA.

Ratﬁer than take a "reinvent the wheel' approach, the MEP initiative involves

impl

ementation of a model developed through 10 years of experience at CSU,

Northridge and other universities across the nation. The MEP model stresses

the

development’ of a supportive community of minority students, program.

staff, and faculty within an engineering school. It is designed to eliminate
many of the barriers known to reduce the success rate of minority students
in engineering. By building '"academically based" support programs, the

program leverages the fiscal, human, and physical plant rksources of the
engineering school. ,

Each MEP program offers participating students eight fundamental services
listed below:

1.

Recruiﬁment and Admissions: MEP staff assist students in completlng the

”application for admission and work with the admissions process to ensure
that all qualified applicants are admitted to the Univetsity and to the

MEP program.

Matriculation: Once a student has been admitted to the University, the
MEP staff assists him/her in applying for financial aid, relevant scholar-
ships, housing, registering for required placement tests, and with
course selection, orientation to the University, and registration.

Freshman-Year Tranmsition: Participants are provided with a structured
freshman-year transition program consisting of: (a) otientation and
adjustment to the environment of the institution, (b) study skills

building, (c) special academic support, (d) monitpring student progress,
and (e) motivation and career awareness.

.
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4. Counseling: Target students beaefit from {ntensive academic advisement
and.personal counseling coordinated through the MEP program. ‘

5. Student Study Center: Each MEP program offers participants a large,
contiguous study center that houses additiona® texts and matcriﬁls, and
is the site for supervised student study groups and tutorial progkams.

6. Career Development/Summer Placement: MEP students are provided special
«career seminars, plant visits, and the opportunity to undertake summer
emp loyment with industry.

7. TFinancial Aid: MEP staff work to genarate special financial aid and
scholayship resources specifically for MEP stidents.

8. Stundent Organizations: MEP staff work - to . foster the development of
active and effective student organizations which promote the academic,
social, and professional development of MEP students and provide the

_opportunity for community service and leadership.

Fourteen MEP centers were funded and operating during 1982-83. These included
four UC campuses, nine CSU campuses, and one private institution. 1982-83
was a start-up year for the MEP initiative. Eight of the programs did not

exist prior to that year. The other six programs include CSU, Northridge -
which began in 1973; CSU, Los Angeles, and UC, Berkeley which began one year

earlier through initiation érants from NACME; and CSU, San Diego which was
working with the UC, Berkeley Professional Development Program. By year
end, all of the programs had a full-time director on board, had identified

student participants, and were delivering services to students. ,
& .

r

FUNDING HISTORY -

~

A total of $760,000 was allocated to the MEP centers for 1982-83. Of the
total, $480,060 was provided by MESA with the remaining $280,000 coming from
the UC and CSU systems through the Investment in People Initiative. For
1983-84, the funding was increased to $788,510 with $524,000 provided by

MESA and $264,510 from IIP as follows: \\
| . MEPY, TP Total
UC, Berkeley ’ } $44,000 $20,000 $ 64,000
UCLA 40,000 16,0600 56,000
UC, “Santa Barbara 34,000 16,000 50,000
UC, Davis 44,500 19,000 . 63,500

. ‘ ) N
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EVALUATION DATA.

- o
CSU, Fresno ' 29,644 20,356 50,000
CSU, Nogthridge ' 62,2 66,016 106,256
CSU, Sacramento ' - . 29,644 20,356 50,000
San Diego State ' ' 17,800 29,644 - 47,444
Cal Poly, Pomona 264,555 25,445 50,000
CSU, Long Beach 56,000 * 50,000
CSU, Los Angeles \\\\ © 33,555 25,445 59,000
San Jose State - . 32,572 19,728 52,300
usc 40,000 L e 40,900
Cal Poly, Sap/Luis Obispo 29,644 20,356 * 50,000

*Did not apply for IIP funds. .
**Not eligible for IIP funds.. . .

In addition-to the funds received from the State through TIP and from MESA,
programs also received matching support from the lochl campus and are encour-
aged to seek support from private indwstry. - It is estimated that the 14
ceflters receive an additional amount of $600,000, beinging the total funding

to $1,400,000. .

-

[

- >

Over 1,000 students partfcipited in MER programs in 1982-83. Forty-one
percent were-Black, 45 pergent Mexican American, and 31 percent were women.
Eighty-five percent were ma\joring in engineering with’ the remainder majoring
in computer science. Forty-bne percent were freshmen and 24 percent Martici-
pated in MESA while in high school. For'1983-84, the number of students
served by MEP had increased to 1,795. : .

Because these programs are new, students continue to be enrolled throughout
the year. It is anticipated that the total students enrolled in the 14 MEP
programs will exceed 2,000 by the end of the year.

~
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. 'UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA A@DEMIC ENRICHMENT PROGRAMXS

The Academic Enrichment Program (AEP) resulted from a special legislagive
initiative in the 1978-79 Budget Bill which recognized the critical need to
involve University faculty in the effort to increase the enrollment of
underrepresented groupg in postsecondary education. Responding to this
initative, MESA-like projects were developed for students who had been in
the Early Outreach .and were interested.gin majoring in areas other than ‘>
mathematics, engineering, and the sciences. Four pilot projects were estab-
lished and designed to include the participation of traditional outreach
administrators, University faculty, secondary school counselors and teachers,
professionals from business and industry, community representatives, and
parents. The pilot projects are located on the Irvine, Davis, Berkeley, and
Santa Barbara campuses. The AEP goals are to assist studeats to achieve
more than the minimal standards ftor regular University admission and to
excel as University undergraduates.

- “ ’
The primary objective of this program 1s to provide academic¢ encichment and
skill building activities for tenth and eleventh grade students who partici-

pated in Early Outreach.

Some of the educational services available to high school students include

academic advising, tutorial .and learning skills serwices, college career

counseling, parent me?tings, gpmpus tours, and sumper programs.
. e I}

The criteria used to select program participants vary ftrom one area to

ano%her, but the following guidelines are used to consider all applicants.

-

. —~ .
1. Students must earn at least a "C" average in all subjects.

v r

Students must agree to enroll in both college preparatory courses and in

te

honqrs courses in theiﬁ_major area of concentration. . *

3. Students fiust have and maintaip a GPA of at least 2.5 in A to F courses..

4. Students must agree to attend AEP study sessions and other program
activities. .
- . o
5. Former Early Outreach students receive priority consideration.

»

AEP schools are selected on the basis of the following Criteria:\
n ‘ ) ) \
l. Existence of a strong academic curriculum. '
‘ »
2. Significant numbers of Early Outreach partitipants showing,an interest
in preparing for a college major in areas other than math,'engineering:,
- and the sciences .- » , . A ‘!
N - . W
3. An_acﬂive interest oan the part of the school administration and faculty. !

\

. 4
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* " Funding History
7 1978-79 *1979~80" 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
5180,000 1/ ~o- §192,000 5192000 §192,000 5192,000

1/ Four prgjects at $45,000 each during the start-up year.

- _ ,

* The funding provided in the 1978-79ARudget Act was not utilized during
that fiscal year by the University f he establishment of the Academic 9
Enrichment Program. The Legislature, therefore, carried the $180,000
appropriation forward to fiscal year 1979-80, without adding additional

funding. -

v
N

Numbers Served

There were 512 students served MWy the University's Academic Enrichment

Program during the 1979-80 year. During 1980-81, 382 students were served

at 25 high schools. In 1981-82, 576 students were served at 33 high schools,
¢ and in 1982-83, 737 stude?ts participated from 44 high schools.

Evaluation Data \ : .

\

The University routinely evaluates its SAA programs. For AEP, one component
of the evaluation ha's been the academic record Pf participants in A-F courses.
When these data were first reviewed, more than 55 percent of the program
participants on-two campuses maintained a GPA of 2.5 or better. For 1982-83,
although the program served more students in moré\schools,_over 55 percent
of the participants at 3 of the 4 campuses maintained a GPFA o¥ 2.5 or better.
Information was not available for one campus; data were based on random
samples,

In addition to the annual evaluation, this year an audit of the evaluation
system was conducted by an independent evaluation group. That group found
that the data furnished and reported generally were valid and reliable and
that the evaluation system appears to be a viable and legitimate one for
reporting information on SAA programs. ' .

B
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- ) /
' Academic/ # of Students # of High
- Campus Career Focus . ,%-Sei*vices Provided ] ! Served Schools Served
.- ) \ X , .
Berkeley {usiness admints- Tutoring, counseling, 126 (79-80) 1 (79-80)
rat fon/ecconom- field trips, summer pro- 53 (80-81) 9 (80-81),
ics wo R grams, Lo stimulate inter- 1S (81-82) 11 (81-82)
' rest in target caveers -- 109 (82-83) 12 (82-83) ~
use of Learning Assistance
. ) 1 Center facilitijes d
‘ ’ / resources. f
Davisg Computation/written Academic advising, career 1713 (79-80) 4 (79-80)
communication skills counseling, academic 113 (80-81) 4 (80-81)
- tutorials, field trips, 99 (81-82) 9 (8)-82)
. scholarship incentives. 176 (82-83) 16 (82~83)
drvine . Weiting, humani- Monthly mectings, joint . 130 (79-80) 5 (79-80)
* _ \Lies/fiue arts, Pyrtners/AEP ssummer in- . 144 (80-5[)
; computer science/ stitute, tutoring, faculty 192 (81-82)
math - guest lecltures and advis- 222 (82-83)
ing, parent meetings and - K
- «  participation in program
activities. . g
Santa Barbara Fine arts/humani- Summer program and em- 83 (79-80) //// 3 (79-80)
A kies o ployment, earichment 72 (80-81) |, 3 (80-81)
-~ . courses in (ine agls/ 170 (81-82) 3 (81-82)
academic year pf;gmam 230 (82-83) 3 (82-83)
% - of: coumnseling, field
. trips, tutoring, incen-
' , . © tive awards, - N )
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES
- ' ’
The University"of California campuses offer_a broad range of services lor
- . students who need help with their course work or with personal problems
related to campus life. These services are used by a substantial proportion
‘of the student’ body (as much ag _oac¢-quarter on some campuses), and have
become an integral part of the University's activities. Since 1976, tlie
Univerzity has supplemented the ,academic support services available to
students at large with additional or more intensive services for minority
+ and low}pincome students. In 1982-83, thebe activities were suppoygtgd by
91,248,000 from the jointly f{unded State/University Student Affirmptive
Action Program. ) . h

The services offered vary somewhat among the campuses, but generally include

tour basic types of programs: (1) learning skills rassistance, including

small-group sessions and individual consultation on reading, writing, and

Toa study skills such as time management, notetaking, and test preparation; (2)
N summe rapnsitional programs, varying from week-long orientations to six orv

eight week academic programs; (3) édvising and counseling sessions, including
advising on careers and on graduate and professional schools; and (4) tutor-
ing and instructional agsistance. t .
Students' use of most SAA supﬁbé&$services in 1982-83 increased over the
previous year. Across campuses, the majority of participants were Hispanic
(Chicano and Latino), and Blacks were the second most represented group.
Freshmen and sophomores were the heaviest users of support services; however,
there was a substantial number of upper division students. Students' GPA's
e covered the full range, but most were in the 2.0 - 3.0 range, suggesting as
was the case in 1981-82, that students most likely to seek help are not
simply those in academic difficulty, but those who are doing acceptable work
and want to resch an above-avérgge level. '

Lo
Tl
.

The specific number of students using each service varies censiderably,
depending on the type of service. Because records a?\kﬁept for each individual
program separafely, it is impossible on most campuses to determine an un-~
duplicated cqu; of the number of students using all services. The following
1S a brief summary. :

BERKELEY: The Student Learning Center (SLC) provides most of this campus'
support services. It served 1,172 EOP/SAA students through its SAA-funded
services. This represemgs an increase of 5.6 percent over the previous
year. Of this total, 8l.4 percent were from underrepresented minority
groups. This is a. 3.9 percent increase over 1981-82. The 1,172 students
served also represent 56.1 percent of the total number of EOP/SAA students
served by SLC through all of its services, regardless of funding source.
Tutoring and gradu&fte school information services showed the greatest .in-
] eases in sthdent participation over 1981-82.

DAVIS: Sﬁpport services. on this campus are provided by the Engineéring,
English, and Mathematics Departments, and by the Learning Skills and Counsel-
ing Centers. «Each of these service units involved a .different number of

- "3
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EOP/SAA students, rangin? from 145 to 2,171. All but one of these units

(Counseling) showed an increase in student participation, ranging from 11.9
perceat to L13\1 percent over 1981-82. The Departments ot Engineering and .
Mathematics repdrted the greatest increase. :

rFd
ol 5

[RVINE: Between 424 ang 790 EOP/SAA students were served by each of this

«campus ' four major service units: .the Tutorial Assistance Program, Learning

Skills .Center, Office, of Special Services, and the Career Plapning and

Placement Center. The first served as many as it did in 1981-82; gthe second
increased by 21.5 percent; the third decreased by 19.5 percent; and the last ,
. decreased by 6.6 percent. o \ . -
LOS ANGELES The Academic Advancement Program (AAP) provides all of this

campus' support services., Pts different service programs involved from 61

to 1,606 EOP/SAA. students. The Acagemia and Personal Counseling unit was

ugsed the most, and it showed a student participation increase of 75.7 percent

over 1981-82. The Freshman Summer Program and the Tutoring wnit Jhowed a

decrease in student participation cf 2.2 percent.and 9.8 percent, reSpectively.

'The Peer Advising unit, on the other hand, showed a 36.9 percent increase. .

RIVERSIDE: Support #ervices on this campus are provided through the EOP/SAA
Office. During 1982-83, 414 EOP/SAA students were served, an increase of _ .
89.9 percent over the previous year. The Math Program was the most frequently "« :
used service, and it showed a student participation increase of 360 percent
. . over 1981-82. No information was avaxlable about the class levels and
grade poxnt averagcs of participants.
) SAN DIEGO: The Office of Academic Support and. Instrt0ctional Services (0ASIS)
provides this campus' support services. It offers seven SAA-funded service
programs: The Academic Success Program, Tutorial Rrogram, Reading Program,
Study Skllls Program, Writing Program, Language Program, and the Summer
Bridge Program .These progrpms served from 80 to 725 EOP/SAA students
* during 1982~ 83h“ The latter figure represents 70.5 percent of the total ' <
numpbexr of students served by 0ASIS through all of its programs, regardless .
of funding. j%hg first five showed a decrease in student participatian
ranging from<2.2 percent to 17.9 percent. The Language Program is a new
service, and the Summer Bridge Program which is going on its sixth year
showed an increase of 92 percent over the prevxous year.

SANTATBARBARA: Campus support services are dlspensed through the EOP/SAA
Office. Three service programs are provided: the Summer Transition Program,
Tutoring Program, and the Academi¢ Internship/Scholars Program. Each of

these programs served between 61 and 214 EOP/SAA students. The Summer
Transition Program had a 5.4 perCent increase in student participation ovyer r
1981-82, the Tutoring Program a decline of 84.4 percent, and the Academic
Internship/Scholars Program a 76.3 percent drop in participation.

SANTA CRUZ: Most support services are provided through the EOP/SAA Office

Ehe Student Learning Center, and the Counseling Center. Informatior o

. 1982-83: Mathematics  and Writing Workshops, Orlentatlon, ALademxc
Personal Counseling, and Peer Coungeling. .These last two units showed

o
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4 . decrease in student participation -of 40.4 percén. and 67 .2 percent, respectively,
. over the previousixgir. The other units were _add€d this year. :

FS
~ ~

Funding History: : .

1979-80 1980-~81 1981-82 1982-83 . 1983J!4
$1,014,000 $1,266,000 $1,472,000 $1,406,000 .l'$l,i66,000
£ M . . ' -
) Funding for Academic Support Services is derived from student fees and the

-State General ‘Fund, with the General Fund paying 75 percent and educatlonal
fee reVenues paying 25 percent

Evaluation Data -

Not all support services can be easily evaluated. The effects of counseling

and- advising, for instance, are very difficult, if not impossible to measure.

The Office .of the President has published two annual reports (in January
- - 1982 and January 1983) entitled "Academic Support Services for Minority and"
Low-Income Students at the University of California,” which include data on
the effectiveness of some specific’ support service programs, notably the
summer transition programs and the gourse-related workshops in mathematics
and sc¢ience. Those available data Lonflrmed the importance of these programs
in improving academic performance and peYSthence rates of participating
students. p
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA EARLY GUTREACH PROGRAM .
“.

/v

Thchniversity began its early outreach effort in 1976 with the Pavtnership
' Program. The. effort was expanded in 1978 with the University Partners
Program. Now called Early Qutreach, these programs were designed to enlarge
. the pool of . minority students and stUQGnts from low—inCOme'famxlies eligible
. to ‘enter the University and to jincrease the number of applications from
eligiﬁle_undeﬁrppresented minority students, thereby increasing the number
who efitoll in and graduate from the 'University.

~
A

At the junior -high school level, the goals of Early Outreach are (1) to
increase the number of minority. and low-income studehts who-aspire to attend

a2 postsecondary educational institutf%n; (£) to inform them of the ddmissions

pursue college preparatory work. '
. ge prep Yy

requirements of the campus they are cousidering;” &nd (3) to motivate them to
At the senior high school level, the goals are (1) to encouragé minority and
low-income students to emroll in and successfully complete a college prepara-
tory program, and (2) to increase the number of participants who become.
~regul¥sly admissible to the Univetsity. This component of Early Outreach
. assists students who were junior high school participants;- frequently,
however, it includes other underrepresented and low-income students to the
- extent that resources permit. '
L} - N Ve 3V B \
During 1982-83, 443 California puﬁlic high schools participated in Early
Outreach. These Schools were selected on the strength of the following
criteria: '

1. .The lev¥el of minogity student enrollment; ’ . ‘ﬁ-

v R w .

2.1‘The willingness of school officials to participate in. the program;

3. The extent to which students in these schools do not receive services
similar to those offered by Early Outreach: .

4. The extent to which students in the local high schools do not enroll in

the University; and . ‘ v

)

5. The deVelbpment of an appropriate ethnic mix of students participating
in the program. ‘ ' i

. . ’ , - ; R - é
The criteria used to select program participants vary from one area to
“another, but the basic guidﬁiﬁues considered for all applicants are: ;
. > . v A, .

1. Enrollment in a junior o# senior high school; - -

~
3

o : 2. Being a member of underrepresented group, coming from a low-incone
family, or both; «}B :

v <
4
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2" . With respect tosacademic achievement, on séven of the eight campuses, '27.8

+

. N

3. Potential to benefit from the Early Outreach Program and its activities;

4. Potential ftor admgssion to a postsecondary educational institution upon
graduation from bigh school; and .
. ' ~N

5. Desire to participate in the program.

Early Outreach provides direct aca@e&icwsupport and counseling to students
who enroll in college preparatory courses upoh entering high school. The

program helps students complete rigorous academic coursework. Accordingly,
its emphasis over phe years hag been increasingly in tutorial and learning

skills services. Rarticipants fgho do not take college preparatory courses
are referred to othe programs more closely tailored to their needs
and aspirations, ‘ )

-

During 1982-83, Earl Wtreach served 20,384 students from 443 schools who
had been selected on the basis of these criteriays

E‘unding‘ History

-
1976-77 ©1977-78 1978~79X, 1979-80 1980-81
. $462,000 51,162,000 51,454,000 $1,830,000 sz,ozd,ooo
o | ' ;A
1981-82 1982-83- - 1983-84

$2,267,000 $2,303,000 $2,303,000
The University prévided the financial. support for this program during its
initial two years. Beginning in 1977-78, support wa3 shared by th& State
General Fund (55%) and the University (45%). In 1980-81, the State provided
75 percent of the Funding, -with the University supporting the remainder.
This funding pattern was continued through 1983-84. .

* Evaluation Data '

In 1982-83, the University of Caltfornia eligibility rate for Early Outreach
and AEP was 24.1 percent for the Class of 1983. The Statewide eligibility
raté for all students is only 14.8 percent and only 5 percent for undexrep-
resented students. In the Class of '83, 26.5 percent of ,Barly Outreachwpnd
AEP graduates enrolled in UC or in the CSU system; 73 percent went on ¢o
some postsecondary institution.

percent of .the participanhs received average grades of B- (2:51) oxr abeve in
the A-F courses. At one campus, almost 40 percent of the participants
' received at least a B- average. For one campus we had no information.

» R -
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" UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA IMMEDIATE QUTREACH PROGRAM, ,

The final phase of the University's student atfirmative action obsreach
effort is its rgcruitment component, Immediate Outreach. The principal goal.
of Immediate Outreach is to augment the number of applicants from regularly
eligible underrepresented mirority and low-income students; and to increase
the number of thege students who actually @nroll in the University of Cali-
fornia. The University began this program in 1976 as part of its initiad
Student Affirmative Action progsam. The specific program objectives are:

1. To seek out and aggist, yregularly qualified high school seniors and

Community College studentd in making application to the Univérsity;

To as3ist former Early Outreach students in their application to the
University;

to

N 3. To help track the academic progress of current gnd former early outreach' &
. students who enter the University and other postSecondary institutions.
While each of the eight UC campuses administers an Immediate Outreach pro-
gram, each program varies in acope and in thé type of services delivered.
- The administrative unit respongible for Immediate Qutreach servicks also
varies from campus to campus. These services may, for.instance, be provided
through the Educational Opportunity Program, Student Affirmative Action S

and/or the Office of Relations with Schools.

While the specific types of services provided vary from campus to campus,
they include high school visits, Community College "visits, publications,
transitional serxvices upon enrollment, cultural, activities, campus tours,
freshman orientation sessiogs/seminars, tutoring, career information days,
admissions counseling, c011ege motivation nights, summer residential programs,
and mini-information conferences and workshops. . -

All high schools within the campus service- area participating in the ESrTy
o Outreach Program receive the highest priority inr Immediate Qutreach services.
Many other schools throughout the State are also targeted for services based
upon high percentages-of‘mihority enrollment and demonstrated desire for
services by counselors, barents, and students. ..

~

Funding History B _
1977-78 - 1978-79 1979-80 _1980~81 1981-82 ° 1982-83 1983-84
$312,000 $318,000 $401,000 $576,000  $573,834 $596,000 $596,000

.

The University provided the financial support’ for this program during 1its

initial two years. Beginning in 1977-78, support was shared by the State

General Fund (55%) and the University ' (45%). In 1980-81, the State contrib-

uted 75 percent of the funding, and the University cofftributed 25 percent.

This pattern was continued through 1983-84. . .
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Numbers Served
! The Immediste Outreach program of the University of California provides

services to most pigh schools and Community Colleges throughout Califormia.
<n 1982-83, Immediate Outreach provided services to 700 high schools and
almost all of- the Community Colleges. Data -are not available, however, on
the total number of individuals served through this program for two reasdhns.

- Firgt, the Immediate Outreach program attempts to reach its goals by identity-
ing targeted schéOtsy—net students. Then schools are selected, in part,
because of the relatively high percentage of underrepresented students they
enroll. Therefore, it is appropriate to evaluate Immediste Outreach 1in
terms of its success in reaching targeted schools and in providing needed
services. !

~Serond, efforts to obtain the total number of students served by lmmediate
OQutreach result in an unknown number of duplicated counts. This is unavoid-
able because of the manner in which campuses provide Immediate Outreach
services.

Evaluation . N

M ~
-

As stated earlier, Immediate Outreach attempts to reach its goals by identi-
fying targeted schools and providing appropriate gservices, Because dmmediate
Outreach is a statéwide recruitment effort, the type of impact dafa‘available
for Early Outreach and AEP are not appropriate. The Office of the President,
in the Student Affirmative Action Five-Year Plan, outlines priorities for
the selection of Immediate Outreach schools and states the need far more
coordination between recrtiitment done through the EOP/SAA offices and that
done by the Office of Relations with Schools.

As the number of new students from underrepresented-groups increases system-
wide, it appears that many campuses acre reaching the appropriate schools aud
providing the needed services. What must be assessed is the extent to which
more scgoolqishould be targeted and services- expanded.

-
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
SPECIAL PROJECTS UNIT :

University and College Opportunities Program (ESEA Title IV-C)
- Title IV-C of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides
funding for local educational agencies to develop and field test new models,
. techniques, strategies, and solutions to current educational problems. .8
“While any of the identified project categories can be direc¥ed toward the
needs of ethnic minocrity and low-income students, the CaliYpfnia State Board
of Education has reserved funding for projects whpr \'ith the prepar-
ation of minority students for successful college and univdrsity perform-- - —
ance. Through the framework of the University and College) Opportunitied
Program, 10 grants were awarded in 1979 to educational agoficies with the
general goal of increasing the number of students from nderrepresented
. groups who are erigible for and enroll in a four-year coll ge or university. .
’ The specific objectives of the projects included the following:

«n
-
.- 1. Participating students complete a college-preparatory curriculum which
meets the University of California's minimum entrance requirements;
2. Project staff and school faculty develop special teaching skills and be o
knowledgeable about strategies for meeting the unique needs of poten- ‘

tially high-achieving minority students:

3. All parents (guardians) of participating students be knowledgeable about
college academic requirements and be supportive of their children's
participation in the college preparation program; and

4. Participating students be aware of theiy career interests and wh%s
academig preparation is required for each such career. é _
Due to the competitive nature of I[V-C tunding and the annual application
. process, 6 of the 10 projects were funded as third-year replication projects
' in 1981-82. Each funded site replicated its prbogram at a new high school .
- _ site with little new money in addition to the previously funded. sites.
Chapter 1298, Statutes of 1982, Education Code Section 54700 of Senate Bill
968 has given the program the tool to implement the University and College
Opportunities Program by allowing redirection fo exiating categorical funds
.to develop such programs. The State Board of Education has enthusiastically
endorsed the regulations that support and encourage this program. The nine
projects, as selected by the State Department of Education, for 1982-83
were: ‘

~73-
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. Q \ 1982-83 .
1. Compton Unitied Schools ' - :
Served 800 Students ' : 148,000
2. Qakland Public sc&sols ' .
‘Served 180 Students $ 37,000 -
3. Pasadena Unified Schools .
Served 162 Students . » $ 30,000
» ‘4. lnglewood Unified School District
Served 450 Students S 67,000 -
5. Salinas Union High School District ) ‘
Served 400 Students - § 38,000
6 Unified Schools
$ 25,000 ]
. 1 -
7. Berkeley Unified School District ¥
. Served 240 Students $ 37,500
8. Eastside Union School District .
Served 500 Students r,, $100,000
{ )
2 9. . Center Joint Union School District )
Served 300 Students . S 34,000
“ ?K
1 ! -
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSIOE\J

A state agency created in 1974 to assure the effective utilization of public
postsccondary education rcao&ﬁoa. thereby eliminating waste agd unnecessary
duplication, and to promgie -diversity, innovation, and XYespongiveness to
student and societal needs thrgugh statewide planning and coordin‘x:‘ion.

COMMISSION OFFICERS

Seymour M. Farber, C'natrperson_
Seth P. Brunner, Vice Chairperson

~

COMMISSION MEMBERS

Representing the General Public

N Seth P. Brunner, Sacramento
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach
Seymour M. Farber, San Francisco
Patricla Gandara, Sacramento .

Nancy McFadden, San Jose
. Roger C. Pettitt, Los Angeles

i Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles
' Stephen P. Teale, Mokelumne Hill -

-~

Representing the
Independent California Colleges apd Universities

Jean M. Leonard )

Representing the University of CaHfor;n‘ia
Sheldon W. Andelgon
) Representing the
- California State University
Claudia H. Hampton

Representing the California Community Cojlleges
) \
Mario Camara .

a

Representing the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Institutions

- Darlene M. Lavgul

© Representing the State Board of Education
Sandra J. Boese '

ALTERNATES

_Blanche C. Bersch, The California State Universkty
vvonne Brathwaite Burke, University of California
Peter Finnegan, California Community Colleges

1020, Twelfth-Street, Sacramento, California 95814 'I‘elephoné (916) 445-7933
’ _ \ N - .

Ralph J. Kaplan, Los Angeles : v
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